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METHODOLOGICAL PREFACE

Some, including many historians, classify the writing of
history as an art .
I f it i s so, then it must be defined, and
its success measured, as any other art form.
It then is the
creation of the historian artist and must transcend mere reality
to offer a statement about the human condition or society -whether optimistic or pessimistic, real or ideal. The historian
as artist produces an interpretation of the past that reinforces
his view of reality through either his selection of historical
source material, his interpretation, or, more often, through both .
While supposedly seeking "truth," what he presents as his art is
his own view of reality and seldo~ if ever, approaches an accurate
account of the past.
The other type of historical thought sees history as a social
scie n ce . Through the scientific method, these practitioners argue,
a more accurate account of past events can be attained.
The advantage of science is not only that it names, classifies , records,
quan tifies, and p r edicts, but that it lets the "facts" offer their
own interpretation, regardless of what it turns out to be. The
h istorian-scientist is aware of his ignorance of reality and
realizes that his laws and labels, descriptions and definitions,
are the products of his own thought.
He too has subjectively chosen
hi s raw data.
I n the end, he realizes (or should) that his method
has enabled him to use the world for purposes of his own devising
rather than to understand and explain it , and he has thus produced
a work almost as s ubjective as that of his historian-artist cousin.
Much of the historian's troubles come from the fact that only
the present exists in reality.
The past did exist (and the future
will exist) but is lost forever.
We cann~study the past empirically, but only its traces. The traditionally used sources of
hi storians -- letters, records, and all other archival materials
are merely traces of the past and in no way offer a complete (or
perhaps even a partial) story of what actually took place . These
sources seldom approach the "wh y, 11 and the interpretation then is
left to the historian.
The historian is not a super-human,
He shares the paradigm, or world view, of
with all its assumptions and prejudices.
past in the present and interpret it only
con text. All historiography is therefore
and timed .
ix

but a man of this world.
his society and his time
He can only view the
through his own social
subjective, relative,
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This is as it should be, because it makes history vital,
alive, and relevant.
It has caused major schools of historio graphy to emerge that reflect and justify their own particular
social periods. The "progressive" school reflected the early
part of this century's idea that America was always improving
and that linear "progress" was not only an ideal but a reality.
This school gave up its prominence to the "counter-progressives"
of the 1950s, who held a more cynical view in more cynical times.
During the social turmoil of the late 1960s, the "new- leftist"
historians arose and offered a totally new and, usually, opposite
interpretation of the past.
A single event can be analyzed and explained several different
ways, depending upon the context in which it is written. Thus, the
past, through the writing of history, always has relevance to the
present. The trouble is that few historians recognize their own
bias or the relativity of their own views.
Seeing themselves as
the holders of "truth, " all others must be wrong. The sad fact
is that a new generation with new ideas and beliefs will view them
as antiquated and, indeed, they will be.
Oral history is an interpretation of past events, just as is
any other historical methodology.
It is probably more valuable,
in that it is the interpretation of an actual actor in the event
and not of a historian who is by theory and practice an outsider.
While the interviewee may make some errors in fact, and one rrrust ass urre
the limiting factors of memory loss and pride, he will probably
offer an interpretation that is closer to the truth. His source
material is not only the "traces" left in the records, but the
memories of himself as a participant. He knows the "whys" and
"hows" as well as the "whats" and "whens." The offering of oral
history, while still incomplete, offers a fresh and valuable
insight into the mystery of the past.
It is still subjective,
but that very subjectivity is in itself objective fact.
The following interviews were conducted by Elwood R. Maunder,
a pioneer in this technique , and were transcribed by his wife,
Eleanor.
They then went through an editing process by our staff
oral history editors, Karen Burman and Linda Brandt. The edited
transcript was then sent back to the interviewees f.or their approval.
They were granted the right to edit their interview as they felt
was necessary in keeping with standard oral history procedure .
Their editing was quite heavy in sections, so that what is presented
here is an edited version of what was originally tape-recorded.
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David A. Clary, Head of the Hi story Section of the United
Stat es Dep artme nt of Ag ri c ulture , Fore st Service, wrote the
Intro ductio n , and Linda Brandt wrote the brief introductions
for e ach interv i ew . Upon t he final completion of t h e manuscript,
it was indexed by Deb ra Hansen of tne indexi n g service of the
Oral History Pro g ram of California State University, Fullerton.
This book was a joint project of th e USDA Fo r est Service a nd
the Forest History Society, In c.
Ronald C . Larson
Or a l History Coordinator

INTRODUCTION

A bureaucrat, Webster tells us , is "especia ll y, a
gove rnment official who follows a narrow rigid fo r ma l r out in e
or who is established with great autho rity in hi s own d epa r t ment." Bureaucrats are often d esc ribed in terms of disdain,
eve n of opprobrium.
At their best, so common wisdom h olds,
bureaucrats are "face l ess" moles e ndl essly scratching out,
fil ing, and propounding tedious pet ti foggery; at t h e ir worst,
bureaucrats are viewed as callous , collectivist tyr a n ts,
gri nding the c i t i ze nry to a paste with ri gor ous an d inflexible
rules.
But what about the story of the bureaucrat who trie d
to close d own a c hild's lemonade stand because it lacked public
r est rooms? Perhaps tales like that are intended to persuade us
to accept bureaucracy as an annoying bu t not especially dest ruc t ive nuisance, lik e c higge r s, playing a mi nor r ole in t h e human
comedy.
But such di sparageme nt is ove rdrawn. Bureaucracy seems,
on the basis of several millennia of human expe ri e n ce, an
esse ntia l eleme nt of civilizat ion.
Even societies that subsist
by hun ti ng and gathering assign to their members off ices and
r esponsibilities and the power t o regulat e the hunt.
The g r eat
e mpires all owe d their ri se, prosperity , and u ltimate fall to
the st r e ngths and weaknesses of their bureaucracies. The urge
t o divide labo r that l eads to the formation of bureaucracy is
so prevalent that it may b e a disting ui s hin g c h aracteristic of
o ur species.
To bure auc racy must go credit fo r some of the best
as well as some of the worst o f human achievements . Many a saint
martyred b y one bureau c racy is honored by another established in
his memory.
So int eg ral i s bureaucracy to the huma n cond ition
that great thinke r s from Confucius to Plato to J oh n Stuart Mill
de ve loped philosophies that acknowledge it as a fact of nature
and a po t e ntial instrume nt fo r human we ll - being.
So we shall not co n ce rn ourselves here with pettifogge rs
and pencilheads and petty tyrants, for the small - minded a r e found
in eve r y walk of li fe; rather , we shall consider t h e good bureauc rat. What i s h e? Th e goo d bureaucrat may o r may not be someone
who d oes things . Hi s distinguishing feature is that he makes
it pOSSTble for things to be do ne . He identifies what needs to
be d o ne, h e hires good people to do it, he gets them the mo ney to
do it with, he protects them from inte rf ere n ce, he fights fo r the
s urvival of his o r gani zation in political and budgetary battl es
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and he insures that the work being done is worthwhile and
valuable to others.
The good bureaucrat is a creator, a
planner and designer, a talent scout, a father (or mother)
confessor, an administrator, a critic, a spokesman, a politician,
a fundraiser - -anything he needs to be to manage an efficient,
productive program, to make it serve the public interest, and
always to try to improve it. Without such people cathedrals
and television sets could not be built; wars against nations
and against famine could not be waged; libraries, hospitals ,
schools, and national forests and parks could not endure. There
are bad bureaucrats, to be sure, and more mediocre ones. But
most are competent and dedicated to the public interest, however
they might define that.
And a few bureaucrats are very good indeed.
Clarence Forsling, Verne Harper, and George Jemison - -the
subjects of this volume--were, each in his day, good bureaucrats.
They left indelible imprints on the research programs of the
Forest Service . While each was an accomplished scientist in his
own right, even a cursory review of the interviews in this volume
will reveal the native bureaucrat in each one.
They envisioned
the role research should play in national forestry programs; they
established and continually improved their organizations; they
def ended their people and programs in the dangerous world of
politics.
The true bureaucrat desires order, regulation, productivity,
and a measurable product. Forsling, Harper, and Jemison imposed
rationality on the seemingly untame able habits of the investigator
and the experimenter, and did so without stifling creativity.
They showed that it was possible to organize, plan, and place
research activities in a sensible priority--and as a result, they
obtained the budgets and political support without which no research
would have taken place.
They made it clear that their programs
could and would contribute directly to the multiple needs of
natural resource use and management, that they would not indulge
the uncontrolled whimsy of individual scientists, and in the event
they furthered the arts and techniques of forest conservation.
All three were planners, administrators, politicians, and diplomats--that is, good bureaucrats .
While the "bureaucratic mind" is the subject of much public
cant , it is not often that the minds of bureaucrats are offered
for public scrutiny.
It is therefore fortunate that this volume-the latest in a series of oral history projects undertaken cooperatively by the Forest Service and the Forest History Society--has
come forth.
If one wants to understand the origins and nature of
an important bureaucracy, in this case the research establishment
of the Forest Service, one should examine the character of the
people who created and built it: Forsling, Harper, and Jemison
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reveal themselves as creative. They relate some of what they
did and a lot of what they think about the bureaucratic process.
As three distinct intellects they demolish any notion that there
is such a thing as one "bureaucratic mind." Each achieved "great
authority in his own department , " but they all esch ewed the
"narrow rigid formal routine."
A word of caution to the reader is advisable.
Although
interviews like those recorded here are called "oral history,"
what you are about to read is not a history in the full meaning
of the term . These interviews are documents, sources that will
be u seful to future historians, political scientists, and biographers.
More precisely, the interviews are memoirs of a particular sort, wherein reminiscences are elicited by a questioner.
The scientist in Forsling, Harper , and Jemison will remain conscious of the warning offered by the Heisenberg Principle, which
the bureaucrat in each would express as, "The questions you ask
determine the answers you get." It is not as a factual record
that oral histories like these offer value.
Rather, it is the
look they give us at the personalities and judgment of people
with something instructive to say about their (and our) past,
at the human dimension of social processes, at the mythology and
folklore and mores of the bureaucracy , at the little things that
add human flesh to the dry bones of the official record.

So read these interviews not in search of a detailed
accounting of Forest Service history, but for the lessons that
experienced men of affairs wish to impart. You will learn how
three mak e rs of that history view their roles in it.
You will
come to appreciate better the bureaucratic and political and
personal reality that has determined the Forest Service's evolution.
And you may learn to recognize a good bureaucrat when
one happens along.
David A. Clary
Head, History Section
U. S . Forest Service
Washington, D.C.
May 30, 1978

Verne Lester Harper

The Forest Service career of Verne L . Harper spans
nearly forty years
and encompasses such roles as Division
Chief of For es t Management a t th e Sou th er n Forest Exp eri ment
Station in New Or l eans , Division Chief of Forest Management
Research in Washington, D.C., Director of t he Northeastern
Forest Experiment S t a t ion in Philadelphia, and Deputy Chief
of Research in Washington, D. C . , a post he held for fourteen
years .
Harper ' s interest and work in international relations
resulted in his obtaining funds to assist American foresters
in a tten ding fo r eign universities, helping to establish the
North American Forestry Commission and the Latin - American
Research and Training Institute, and becoming co - fou nd er of
th e In t ernational Union of Societie s of Foresters, of wh ich
h e was presiden t for six years .
He is at present a Professor
of Forestry at the Un iv ers it y of Florida.
Throughout Harper ' s efforts on behalf of fores tr y and
research run the threads of dedica t ion to ideals and vision.
His innovative approach to research , which involved written
problem analyses and study plans, was slowly accepted .
A
station territory map was prepared to guide the future ex pansion of forest and watershed projects as separate forest
ecosystems .
And, Harper ' s five objectives in program planning
during the 1950s h elped bring about new policies and enhanced
the Forest Service research program ' s capab i lity.
These were:
personnel development actions, the man-in-job concept of
classifying research scientists, the abolition of the research
center leader position, the establishment of pioneering research
units, and the improve men t of scientific environment and
research facilities.

Research Planning at the Field Level
Project and Study Level

Elwood R. Maunder:
The purpose of this oral history interview, Les , is to trace some of the history of the
d eve lopment of researc h programs and r esearch administration in the Forest Serv ice.
It is one of a
series of int e rviews with men who held responsible
positions in planning, policy development , organization, coo rdination , and supervision of Forest Service
research nationally, and in some c ases, internationally.
The history of resear c h planning can best b e treated
by looking at what developed at three leve ls:
first,
at the project and study level ; second, at the
regional station level; and third, at the national
l eve l . Could you b eg in by explaining how problem
analysis a nd study plans were d eve loped at the project
and study l e v e l?
Verne Leste r Harp e r:
I'll begin by exp laining why and how
I developed the kind o f problem analysis and st udy
plan that evolved from my work at th e Lake City
[ Florida] branch of the Southern Fores t Experiment
Station, which began in 1931. Th e concept of a
written problem analysis and study plan o ri g inated
with me in 1931 , shortly after I had b ee n put in
c harge of th e r esearch work at the Lake City branch.
I was imbued with the r espon s ibi li t y to see that the
n ew studi es we were to unde rtake at thi s newly opened
branch office of the st ation were soundly conceived
and fruitful.
Th ese t hou ghts l e d to th e problem analysis and study plan, eac h to b e prepared in writing
according to carefull y considered guidelines.
Th e purpose of the problem anal ysis, as I saw i t, was
to c larify the technical aspects of a given problem
and to ide ntif y the main questions which would late r
become subjects for individual st udi es . The n for eac h
d es i g nat e d st udy a plan would b e drawn that involved a
set of principles to be observed, s uch as a clear
statement of the obj ec t of the st udy, a va lid d es i gn
1
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that would permit data analyses leading to results
within a calculated degree of confidence, and other
items.
I should further explain that, during my time in
Forest Service research, a project leader was assigned
a line of work called a "line project." Within each
line project there were, typically, many problems on
which research could be done, but some were of higher
priority than others for reasons of the time.
And
for each problem selected for research, typically
two or more studies were required for its solution.
The problem analysis that I referred to a moment ago
is applicable to this selected problem for research,
and the study plan is applicable to the two or more
studies that would be required to solve the problem.
ERM:

There had been no guidelines set down along these
lines before?

VLH:

No, there had been no guidelines of this nature
before.
Most of the project leaders with whom I
talked during the early days of my work in developing
the guidelines claimed that they were, of course,
basing their selection of studies on a knowledge of
problems in the areas of research assigned to them,_
but they seldom wrote down their analysis. Written
study plans were more in evidence . However, the
quality was highly variable and too often the plan
was limited to a physical description of the sample
plots involved, such as size, location, and when
established.
There was no distinction, as a rule,
between a study plan and a study establishment report.
One of my earliest conclusions in regard to the
written problem analysis and study plan was that they
would serve to develop planning ability in young researchers, provide a means for review of others, and
force the development of a project's program of
research according to a definite plan .
It was easier to say that these instruments of program
development should be written than to actually write
them.
There was no magic formula to be followed.
There were, however, certain principles to be observed.
Fortunately, I was well situated to ponder these
matters.
I was in charge of a branch station located
several hundred miles from headquarters in New Orleans,
and my staff of young scientists and I were largely on
our own in determining the studies to be pursued .
Written problem analyses and study plans not only would
be useful to us in guiding our research but also would
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be something concrete to refer to when we were visited
by supervisors and colleagues.
ERM:

Under whom were you directly working?

VLH :

Under E. L. Demmon, Director of the Southern Forest
Experiment Station. At that time, Demmon also was
chief of the station's division of forest management .
In addition to Demmon, we were visited periodically by
Ed [Edward N.] Munns, F. X. Schumacher , and others
from the Office of Silvics in Washington, D.C.

ERM:

Who were the people with you at Lake City?

VLH:

Frank Heyward, Jr., James G. Osborne, Theodore A.
Liefeld, and I c onstitute d the re gular r e searc h
staff. Lenthall Wyman was with us for a short time
before joining the forestry faculty of North Carolina
State College at Raleigh. Other permanent employees
were: Bettie C. [Mrs. Thomas N.] Busch, statistical
clerk; Truman E. Pease, ranger for the Olustee Experimental Forest; Clark Street, administrative assistant;
and May Patchett, secretary.
In addition, we had
several temporary field assistants, the number depending upon the current work load. Notable among these
was William Keel , a graduate architect who, among
ot h er things, designed the original attractive
complex of buildings that were constructed on the
Olustee Experimental Forest in 1932. Austin Cary had
a part-time off i ce with us, and although he was not a
member of the station he served us in a consult in g
capacity.
The research people at Lake City were all involved at
one time or another in helping to develop or test the
guidelines for problem analyses and s t udy p lans ,
especially the latter. Other members of the Southern
Station also were helpful .

ERM:

Who were some of those others?

VLH:

The most helpful in terms of speci fics were Philip C.
Wakeley and William G. Wahlenberg . Others were Henry
Bull, Roy A. Chapman, and Eugene Gemmer.

ERM:

How was your work on these guidelines viewed by Demmon
and the men from Washington?

VLH:

With encouragement. Demmon thought the guidelines
would be useful throughout the Southern Station .
Schumacher was especially interested in the guides for
study plans, the part that dealt with experimental
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design and statistical analyses of data. Ed Munns
thought the kind of work I was doing would fit well
under a broad line of work he was personally heading
up in Washington that dealt with a manual of research
methods . He assigned a project with that name at
Lake City with me as project leader for the Southern
Station. S. R. Gevorkiantz of the Lake States
Station had a similar project.* Also, I might add,
Munns thought well enough of the progress I had made
in developing the concept of written problem analyses
and study plans to ask me to present a paper on the
subject at a service-wide research project leader
conference in Washington, D.C., during the early
1930s.
ERM:

Do you have a copy of the paper you presented?

VLH:

No, it was lost years ago.
I do have a couple of
things that were prepared at a later date which
show the elements of problem analyses and study plans.
One is entitled The Problem Analysis (dated 1940),
and it contains outlines for both the problem analysis
and the study working plan.** The other is a document titled Guide for Forest Service Research Scientists (dated 1965) that explains (on ~ages 13 and 14)
the problem analysis and study plan.** I'll send
you my personal copy of each of these documents.

ERM:

Before you go on, Les, during the early years of the
Forest Service ce rtain working plans and projects
were carried out by individual members of the Service ,
particularly for private landowners in regard to how
they might practice a better kind of forest management
or cutting. Was there any link, historically, between
what you were setting forth to do in the early 1930s
and what had been done earlier?
*see page 101 in Forest Research in the United
States, Report of the Committee on Forestry, Division
of Biology and Agriculture, National Research Council
(St. Paul, Minn . : Lake States Forest Experiment Station, 1938), processed .
**u.s., Department of Agriculture [USDA ] , Forest
Service, The Problem Analysis (Washington, D.C.: GPO,
1940), processed.
***USDA, Forest Service, Guide for Forest Service
Research Scientists (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1965),
processed.
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VLH:

No.
The projects and working plans you are referring
to pertain to management plans for the handling of
forest properties, whe r eas the kind of planning I was
doing pertained to the co ndu ct of research.
Research
planning is a horse of a different color .

ERM:

Would you go on with your analysis? Would you indicate, first of all, in wh at significant ways your
app roach differs from those that h a d been used
earl i e r ? I think you have allud ed to that in some of
what you said .

VLH:

My approach, Woody, differs from earlier ones in
three main r espects:
fi r st, I would identify a nd
keep separate the two principal stages of r esear c h
planning at the project a nd st udy level. These two
stages are analysis of the problem selected for the
research progr am and, following the analysis , the
preparation of a plan for the con du ct of each study
indicated by the analysis .
In contrast, earlier
planning, to the extent there was any, made no
distinction between these two sequential steps-- t h e
problem analysis and the study plan.
Second, my approach would establish guideli n es for the
p r eparation of these two documents, guidelines that
shoul d be considered in all cases and followed where
applicable. The burden of proof for not following
t h e guidelines would be upon the researcher responsible
for the plan nin g . In earlier practice, there were no
such guidelines.
Third, my app r oach would require that the prob l em
analys i s and study plan be written. Earlier p ractice
had n o such r equirement .

ERM:

Your last point, the requirement that the problem
a n alys i s and study plan be written would make it
possible to subject proposals of a n investigator to
the criticism of his peers .

VLH:

Exactly. And what's more, leave tracks behind so that,
if the investigator departs, someone else can p i ck up
where he left off without any loss of p r evious work.
The follow- up r esearc her would n ot have to plow the
same furrow aga in.

ERM:

Who prepared the 1940 statement on the problem analysis?

VLH:

It was prepared by Ted [Irvine T.] Haig and me. Haig
was then c hi ef of the Division of Forest Man agement
Research, formerly the Office of Silvics, and I was
his assistant . One of my first assignments after I
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was transferred to Washington, D. C . , in 1937 was to
prepare a draft of such a statement which Haig hoped
Clarence L. Forsl in g, the n assistant chief fo r
Research , would endorse and send to all r esear ch
unit s for their guidance.
But there we r e objections
to my initial draft from some of the research division c hi efs in Washington on g r o unds that it didn't
fit t h eir n ee d s. So, after th e statement h ad been
kicking around the Washington off ice for a couple of
years o r more, Hai g got Fo rslin g's pe rmissio n to
adapt it especially to forest management research and
then to send i t to t he statio ns as an a dvisory from
his divisional office .
ERM:

Was your n ext move toward making the written plan s a
nation al r equir eme n t the Guide, which was prepared in
1965?

VLH:

No, there were a coupl e of initi atives prior to t h e
p r epa rati o n of the Guide.
Th e first was in 1951 when
I b ecame Chi ef of Research.
I tol d all the stations
t h e n , as I visited t h em, t h at a problem a n alysis at
the project level a nd a plan at the study level should
b e p r epa r e d in writin g, and that this requireme nt
applie d to all our research except Forest Sur vey and
like activit i es where s u c h d ocuments were clearl y
inappropriate. The seco nd was i n t h e earl y 1960s wh en
statements on t h e s ub ject became part of t h e n ew
directive system of t h e Forest Service Manual. The
1965 Guide, about which you are asking, was made up
mostly of e xce rpt s from t h e r esearch portions of t h e
Manual, incl udin g mainly the r esearch c h apter that I
h a d person a ll y r ewritte n during a couple of weeks in
a h ideout office just b efo r e I r et ired from t h e
Service. Aside from t hi s r ewritten c h apter on r esearch ,
the Guide for Forest Se r vice Research Scien tists
i n cludes ce r ta in ot h er excerpts on such subjects as
parti cipat i o n of research peopl e in studies o f national
fo r ests or ot h e r admini strat i ve units of the Forest
Service, e mployee teachi n g a nd employee t r a ining .

ERM:

Now that's coveri n g a period of more than twenty years
from when you sta r te d a t Lake Cit y to wh e n you say t h is
f in a ll y became na tio n a l policy .

VLH:

Yes, 1931 to 1951 b e fore i t became a Serv i ce- wi d e
po li cy 1 and l o n ger, of cours e, before it became easily
accessib l e as t h e Manual to new as well as older research
scie n tists.

ERM :

How do you acco unt for the fact that it moved so
slowly towards r ecogni tion a nd acceptance?
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VLH:

Probably a number of things were responsible.
In the
first place, books and articles on forestry research
during that time did not lend much, if any, support
to the need for written problem analysis and study
plans.
A 1929 study by Bailey and Spoehr pointed out
that the current state of forestry practice in the
United States was such that Forest Service research,
which was largely descriptive and empirical in nature,
was not intensive, and hence the implication that
sharp analysis of problems and precise scientific
experimentation were matters of little moment.* A
slightly later study (which I alluded to earlier) by
a committee of the National Research Council of the
National Academy of Sciences, showed Forest Service
research under the Branch of Research as being higher
in quality than most other units or agencies, and
hence the implication th at measures to in c r ease the q uality
were not urgent.**
S econdly, there was a feeling, perhaps not shared
widely but penetrating higher echelons, that good
research depends on the gifted and dedicated
scientists who have creativity, are motivated by
inquiring minds, and who have the drive to achieve.
Any imposed procedural methods would inhibit such
people, they felt.
Thirdly, there were two factors especially-- which
were related to application of the guidelines for
problem analysis and study plans--that hindered a
fuller acceptance of the concept. One was a tendency
to overuse the caveat that the guidelines "are not to
be followed blindly." As I had explained in early
promotion of the guidelines, they were not meant to
be applied to cases where there were good reasons to
the contrary. The other was that an occasional
enthusiast for problem analysis would get carried
away in its preparation to the point he would make a
c areer out of the process of polishing it for publication. Thus, instead of serving as the means to
effective research, some analyses tended to become
ends in themselves .

ERM:

What was your answer to these reasons for delay?
*r. W. Bailey and H. A . Spoehr, The Role of
Research in the Development of Forestry in North
America (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1929).
**Forest Research in the United States .
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VLH:

I was not impressed by the implication derived from
the two Academy of Sciences sponsored studies.
Bailey and Spoehr were making a case for endowed
forestry research to be carried out by universities;
they understated the role of the Forest Service in
intensive research of a fundamental and searching
nature. The Committee on Forestry of the National
Research Council was overly generous, in my opinion,
in its ratings of quality of Forest Service research.
But aside from this, not to continue to push aggressively for increased quality of research would
reflect a complacency wholly unacceptable to me.
As to research methodology's inhibiting creativity
in research, experie nce amply r efuted that claim.
Our best researchers were among the first to use
good methodology of planning and research performance.
The two factors that I mentioned which hindered
wider application of the guidelines were corrected
in the administration of them:
closer supervision to
prevent those who claimed exemption beyond proper
justification, such as by inspection from the
Washington o ffice; and a revision of the problem
analysis guidelines by stating that the problem
analysis "may be reviewed by others but normally it
will not be published.''* This revision was successful
in reducing excessive effort and cost in polishing
and publishing the analyses .

ERM:

The Mcsweeney - McNary Act, passed in 1928, greatly
stimulated the growth of research in the Forest
Service. How do you relate what you are talking about
to that enlarged research support from the public
through Congress?

VLH :

The problem analysis and study plan at the project
level were designed to make more effective use of
research funds that were authorized by the McSweeney McNary Act.
Their purpose is in harmony with that
legislation as one aspect of implementing the law.
I am moved to comment on your premise that this Act
stimulated a greatly enlarged research support from
the public, etc. The record doesn't bear you out.
In 1925, three years before the Act, the approp riation
for research was $763,539.
In 1930 it was $1,160,000.
*See pages 18 and 25, USDA, Forest Service, Report
of General Research Inspection: Southern Forest
Experiment Station, by V. L. Harper and Thomas C . Nelson
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1965), processed.
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By 1940, the appropriation was $2,769,364.* This is
hardly a greatly stimulated growth. Moreover, I saw
no evidence that an enlarged public support was
gained by the ac t. The support was in Congress, but
it was temporary and sluggish for lack of support
by constituents of legislators.
ERM:

Certainly the support was less in comparison with
what's come on since World War II .

VLH:

Yes. Backing up a bit, there is a relation (if I
may be permitted to add to what I have said too
briefly) between the problem analysis and study plan
and what the Mcsweeney-McNary Act authorized.
I
envisioned in the early 1930s that the day was
certainly coming when public support would demand
more intensive practice of forestry and hence a
greater need for research.
We were already experiencing at Lake City the pressure of problems growing out of more intensive forest practices. Under
situations like that it seemed to me that one couldn't
afford to be less than extra careful in his priorities
of problems selected for the research program, and
certainly one couldn't expect effective results from
poorly designed studies with fuzzy objects.

ERM:

In earlier days, how were priorities determined at the
project level--Lake City, for example, when you were
stationed there?

VLH:

The system used is presented in the 1965 Guide
[pp. 5-14]. Briefly , it involved, first, the problem
selection process: choosing from several problems
the ones that seemed most urgently in need of research.
Second, came the analysis of the selected problems
into their component parts, and then arranging the
parts in priority for the research attack with studies .
Third, the preparation of the study plans, starting
with the study having the highest priority.

ERM :

Did you bring the public into the consideration of
problems and their priority?

VLH:

Not in a formal way. But we had informal discussions
with landowners, associations, and scientists. For
example, the Pine Institute of America was active
during that time and we often saw Carl Speh, manager
of the Institute.
*USDA, Forest Service, "History of Forest Service
Research: Development of a National Plan , '' b y Herbert
C. Storey(Review draft, September , 1974), p. 126.
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Up to now I have not mentioned the problem selection
process because it really is a part of program formation at the regional station level. My eventual
view was that the director's office--probably a
division chief-- should take the initiative in
selecting the problems for research, bringing the
project leader into the process for consultation and
advice on scientific considerations, such as whether
the problem can feasibly be researched, whether it is
being researched elsewhere, and so on. Actually,
however, we were selecting the problems at Lake City,
subject to concurre n ce of the station director.
In more detail than I gave earlier, the problem selection process was about as follows: we first considered
all the important problems in the lines of research
assigned to us from the vantage point of our knowledge
of the forest conditions in the coastal plain of the
Sout h east.
Usually this resulted in a list of several
problems that appeared to have some urgency.
Next, we examined the list in the light of advice
about pressing problems obtained from forest landowners,
naval stores operators, industry people, national
forest personnel, state foresters, and ot h ers .
Out of this consideration came a shorter list.
Finally, we scrutinized that list in the l i ght of
research already done or being done elsewhere on
similar problems, available facilities and funds for
doing the required research, and probable success of
our research attack. Out of this last consideration
the list shrank in size again, leaving perhaps two
or three problems. Those problems then were designated
in order of their apparent priority as the last step
of problem selection. From that point on came the
problem analysis and the study plan processes .
ERM:

How many projects, or line projects as you called
them, did you have at Lake City?

VLH:

We had three running concurrently during my time:
naval stores production, silviculture of slash and
longleaf pines in the southeastern coastal plain, and
forest fire use in forest management .
In addition,
I carried a project entitled research methods, as I
mentioned a while ago .

ERM:

Was the determination of priority of problems and the
analysis and study planning a team approach among your
junior colleagues?

VLH:

Very much so .
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ERM:

The planning was a matter of staff discussion, think ing through the sequence of studies and other aspects
of the whole problem of setting up the active research
program?

VLH:

Correct. Once we had settled on the selected problems, I usually undertook the problem analysis leading
to the designated studies. The other members of the
science staff prepared study plans in their respective
line projects. We reviewed each other's work and
gave help in our particular specialties.
The a ctual
field work of establishing given studies was often
shared by all of us.

ERM :

Did you organize any advisory committees outside the
staff in those early days?

VLH:

No .

ERM:

It seems to me that [Samuel T.] Dana at the Northeastern Station was instrumental in starting an
advisory committee [Northeastern Forest Research
Advisory Council] about that same time, perhaps a bit
earlier.*

VLH:

Yes, in 1924. Dana was the first in Forest Service
station research, so far as I know, to form an
advisory body.

ERM:

This was also the time of the great impact of Earle
Clapp as a research man in the Forest Service.
Clapp, R . C. Hall , and A. B. Hastings, under sponsorship of the Society of American Foresters, produced
a report entitled A National Program of Forest Re search.** So all of this was developing about the
same time that you were beginning your work in the
Forest Service . To what extent were you in touch with
and responsive to what was going on at that particular
level of study of the problem?
*Samuel T. Dana, The Development of Forestry in
Government and Education, oral history :interview conducted by Amelia R. Fry (Berkeley: University of
California, Bancroft Library, Regional Oral History
Office, 1967), p. 39.
**A National Program of Forest Research, Report of
a Special Committee on Forest Research of the Washington, D. C. Section of the Society of American Foresters,
by Earle Clapp (Washington, D. C.: American Tree Association for Society of American Foresters, 1926).
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VLH:

We had a copy of the Clapp report.

ERM:

To what extent do you think Clapp's report dealt with
the matter of problem analysis and working plan of a
study?

VLH:

Not at all. Clapp's report dealt with planning at the
national level, planning which defined very broad
fields of research.
It did not deal with research at
the project and study level.

ERM:

So, in a sense, your thought was developing in
logical progression in the same direction.

VLH:

Yes, planning at the station level and on down to the
project and study level . No matter how good a broad
national plan might be, it needs to have the planning
extended to the ground level .

ERM:

To wh at extent were your decisions on what projects
to embark upon, for example in the early days at Lake
City, dictated by limits of your own budgeting? Did
you encounter other pressures besides just strictly
those of limitations of funds? Were there any regional
economic pressures of any particular kind , or political
pressures, or were you isolated from th ese?

VLH:

We we re far from being isolat e d from regional and local
interests in our work at Lake City during those early
days. The economic pressures came largely f r om the
naval stores industry and from forest landowners .
There were some pressures also from cattlemen and wildlife interests, especially in the use of fi r e for
habitat management. The studies that we could under take were limited , of course, by the funds at our
disposal . These included mainl y the appropriated
funds allotted to our work. plus such co operative h elo
as we could arrange locally as from the Universit y of
Florida in Gainesville, forest landowners, and others.
Their cooperation came mostly in the form of donated
time of people and mat e rials.

ERM:

Earl e Clapp , head of Research at that time, must have
vis ited your research center at Lak e City . What was
his attitude toward your proposed guidelines for
problem analysis and study plans?

VLH:

Clapp visited the Lake City branch only once durin g
my four years there, and we did not discuss that
subject during his stay. His visit was very short.
He was there at the request of Ray [Raymond E.]
Marsh, his principal assistant at that time, who had
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just completed an inspection of the Southe rn Station.
Marsh felt that Clapp should be present during the
windup session with Demmon over the findings of his
inspection, including questions to be settled about
organization and personnel matters.
ERM:

What were these matters?

VLH:

The main reason for his joining Marsh, as stated by
Marsh himself a few days before he completed his
inspection, was to make a decision in regard to a
proposal by the station to decentralize the research
in forest and range management to a series of branch
stations similar to the one at Lake City.
And there
were other questions involving personne l transfer
actions, as I subsequently discovered.
Perhaps I might tell more about that visit , even
though it doesn't relate directly to research planning
at the project and study level.
It does relate, however, to a role in research planning at the regional
level that I was soon to take.

ERM:

How did this question of branch stations arise and
what were the personnel matters that needed decision?

VLH:

E. L. Demmon and Cap [Inman F.] Eldredge stopped by
my office in the early fall of 1934 to tell me that
Marsh was to make an inspection of the station in a few
weeks and to ask me for suggestions on any matters
concerning the Lake City program that I wanted c alled
especially to Marsh's attention.
At that point Cap
Eldredge suggested that Demmon ought to propose to
Marsh the establishment of a series of branch stations
patterned after Lake City.
Demmon and I agreed that
the proposal had merit.
Marsh arrived in December of 1934, accompan i e d b y
Demmon.
They spent a week reviewing the Lake City
program. Toward the end of the week Marsh telegraphed
Clapp to join him at Lake City over the weekend.
Clapp arrived on a Saturday evening and he and Marsh
departed the next evening.
Clapp, Marsh, and Demmon
spent Sunday in closed conference.
On the way to Jacksonville by automobile to catch the
train back to Washington, Clapp explained to me why
he had rejected the proposal of further branch stations.
He said that Lake City was an exception to his policy
of no branch stations, an exception justified by the
nature of our naval stores research , which required
virtual year-round field work and hence local residency
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of the research people . He pointed out that he had
created the regional stations in order to bring
scattered research personnel in the West to central
locations and he did not want to let the newer
eastern stations take a step backward. He cited many
disadvantages of the system prior to establishment of
regional stations-- thinly manned and scattered research
locations of the West and difficult access to many of
them, slow communication by mail and telegraph,
isolation of personnel, etc . He felt that research
personnel would profit from the intellectual stimulation of group association and discussion.
Moreover,
he concluded, there wasn't enough money at present to
support subdivisions of the Southern Station, and if
there were, he would favor establishing an additional
regional station in the South rather than decentralizing to branch stations.
On the way back to Lake City from Jacksonville,
Demmon told me of other decisions Clapp had made at
their Sunday meeting.
The Forest Survey , which up to
that time had been organized and operated independent
of the station , was being merged with the station as
a divisional activity. Similarly, forest economics in
the South, which had been directed out of Washington,
was being added to the station. With three research
divisions of the station , Demmon was to relinquish his
immediate supervision of forest and watershed management in order to devote full attention to overall
station direction and administration .
Then the bombshell. Clapp had agreed that I was to be
transferred to New Orleans to head the station's
division of forest and watershed management.
I moved
to New Orleans in July 1935.
ERM:

How would you characterize the influence of those at
the study level and regional levels in determining the
thrust and emphasis of research? Did this increase or
decrease as time went on?

VLH:

The emphasis of research in terms of broad fields for
study including new areas and changes in the defini tions of older ones, was then and still is set by the
Washington Offic e of Research, subject to congressional
authorization and funding and certain department-wide
rules and coordination. But within the fields for
which a station is authorized, the study and regional
levels exert major influence in determining the
emphasis to be given specific problems and the thrust
that is given to achieve research results. Their
influence has grown tremendously in these respects as
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the quality of researchers has increased through
more advanced training and the use of more highly
sophisticated research equipment and facilities .
ERM:

What I was getting at, Les, is this:
your story of
the visit of Ray Marsh, Earle Clapp, Cap Eldredge, and
E. L . Demmon gave me the impression that the top and
middle echelons came down to the project and study
level, took an idea and carried it up the line.
You
got "bumped up the line" to the regional office, and
not long thereafter you got "bumped up the line" to
the Washington o ffice, and I wonder to what extent
that process continued to operate as time went on .
To what extent have thoHe at the top and middle
levels listened to and e ffected the ideas of imaginative young scientists who were moving into the field
at the project level?

VLH:

Okay, your question is on research administration
matters, organization, and personnel promotion, the
kind of ideas discussed by the people during their
visit to Lake City.
I 'll reply to the organization
idea first.
The fact that Clapp rejected the proposal to create
more branch stations in the South is not surprising
in view of his national plan for research that had
only recently been completed.
Therein he states that
the system of regional forest experiment stations
begun in 1920 was then complete except for the
possible addition of another regional station in the
case of a large territory such as that of the Southern
Station.* If Clapp were to be faulted for dismissing
out of hand the idea of branch stations in the South
with year-round residency for scientists , it would have
to be on grounds that he didn't foresee the key role
that multicenters uf a station could play in stimulat ing public support for research funding and effectively
carrying the load of an enlarged research program.
Had Clapp been better acquainted with the South he
would have seen the beginning signs of a quickening
degree of forest practice and hence the potential
increased demand from the local people for more r e search.
A story was being told in Southern Station circles
during the days of preparing the Copeland Report, in
the late 1920s, that Clapp had rejected some station
observations on forest conditions with the comment
*A National Program of Forest Research, pp . 149-

150.
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they were "contrary to well - founded opinion." Clapp
was deservedly admired for his broad vision in long range planning . But he also was known for a determined
adherence to his convictions- - views once formed not
easily shaken.
Now as to whether the up-the - line flow of ideas on
research organization and like administration matters
continued, or indeed whether there were many of such,
I can't say. However, in my opinion, project leaders
and scientists at the study level are not likely to
spawn new ideas on such matters.
They are more apt to
resist changes of this nature . Their expertise and
creativity lies in another direction - -in how best to
tackle a problem and set up the studies needed, and in
doing research.
In other words, the flow of ideas on
research administration is more apt to be down than up .
In contrast, the flow of ideas about research doing
and research accomplishment is mostly up the line.
There has always been reasonably good communication
between its echelons.
In the early days it was
generally informal, a style suited to the small size
of the research program.
Later, the process had to be
organized because of the greatly enlarged program.
The modern system of Washington office inspections
was in response to this need.
An example of this type
of medium for exchange of ideas is the General Research
Inspection .
Finally, as to personnel transfers, my moves to successively broader supervisory and administrative positions in research was not unusual then and the practice
continues.
I would have been content to have remained
in a research - doing, project leader role , but I was
not unhappy to go the research administrator route .
The main problem about research promotions in the
early days was that they were strongly influenced by
the Civil Service classification system. The betterpaying positions in research were sup e rvisor and
administrator slots.
In comparison, the career ladder
for the person who wished to remain at the project and
study level was very short.
Civil Service classification was based on the principle that responsibility,
and hence salary, is governed more by the number of
people supervised than by other factors, such as the
ability to conceive research studies and achieve
research accomplishments .
Later on, after I became chief of Research, I helped
get a change in the research job classification system
so that research people who wanted to remain in
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research-doing positions could have attractive career
ladders as tall as those for research administrators.
But this is another story to which I'll want to
return when we talk about policies to enhance the
quality of research.
ERM:

As you have observed it, Les, was research planning
at the project and study level markedly different in
the various regions of the country? How did you see
the idea of written problem analysis and study plan
take on in other areas, and where did it catch on
first, after it caught on in the South?

VLH:

First, the difference, if any, was i n t h e plann i ng at
the project and study level between the various
regions prior to my guidelines for problem analysis
and study plans . I doubt if there was much differ ence among the stations; few analyses or plans were
written. Within a given station, however, the
quality of mental planning varied widely , depending
on the investigator . Some people had a gifted
capacity to arrive at meaningful studies without the
benefit of written analyses and plans and could give
a good oral account of how they got there . Others,
clearly the majority, too often ended up collecting
data that were unmanageable, devoid of justifiable
purpose, or in excess of need.
This unflattering appraisal is at variance with the
previously mentioned 1938 survey reported by the
Forestry Committee of the National Research Council,
which rated 81 percent of the research projects
under way in the early 1930s at Forest Ser v ice
stations in the high - quality class.* These ratings,
of necessity , were based on descriptions of the
projects, since written problem analysis and study
plans were generally nonexistent . Therefore, it was
impossible in that survey to judge a project (which
was defined simply as a problem being studied) in
terms of its priority and reasons for doing the socalled project. Also, it was impossible to judge the
adequacy of study design, except in a general way .
As to application of these planning tools, acceptance
was a gradual process brought on by persuasion and
attitudes. Written documents for the problem analysis and study plan undoubtedly gained some following
after my paper on the subject at the project leader
*See table on p. 14 of Forest Research in the
United States .
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conference in Washington, D.C., in the early 1930s.
Then in 1940, Haig distributed from Washington an
advisory on it , enclosing a statement outlining the
elements of planning to be considered. The biggest
gain in the use of the tools probably came in the
last half of the 1940s and earl y 1950s as strong
advocates of the idea assumed key research administrator positions:
I. T. Haig to the Southeastern
Station [formerly called Appalachian Forest Experiment Station], Raymond Price to the Southwestern,
Demmon to the Lake States (f rom the Southern), George
Jemison to the Northern Rocky Mountain, and Harper
to the Northeastern and then on to become head of
Research.
ERM :

To what extent did your ideas catch on in the
faculties of forestry schools around the country to
influence upcoming forest research scientists?

VLH:

So far as I know, the fo r estry schools do not teach
research program planning.

ERM:

In other words, there was no effort made to implement
this kind of training at the academic level .

VLH:

That 's correct. We were interested mainly in getting
university graduates with both broad and specialized
education. More than half of our scientists came from
departments other than forest ry--f or example, from
chemistry, botany, plant pathology, entomology, soils,
biochemistry, engineering, physics, mathematics,
geography, geology, psychology, economics, and so on .
We had researchers in some fifty fields of specialization by the time I left the Service in 1966.*

ERM:

Now, that would apply certainly at the bachelor 's
level, but what about the graduate level? Methodology
would surely come into focus there, would it not?

VLH:

Yes, methodology in the sense of r esearch techniques,
but not in planning of research. Techniques are
taught to some extent at the undergraduate level and
ce rtainly at the graduate, doctoral level. Examples
of such techniques are use of the library, use of
computers.experimental design, statistical methods,
operation of sophisticated scientific equipment.
Planning the research program at the project level
depends largely on an agency's mission; each has its
*Guide for Forest Service Research Scientists,
1965, pp. 41-44.
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own system. Th e agri c ultural experiment station s, of
whi c h most fo r est r y sch ools a r e a part, maintain a
system akin to ours, except the project is def ine d
differently and the a nal ysis of the p r oblem and plan
fo r the study a r e more ge n e ral . Ot h er departments
of the university, in their faculty research,
e mphas i ze the r esearch-grant application whi c h usually
incorporat es ideas o n why a nd h ow the research will
be pursued .
In my judgment, planning at the project
level, even grantsmanship, are b est learned on t h e
job .
ERM :

The idea b ein g t h at once t he g raduate gets out into
the world of p ractice, these o th e r sk i lls will come .

VLH:

Yes, the skill will come wit h on- the-job training
a nd working with experienced r esear che r s of the
emp loy ing agency.

ERM:

How did you go about recruiting personnel for your
Lak e City center wh e n you were there? Were yo u
involved dir ect ly in r ecruitment o r was it a matter
of people being assign e d to the cent e r f r om r egion al
headquarters?

VLH:

Mostly a matter of p e rsonnel being assign ed by the
stat ion directo r.
Thi s was true for f ul l - time people
that h a d to be obtained from th e national Civil Service
r egiste r .
I usually hir ed the clerks and secretaries
dir ect ly from t h e r egional Civil Service r egist e r;
a nd I h ired temporary fiel d assista nts and as - n ee ded
skill e d a nd unskilled labor.

ERM:

How were t he expenses of the resear ch ce n te r met? You
mention e d r esea r c h custome r s o r clients who wanted
parti c ul a r problems solve d a nd were prepared to help
meet the cost . Did that provide a s ub stantial part
of yo ur r eve nue?

VLH :

A very s mal l part in te rms of money. Help was
usually co n t ribute d in ma npower and mat e rials r ather
than in cash .

ERM :

Peop l e from t h e faculties of the uni versities?

VLH:

Yes, a nd f r om forest
amount of scientific
versity of Florida's
Help f r om landowne rs
land , material s, a nd

ERM:

Your program was, of co urse, co nt ained within limits

landown e rs . We got a substantial
laboratory h elp f r om the UniAgricultural Experiment Station .
usual l y was in the nature of
labor for establishing expe rime nts .
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of a budget. Therefore, mechanisms by which budgets
are arrived at become important to understanding the
history and development of this idea. How did you
put together and get approval of the budgets of the
research center?
VLH:

The annual budget of the Lake City branch was made up
of two parts: the fixed costs of personnel on a full time basis, the records of which were kept at station
headquarters in New Orleans, and the local operating
costs, for which I made estimates . This latter part of
the budget varied by year depending upon need for
vehicles, machinery, scientific equipment, and other
costly items.
Items such as travel, temporary
assistants, labor, and miscellaneous supplies were
fairly constant.
The center's budget was reviewed at
station headquarters and any adjustments required
because of limitations of overall funds were arrived
at through correspondence and telephone between the
two offices .
Once the operating budget was set, I tried to stay
within its limits. However, in case of emergency I
would r equest relief from New Orleans, and usually
got help from the station's contingency fund main tained for that purpose. The station business
manager, John Lubbe, kept in close touch with our
center, and all other units of the station . He was
very helpful.

ERM:

What was the starting date of the Lake City branch?

VLH:

It was 1931 . However, from the historical view, the
starting date was 1923, when this research center was
first located in Starke, Florida . The headquarters
were moved to Lake City in 1931.
I joined the Southern
Stat i on in 1927 and was assigned to the Starke branch
under Lenthall Wyman.

ERM :

Why was the headquarters moved?

VLH:

Essentially to be near a newly purchased experimental
forest.

ERM:

There was no federally owned experimental area at
Starke?

VLH:

No, we leased areas from private forest landowners.
In 1929 I was assigned the task of finding a suitable
forest area that could be acquired either by donation
or purchase and which would be near a suitable
h e adquart e r s town.
Paul Rudolph o f t h e Starke staff
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who soon transferred to the Lake States Station,
helped me examine several forest areas .
I searched
throughout sout h Georgia and north Florida and eventually found a tract of about two thousand acres near
Olustee, Florida, t h at came the near est to meeting
all the c rit e r ia.
It was purchased as part of the
Osceola National Forest and formally set aside by
the chief of t h e Forest Service as the Olustee
Experimental Forest. Wyman staye d on at Starke to
wind down the o n going expe rime nt s in naval stores
practice a nd soon thereafter, as I mentioned earlier,
resigned to accept a faculty position in the newly
established forestry school at North Carolina State
College, Raleigh.
The rest of us moved to Lake City
where we established the office of the center ' s new
headquarters.
ERM :

This r esearch center, then, was established about the
same time as the regional station for the South?

VLH:

Almost the same time. The Southern Forest Experiment
Station was established in 1921 with headquarters in
the ol d Customs Building on Canal Street in New
Orleans.
It began as a very s mall operation; in Cap
Eldr edge's words, "with Reg [Reginald D . ] Forbes,
Miss Spuhl er, and a brass sp itt oo n. "

ERM:

Is the Lake City center still in operation?

VLH:

Yes, with a new name and other changes.
It is
currently [1976) called the Naval Stores and Timber
Production Laboratory but there is talk of c hanging
that to something like Forest r y Research Laboratory,
a more general term to better fit changing programs .
The headquarters offi c e and laboratory facilities
are in the modern, large building that was const ructed
on the Olustee Experimental Forest in two stages during
the late 1950s and early 1960s. This research center
is now under the jurisdiction of the Southeast e rn
Forest Expe rime nt Station .

ERM:

If you were to name two significant accomplishments
of research at Lake City during your time there, what
would they be?

VLH:

Let me answer in terms of what eventually grew out of
the r esearch . Studies begun during my time at Lake
City, of course , wer e not all completed before I left.
In fact, some of the same problems are still being
studi ed .
I would name tree improvement through
gen etics , and the controlled use of f ire as a protective
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measure against disastrous wildfire. Both of these
accomplishments grew o ut of studies begun during my
time . Th e Lake City center, therefore, can lay
legitimate claim to h aving played a pioneering r ole
in r egard to them even though in subsequent years
several other research units --Forest Ser v ice, univer sity, and industry- - joined the investigations and made
major contributions, all of which tends to obscure
their beginning.
ERM:

Did the planning system that you devised lead you to
select the problems in these areas for study?

VLH:

Yes, and I shoul d add that we drew heavily on our own
vision, imagination, an d scientific knowledge about the
subject matter to make the final selections, particularly in the case of the forest genetics problem .
Neit her the f orest industry people nor t h e others with
whom we discussed tree improvement as a candidate
problem fo r the research program though t the problem
wort hy of being undertaken at that time. Reaction to
the use- of- f ire problem was mixed . Some people r ated
it low in priority; others differed widely in their
perception of the p r oblem to be researched.

ERM :

Fire was a cont r oversial subject in the South,
especially about the time of your research there.

VLH:

It was for a fact.
And the con troversy differed
depending upon the part of the South and the forest
type.
For example, in t he longleaf pine stands of
Louisiana the issue was the use of fire to prepare a
favorable seedbed for the pine's natural regeneration.
In the f l at woods of north Florida and south Geo r g ia
one of the issues was the planned periodic use of
fire in the slash-longleaf pine stands to r e move
herbaceous and woody undergrowth as a protect i on measu r e aga inst wildfire. There we re strong public
agen cy advocates of complete exclusion of fires,
a bundant evidence of a public desire to burn the woods
a nnua ll y, and a few closet burners-- landowners who
were using fire as a protection tool but not adve r tising
their practice for fear of offending the state forester
an d t h e Clarke- McNar y i nspector of the Forest Service ,
and th u s jeopardizing their status as cooperators in
fire co ntrol .
The basic problem for study, as we perceived it, was
wh et h er use of fi re had hidden effects that would
slowly degenerate the ecosystem. Possible destruction
of so il fauna and fertility were often cited as a
risk too g r eat to assume and an argument in favor of
complete protection . Frank Heyward's studies of the
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effects of fire on soil provided, for the first time,
reliable evidence that soils were not impaired by
properly controlled use of fire . And my studies
showed that slash and longleaf pine stands were not
reduced in growth unless by severe crown scorching,
something that could be avoided by proper techniques
of controlled burning. On the plus side were improved
livestock grazing, better quail habitat, and reduction
of fuel hazards.
ERM:

No further problems for research?

VLH:

Oh yes, but about that time I left Lake City and so did
Frank Heyward. The Lake City program was curtailed
until after World War II, but research on use of fire
continued elsewhere , especially on the techniques of
controlled burning aimed at lowering the cost. More
recently, management of smoke from use of woods fires
in the South in order to prevent smog as a roadtraf f i c hazard has become a big research problem.

ERM:

Why did forest industry people and others downgrade the
priority of forest genetics as a research problem
during the e arly 1930s?

VLH:

It was an idea too new and the outlook for success
too uncertain to justify a place for it in the
program. The pulp and paper industry had not yet
moved to the South. The naval stores industry was
constantly on the verge of disaster and thought the
idea of breeding trees for increased gum yields too
fantastic to be real, even though the leaders were
amused by the thought of it. The whole idea tickled
their funny bone but made no impression on their
lobbying arm. Others with whom we discussed tree
breeding and propagation, including university and
Southern Station scientists, saw major obstacles to
early success . Pines were not susceptible to vegetative propagation, they pointed out, and therefore one
would have to wait for a generation or more of trees
to effect improvement.

ERM:

In spite of this cold water on the idea, you went
ahead with the genetics research . How did you see the
problem?

VLH:

We saw merit in the genetics research for our program
because of the favorable growth rate of slash and
longleaf pines in our region as compared to rates of
growth of trees in regions of colder climates. Moreover, there was a wide difference between the naval
stores production from trees believed to be inherently
high yielders and those of low yields.
My previous
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research at Starke h ad shown that individual pines
differed widely in their capacity to yield naval stores
gum, a difference that could not be accounted for by
environmental factors.
T. A. Liefeld, who was then
working fu ll-time in naval stores research at Lake
City, and I both felt that we had a good chance of
ultimately increasing the average naval stores yields
by a considerable margin and, furthermore, that a naval
stores objective would make a good pilot study in
forest genetics to test its usefulness for more
general application to improve other properties of
southern pines.
ERM:

You failed to stimulate the naval stores industry to
give help in funding. How did you manage the beginning
of genetics studies?

VLH:

First by program adjustment at Lake City. This adjust ment wasn't substantial, but it made possible the
collection of seed from t r ees having high yield of
naval sto r es gum.
Liefeld made this start, including
planting the seed in the nursery.
It wasn't until the
latter part of the 1930s, after I had transferred
to the Washington o ffice, that the badly needed new
fundi n g came . Initi ally, it came from the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration in the form of a research
grant . After two years on grant money, additional
Forest Service funds absorbed the costs to keep the
research going. Harold L. Mitchell, a forest physiologist, was recruited, on my recommendation, to head
the expanded genetics work at Lake City.

ERM:

You were unable to achieve funding from the Forest
Service budget prior to the AAA grants?

VLH:

Our research budget was too tight at that time.
Forsling, then head of Research, tried for an increase
in the budget for forest genetics research, but
failed.
The financial situation was exacerbated by the
recent donation of the Eddy Tree Breeding Station at
Placerville, California, to the Forest Service . Our
service-wide research budget had been stretched to its
limits to care for the Placerville treasures and to
keep that program moving ahead. The barely-started,
struggling genetics project at Lake City could wait.
But I didn't want to wait.
I talked with Carl Speh
about our n eed for ten thousand dollars to hire a plant
physiologist to learn how to propagate slash pine .
vegetatively, graft pine trees, and do all the other
thi n gs needed to make tree breeding practical.
Speh
was then with the naval stores division of the
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department's Bureau of Chemistry, having joined the
bureau when the Pine Institute of America failed.
He and I were friends from our mutual days in the
South. The Bureau of Chemistry could give no help,
but Speh thought I might seek a grant from the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration. He had heard
that AAA had uncommitted funds in its research-grant
program.
I was warmly received at AAA by people whom
I had helped in 1936 to write a benefit-payment
program for naval stores producers. They paved the
way to my getting the first year grant of ten thousand
dollars.
Upon our failure to get funding of the
genetics program into the Forest Service's budget at
the end of that year, AAA renewed the grant for another
year.
The Depression years of the 1930s were difficult for
regular federal programs. The alphabet programs,
WPA, CCC, AAA, and so on, were the affluent agencies.
If it had not been for the direct and indirect help
we got from them, our research program in forestry
would have suffered still more .
ERM:

With the help of the AAA grant of funds you got your
start on forest genetics research at Lake City. Was
it smooth sailing for the project from then on?

VLH:

Program-wise, yes. But not financially.
Mitchell
had early success in rooting cuttings of slash pine .
He was not obliged to keep me informed on each
significant advance in his experiments; nevertheless,
he reported periodically by personal letter on his
early progress. Once I got a three- word telegram
from him, soon after he began greenhouse studies of
slash pine, which read:
"It has whiskers." This was
his first successful rooting.
During the war, all programs at the stations --and I
use the term "station" as we usually did, to mean the
Forest Products Laboratory and other field units
reporting directly to Washington , as well as the
regional stations--were curtailed and work redirected
to war-connected projects. Mitchell managed to keep the
forest genetics work alive at Lake City during that
period. Then , as World War II drew to a close, one of
the first congressional increases for research was
for the Lake City genetics project, which came outside
the budget with the help of the Forest Farmers Asso ciation and southern congressmen. By that time Mitchell
had sold the project on the basis of early successes
in his work.
Soon other forest genetics programs sprang up throughout
the country, several of them in the South. The idea of
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super trees was boldly embraced by the pulp and paper
industry in the South, and through cooperative
arrangements with universities, it launched a major
research and development program aimed at producing
southern pine trees for planting that have faster
growth, good form, and generally superior qualities
in all respects.

Regional Level
ERM:

You moved to a regional position of the Southern
Station in 1935 and were there for two years. What
did you do to develop new policies and procedures to
guide program development at that level?

VLH:

The development most worthy of note was the map of
the station territory that I prepared to guide future
expansion of the forest and watershed research programs.
The map showed forest types , each of which
was deemed sufficiently important to justify a separate
research program.
In modern terminology we would
call them separate forest ecosystems.
In preparing
the map I drew upon several sources, including
opinions of knowledgeable people both within and outside the station and pertinent literature, and I did
field work to sample conditions in each of the ecosystems.
The principal factors considered, as I
recall, were species of trees, ground vegetation,
animal life, soil types, elevation, water, and
watershed characteristics.
On the copy of the
resulting map I plotted existing research locations.
Most of these, except for the Lake City center, were
clustered near New Orleans, which left several of
the forest types completely without programs.

ERM:

Did you correct that imbalance?

VLH:

Only so far as could be done by making feasible program adjustments. Program increases were almost
nonexistent during the DEPression years of the
1930s.
In the few forest types covered by the
current programs we designated the research locations in each that were to be kept and marked the rest
for a phaseout as exp e rime n t s we re comp l e t ed . The
forest types not yet reached by the program had to
wait for new funding, which happened in 1945 when the
drive, spearheaded by the dynamic Forest Farmers
Association, resulted in a substantial congressional
appropriation for the establishment or bolstering of
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research centers in the South. Then a small research
center in each of the forest types was established
with two to thre e scientists in year - round residence .

ERM:

This was the first region in which the idea of
research center branches was implemented?

VLH:

Both the Southeastern and the Southern stations
shared heavily in the first surge of research center
establishments . The other stations did fairly well
in this respect during the next few years.

ERM:

Do you think there was any reason why the research
center form of organization for research emerged
here in the South? Was it a factor of anything
other than the leadership of the people who were
involved in the research program?

VLH:

It was both Southern Station leadership and other
forces that caused decentralization of forest management or forest-use research to emerge at that
particular time.
Let me take leadership first.
When I was at this station our feeling was strong that
the policy of centralizing that kind of research at
our regional headquarters was not only wasteful of
funds and time, but was also harsh on the families
involved because the researchers had to spend so much
time away from their homes in travel.
It was
natural, therefore, that the station would we l come
the first good opportunity that came along to
establish more centers after the fashion of Lake City.
The fact that t h e change probably would help
generate more funds made decentralization even more
attractive .

ERM:

Before you go on, let me ask why the leadership for
the movement toward research centers came from the
South and not from some other region? Were there
regional differences involved?

VLH:

Yes, there were regional differences.
Growing seasons are longer and winters are milder in the South.
Much field work is done in the winter as well as
summer.
In most of the other regions , on the other
hand, there would be little point in trying to do
field work in silviculture and like research under a
blanket of snow and in below-freezing weather.
But
the main reason, perhaps, was in life style of the
researchers involved. Outside of the South it was
more usual than not for the families of res e archers to
accompany them for the field season and to set up
housekeeping in summer quarters, and then move back
to headquarters when school opened. The South lacked
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alluring summer vacation places near research
areas. And field seasons did not coincide well with
a school's vacation periods. Neither the work
economy nor the family hardship factor was the acute
problem elsewhere as it was in the South. The real
incentive to decentralize to research centers was in
the South . Moreover, it was my opinion , undoubtedly
shared by several of my associates at the Southern
Station, that decentralized units of a station
provided a better political base for attracting local
suppo rt of the research.
ERM:

Continue your analysis. You mentioned that other
factors were involved aside from station leadership.

VLH:

There were several factors that converged in 1945
to make establishment of research centers possible.
Most of the factors were peculiar to the South,
which helps explain why the research center movement
started there at that particular time . One factor
was the expansion of the pulp and paper industry in
the South with its accelerated program of forest
land purchases and its intent to put these lands
under inte n sive forest management. Another was the
newly [1940] organized Forest Farmers Association,
based then in Valdosta , Georgia, which was ready and
eager to push for increased f undin g of research .
Still another factor was the example of the Lake
City center and the map of forest types to give a
measure of the number of research centers needed
for the Southern Station. And finally, an important
factor was that the war was then drawing to a close
and Congress was ready to turn to domestic programs
that had been curtailed during the emergency.

ERM:

But there was a national policy not to decentralize
to research centers. Had this policy been changed?

VLH:

Yes, I assume it had. Earle Clapp had retired . Lyle
Watts was then chief of the Forest Service and Ed
[Edward I.] Kotok was head of Research. Kotok welcomed t h e push to establish research centers.
In
fact, when he was director of the California Station,
he maintained three research centers with some yearround personnel: San Dimas Experimental Forest
[watershed research], Institute of Forest Genetics
at Placerville, and the San Joaquin Range near Fresno.

ERM:

How did you see this idea take on in other areas, and
where did it catch on first after the South?

VLH:

The movement to establish research centers, as I have
said before, spread to all regions during the late
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1940s. The Southeastern Station, because it was
within the southern region served by the Forest
Farmers Association, shared well in the movement that
first year, along with the Southern Station. The
Northeastern Station, of which I was the new director
at that time, soon organized both itself and grass roots support for research centers and, accordingly ,
it fared very well . In fact, all of the stations in
the East seemed to show much enthusiasm for the
research- center idea, and did well in that respect.
The stations in the West, except California, displayed
less enthusiasm for the idea and , in general, fared
less well.

ERM:

Earlier you implied that western stations in general
lacked incentive to change their organizational
pattern. Yet their attitudes did change , at least
in part, perhaps more slowly than in the East. What
caused this change in attitude? Was it a Washington
office directive to establish research centers?

VLH:

There was no directive, that I can recall, that
dealt specifically with the question of organization.
And I'm not at all sure that old attitudes had
really changed in most of the stations of the West.
Perhaps "subdued" is a more descriptive term. The
need for funding was so great that it probably overcame attitudes. Unfortunately, there was a serious
lack of Service-wide planning that would involve both
the Washington level and the station level for the
stations to take the best advantage of the researchcenter movement and for Kotok to represent stations'
specific needs with the congressional appropriation
committees. There was uncertainty, for example, in
some regions about the exact meaning in the usual
congressional language of the appropriation acts - -a
certain amount of money "to establish or support a
research center"· in a given forest or range type or
location. Because of my former connection with the
Washington office and continued special jobs there,
I knew that Kotok held a rather liberal interpretation of that language. To him, "research program"
could be substituted for "research center, " leaving
one fairly free to organize personnel headquarters in
respect to such increases in a way to suit a
station's situation. But the western stations were
inclined to a literal interpretation of the appropriation language in the sense of the concept of the South,
where it all began.

ERM:

Were any of the research centers established in the
mold of Kotok's more liberal interpretation, with
nonresident staffs?
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VLH:

Not in t h e East . But in th e West, a sort of h alf
and hal f.
I was mo r e familiar with t h e eastern
stati ons during that peri o d , 1945- 1951.

ERM:

Could they have been establi s h ed that way?

VLH:

Yes, of co urse , d e p e nding upon the u n d e r standin g t h e
Forest Service had with l egis lators a nd supporters of
the ce nt e rs .
In the South and East we "campaigne d "
on the pr omi se that r esear c h cente r s wo uld be staffed
wi th people in residence; we we r e . committed and
wanted it that way.
A station coul d have had an
unde rstandin g that the " progr am" would be established ,
but t h e researchers wou ld be headquartered e ls ewhe r e
an d still have won, a ltho u gh some of the l oca l
politi ca l appeal might have b ee n lost .

ERM:

Suppose Congress had g rant ed the Fo r es t Service a
lump sum for fo r est a nd ran ge ma na gement, the subject
matter of the r esear c h cent ers, and left the organization of the program up to the Forest Se r vice.
Could the Forest Service request fun din g that way?

VLH :

Yes, the r e qu est could b e made that way, but with
less chan ce of it s b eing g ran ted beyond a token
amo unt.
It would be ni ce to have all that freedom.
Howe ver , my expe ri e n ce tau g ht me that the more you
unitize the r equ es t, the easier it is to j u stify
before the committ ees. And the more you particulari ze a unit as to l oca t i o n , the more l ocal suppor t you
are apt to generate for it.
Un fo rtunately, some
research activities a r e diffi cult to break down that
way. Examples are forest s urvey, forest eco nomics,
a nd forest products at the Forest Pro ducts Laboratory
in Madison, Wisconsin.
For such activities one must
use a diff e r e nt strategy : justif y t he r equest on a
broad regional or n a ti o nal bas i s of n eed, an d it is
helpful i f the requ est is made at a propit i ous time
when the natio nal moo d i s favorable toward r esear c h
expansion .

ERM :

You pl a nn e d the basis for dece ntral i zi n g forest management r esearch when you we re at the Southe rn Station.
Did you do any ot her planning at the r egion al level?

VLH:

I b ecame much more involved in sett li ng p ri o riti es of the
problems selected f or th e project r esear c h p r ograms.
As I indicated earlier, when dis c us sing p robl em
selection at the project level, I came to v i ew the
p r o ble m se l ection process a s the r espons ibilit y of the
division c hief (or, as call e d l ate r ,t he station
ass ist a nt direct o r), at least insofar as i ts initiative
i s con cern e d .
I came to this conclus i on o n g r ounds of
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who was in the best position to see the problems as
a whole, to detect emerging new problems, and to
anticipate problems of new conditions. The division
chief is in a pos i t i o n to a cquir e i deas f r om ot h e r s a nd
have time to reflect, analyze, and otherwise consider
factors that help him formulate problem priorities
as he travels, attends meetings, arranges conferences,
and as he goes about his functions of directing,
conducting, and supervising t he research programs .
Project leaders have much to contribute to priority problem selection too, and therefore should be a
partner in the process, particularly in areas of
their respective specialties or assignments. They
can lend imagination to the selection, as well as
provide advice on the technical aspects, such as the
feasibility of fitting the problem into the active
program and the likelihood of a successful research
attack. To ask the project leader to do more on
problem selection would seriously cut into his time
for problem-solving.

ERM:

Was there participation from the Washington level in
the problem selection phase of program planning at the
station?

VLH:

There were several visits, as a rule, each year from
staff people in the Division of Forest Management
Research, the division under which my work belonged.
Their advice, counsel, and discussion of problems
and research in other regions was very helpful . The
planning, however, took place within the framework of
existing program areas--work and line projects-approved in Washington and assigned to the s tation .
There was no general systematic effort at that time,
through Washington and regional level communication,
to explore new horizons, new problem areas, or to
plan locations and research facilities for the
program . Regionalization of this kind of broad
planning would be the new dimension to research program development that came in the 1950s, when I was
b e ad o f Re search.

Planning at the National Level
Laying the Foundation

ERM:

You moved to the Washington office in 1937, and were
there until 1945 . Were there research planning
activities during that time in which you had a role?

VLH:

There were two activities then which I should mention
in the context of research program planning. They
are in the category of foundation blocks of experience that, along with what I did in the early
1950s, made possible the kind of planning launched in
the last half of the 1950s , which eventually resulted
in new policies and a greatly enlarged and improved
research program of the Forest Service. The a c tiv ities were RPS and reappraisal.
RPS stands for requirements, production, and supplies
of forest products, a war-connected program that was
carried out by Research for, and financed for the
most part by, the War Production Board [WPB] during
World War II.
Initially, RPS was organized under the
Division of Forest Products , of which George W.
Trayer was chief.
In 1942 I was made one of his
assistants and was assigned to liaison between RPS
and WPB for the purpose of negotiating Forest Service
contracts for special studies and surveys and for
directing and coordinating them as they were carried
out by the regional stations. We compiled estimates
of the immediate and short-range future requirements
for lumber and other wood products of the armed forces
and war industries , the mill capacity to produce the
products, and the supplies of available timber. We
made monthly reports of lumber production by region
and class of timber and did other special studies for
the WPB.*
*Verne L . Harper, A Forest Service Research
Scientist and Administrator Views Multiple Use, oral
history interview conducted by Elwood R. Maunder
(Santa Cruz, Calif.: Forest History Society, 1972).
See pages 31-32 for more details on RPS.
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In 1943 I became chief of the Division of Forest
Economics and from that post continued to handle my
RPS functions (w hich had been transferred to eco nomics
from products) until the close of that activity in
1944 . Then I served as project leader fo r the
reappraisal of forest conditions in the United States,
an activity organized under the overall directio n of R . E .
Marsh, assistant chief for Programs and Legislation.*
Almost the entire lvision of conomics, both in
Washington and in the field, including Forest Survey,
was engaged on these two major undertakings for
the d urati on.
In 1945 I was appointed director of the Northeastern
Forest Experime nt Station but stayed in Washington
until mid-1946 on the reappraisal job .
In fact, I
was called upon several times durin g my term as
station director for short - term jobs connected with
the reappraisal or other work of the Washington
office.
The last one, a report on the Forest Service
research program in response to a Senate request, was
prepared in 1949, a short time before I transferred
back to Washington to head Research .
ERM:

What motivat e d the Senate to r equest a report?

VLH:

Basically, I would say the report was requested be cause of the h eavy pressure from outside witnesses
befor e the Senate Subcommittee on Ag ricultural
App ropriations for increased funding for r esearch
centers in forest and range manageme nt . ** Plainly,
t here was uncertainty about the program--how it was
organized, plans for the future and the place of state
and local agencies in bearing some of the costs of
t he needed research . The request, made in calendar
year (CY) 1949 in co nn ect i o n with fiscal year (FY)
1950 appropriation for Forest Service r esearch, was
for a complete analysis of the entire program, giving
special attention to the number of expe rime ntal
forests and ranges that would be r equired for effective research, with plans for any consolidations that
would lead to better operation, and the contributions
*Ibid. , see pages 34-38 for more details on the
reappraisal.
**At the time of the requested report, the Forest
Service budget was consi dere d by the Senate and
House subcommittees which handl ed Depar tme n t of Agric ultur e budgets; in 1954 the appropriation s ub commit tees were r es tructure d and the Forest Service budget
then came under the Department of the Interior and
related agencies' s ubcommitte es .
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to forest and range research being made by nonfederal
agencies, in cooperation with the Forest Service
program and on their own.*
ERM:

You were called upon from the Northeastern Station to
prepare the reply.
Did anyone from the national
level participate?

VLH :

I was called to Washington in April of 1949 by E. I .
Kotok, assistant c hief for Research, and asked to
prepare the report. He proposed that I chair a
committee of selected station directors for purposes
of deciding the general content of the r eport and for
advice on a survey of federal and nonf ederal sources
to obtain data on the cooperative situation and the
nonf ederal dollar amounts of research going into
forestry.
Kotok wanted me to include essentially t h e
same projections of program costs for five years
ahead (except for adjustments in time to bring it upto-date) that he had submitted to the Hous e committee
in connection with the 1947 appropriation bill.
I
was to c hoose the manner in which to carry out the
assignment and to have a draft of the report in
Washington by fall of 1949 . We decided on the following station directors to serve with me on the committee:
Charles Connaughton, Southern; Harold L . Mitchell,
Central States; and J. Alfred Hall, Pacific Northwest .
The committee functioned through correspondence without meeting as a group.
A plan for obtaining the
n ee ded field data was agreed to and sent to each
Forest Service station to collect the data. All data
were to be in my hands by July 1, 1949. With the
help of James C. Retti e of my station, I completed
the report in August.

ERM :

Was the report sent to the Senate in 1949?

VLH:

No it was sent in early 1950. The r eport was r eviewe d
in Washington by Kotok , Walter Larrime r, L. I.
Barrett, and perhaps others . They liked it, except
fo r a recomme ndation that legislation be e nact e d to
authorize matchin g federal grants for forestry
resea r ch to state agricultural experiment stations
and forestry schools, much as the Hatch Act, as
amended, authorized grants for agricultural research .
That recommendati o n was deleted . Except for this
deletion and a summary section prepared in Washington,
*The fiscal yea r begins July 1 of the preceding
calendar year; in 1976 the fiscal year was changed to
begin Octobe r 1 .
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the report was sent to the subcommittee as initially
submitted by me.
ERM:

You spoke of this report in the 1972 interview.

VLH:

Yes.
I'm conscious of that and don't want to
repeat what was said there . * Howeve r, I ne e d to
mention the Senate report here because I le a rn ed
something from that experience that bears on matters
about which I will speak later.
In fact, the
Senate request in 1949, followed by a related
request from th e Hous e Subcommittee on Ap pro priations
in 1951, combined to shape my course of action during
the early years of my tenure as head of Research.
I have my personal copies of these two rep o rts; wo uld
you like to have them for the Society's files?**

E~:

We'd like to have them.
I want to ask a question o r
so about the reports, but first, will you explain the
1951 request from the House subcommittee, why the
request was made and the nature of yo ur r esponse?

VLH:

In 1951, about a month before I replaced retire d Kotok
as head of Research , the House Subcommittee on Agri c ultural Appropriations asked the Department of
Agriculture for a r eport on the forest and range
management researc h of the Forest Service, with
spec i al attention to the cooperation existing between
the Forest Service and state and local agencies in
support of such research, and the legislation n ee de d
to get more contributions from stat e and private
agen cies . The report in response to this request was
prepared under my direction and personal participation during my first year as c hie f of Research. The
recommended legislation, minu s the sect i on that
would authorize the Forest Service to establis h a
forest and range res earch national advisory committee,
be came the Whitten [U. S. Congressman, Jamie Lloy d]
Act, about which I talke d in some detail in t he 1972
*Harper, A Forest Servi ce Research S c ientist.
See pages 45-47 for the 1949 report and pages 47-52
fo r the 1951 report.
**U.S., Congress , Senate, The Forest Research Program, Excerpts from Hearings bef o r e the Sub committee
of the Committee on Appropriations on the Agri cultural
Appropriations Bill for 1951 , 8lst Cong., 2d sess.
(Washington, D.C.: 1950), pp. 469- 502; USDA, Forest
Servic e, Coope ration in Forest and Range Management,
December 11, 1951 (processed). This r eport was in
response to th e House subcommittee r equest of 1951.
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interview previously c it e d (see pages 4 7- 49) .
Also in 1951, Co n g r ess ame nded the Mcswee n ey - McNary
Act, Section 2 ,as fo llows : "On and after August
31, 1951, f und s may be r ece i ve d from any state , ot h er
political s ubdi v i s i o n , organi zat i o n , or individual
for the purpose of establishing or ope r ati n g any forest
r esear c h facility l ocated within the Un it ed States,
its territ o ries, or possessions 1 ' (16 U.S . C . , Sec . 581
(a-1)] .* This amendment was initiat ed b y Congressman
Whitten, I assume, before my time as c hief of Research.
ERM:

Did the Forest Service r ecommend the amendment to t h e
Mcsweeney-McNary Act that you just quoted?

VLH:

I don't think so.
The Forest Service already had
t hat authorization in Sect i o n 1 of the McSwee n ey McNary Act.

ERM:

Why then did Congressman Whitten introduce t h e bill
to effect the amendment?

VLH:

I don't know .
I can o nl y speculate t h at he was the
o n e who did it b ecau se, to my knowl edge, he was the
o nl y memb e r of Congress who h ad expressed interest
in that particular subject.
Moreove r , his ame ndme n t
a ddresses a unique coope rative e nt e r prise in fo r est r y
r esearch in his di st ri ct, which includes our Delta
Resear c h Center at Stoneville, Mississippi.
In the
late 1940s and earl y 1950s, some forty i ndustrialists
an d hardwoo d landown ers formed a Hardwood Forest
Research Group a nd raised over seventy thousand
do llars in cash for fo r est res ear ch which it deposited
with the Delta Resea r ch Foundation, a nonprofit
o r ganizatio n estab li shed in 1951 by Delta Council, an
agri cultur a l association whose aims are to promote
r esearch in agri c ul t ur e, forestry, an d econ omi cs .**
Foundation money helped s upport r esearch at o ur Delta
Ce nt e r.
I suspect that Whitt e n b elieved t h at
a uthorizing legislation aimed specifically at the use
of n o nfederal money to s uppo rt research cente r s wo uld
e ncourage that p ractice e lsewhe r e .

ERM:

Why did the Congress delete f r om your recommended
l egislati o n t h e sectio n t h at would autho ri ze the
*See page 85 of Storey' s ''History of Forest Service
Research."
**See article by John W. Squires, "A Coope r ative
Research Effort," Forest Farme r 18 (November 1958): 16.
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Forest Service to establis h a national forest and
r a n ge advisory committee? This recommendation was
in your r epo rt that r esponde d to Congressman Whitten's
r equ est .
VLH:

One r eason co uld h ave b ee n Congressman Whi tten' s
r el u c tance to see u s spend Forest Service research
f unds fo r trave l exp e ns es of a n at i onal a d viso r y
committ ee , which was a part of that recommendation
and the main r easo n for seeking the authority. We
had many local advisory committees fo r research
ce n te r s at that time, but we did n ot pay their trave l
expenses .
In the case of a n ation a l advisory group ,
howeve r , we f e lt the Fo r est Service should pay travel
expe nses of memb e r s.
Another r eason is t hat the d epar tment already had
a utho rit y to pay travel expenses of adv i so r y committees es tablish e d under the Agricultural Resear ch a nd
Marketing Act of 1946 . I l earn e d this after we had
submitted o ur r ecomme ndation. The language of the
1946 act was broad e nough, according to o ur d epartment
lawyers, t o cove r any r esear c h activity of the
department .
In fact, it did cover the Advisory
Committ ee on Fo r est r y Research t hat I organized under
the p r ovisi ons of this act in 1952 .

ERM:

Let me ba c k up and ask how yo u saw t he attitude of the
Senate subcommittee at th e t ime you took over the
l ead r ei n s of Res e arch . Was the Forest Service report
in r esponse to the subcommittee's request received
favo rabl y? Did the r epo rt help the Forest Se r v ice in
the funding of the r esear c h program?

VLH:

It did no t h elp in the fu nd i n g.
Neve rtheless, t h e
r epo rt was r eceived well e n ough fo r Se nato r Dick
[Ri c hard Bevard) Ru ssel l, chairma n of the s ub committee,
to o rde r i t p rinted in f ull i n the hearing's r ecord .

ERM:

How about the House s ub committee r equest and the
Forest Service report in r espo n se?

VLH:

That r e port did n ot help the imme di ate funding sit uation, eith e r . Yet, t he report was rece i ve d with
obvio u s we lcome b y Jami e Wh itte n , c h a irman of the
subcommittee . Hi s pl eased attitude was more
unexpected t han I had r eal i zed at first .
I learned
t h is f r o m Ralph Roberts, th en t h e d epartment ' s
f inance d irecto r , later the assistant secretary for
Admini stration.
I was told soon after I became h ead of Resear ch t h at
Roberts wanted u s to submit our r eport to Wh i tten
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through him, and that he had asked that the reply to
Whitten be prepared with extra care and thoroughness.
When Roberts received the report he was disappointed
in its content, brevity, and what looked to him a
superficial response. He called me to his office to
say I had better consider carefully whether more work
was neeti.ed to improve the reply to an "angry chairman
of our Appropriation Subcommittee . " I learned that
Whitten had charged Roberts with the personal
mission to see that the Forest Service fully faced up
to the se r iousness of his request . After I explained
that I had personally led the task force that prepared the report and that I had cleared its contents
and our recommendation for new legislation with Chief
[Lyle F.] Watts and full staff of assistant chiefs,
he relaxed, but added that I had better be prepared
for a storm when we appeared before Whitten's subcommittee.
Robe r ts was at our hearing.
Whitten was in a pleasant
mood and liked our report very much. He agreed to
i ntroduce the legislative bill that we had
recommended; meantime, he would explore giving us the
authority we needed in the language of the appropriation bill.
Roberts was obviously relieved as he
congratulated me for having got off to a good start
with the subcommittee.
ERM:

Did the uncertainty about the r esearch program as it
was being developed in the field--a factor that seemed
to be behind the Senate subcommittee's request of
1949- -have anything to do with your decision to plan
a new national program for forestry research?

VLH:

Yes, it did.
It was very clear to me from the start
of my tenure as Chief of Research that program planning
needed to be done; especially needed was regionalization of the planning and
building of the program from
a base of well-selected research center locations.
However, there were other implications in the Senate
request and our reply thereto that also needed
attent i on . Some of these things were urgent and
needed immediate attention, others were matters basic
to the planning itself, and still others could wait '
until after the program planning job had been
completed. For the sake of completeness, let me
list five of the things that I set out to do:
first,
dampen down the outside pressures on Congress for
increased funding for research centers and personally
take control of research finances , including budget
making and setting priorities of research increases.
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Second, try to establish confidence in me and the
Forest Service researc h program with members of
Congress, the Budget Bureau, and the USDA people
involved in department research polici e s, coordination,
a nd budget preparations. Third , stimulate the forestry
schools and agri cultural experiment stations to do
mo r e r esearch on forestry prob l ems.
Fourth, try to
improve the quality of th e program by putting
emphasis on advanced training of r esearch personnel,
increasing the fundamental content of the program, and
p ro viding more adequate laboratory and scientific
equipment. Fifth, improve the effectiveness of the
program by better methods of inspe ct ion and coo rdination, manual guides, publication system.

ERM :

When did you de c ide the five objectives?

VLH:

In 1951,soon after I took charge. The f irst two tasks
were decided i.mrediately as jobs that had to precede
any seri ous program planning . The others took s h ape
during the year, as I was performing the first two .
Means by which the last three objectives were to be
accomplished evolved ove r the n ext several years.

ERM:

Yo ur first priority was to turn off the pressure for
research center funds.
Was t hi s pressure corning from
all quarters of the count r y? Was it spontaneous, and
how did you see the pressure as a problem?

VLH:

The p r essure was from all regions, although not
uniform in amount.
It was not spontaneous.
In the
case of the Northeastern Station, when I was director,
it was stimulated by s tation planning with the advice
and knowledge of t h e s tation's research supporters .
There was no overall national plan for the develop ment of r esearch centers at regional stations.
Stations we r e on their own and most di rectors, of
whi ch I was one, pushed h a rd to get all the centers
they wanted whi l e the getting was good.
I saw the problem of pressure in terms of what was
lacking to make it effect i ve over a longer period than
it had en j oyed . Th ere was no one in Congress then
who believe d in and was willing to dedicate time
over an extended period to the issue of an e xpanded
program of research ; that is, no one to lead the cause .
And there was no national plan for the research p r o grams at the station and r esearch center levels to
give substan ce to t h e cau se . Leadership in Congress
for the principle of a g r eatl y enla r ged r esearc h program , in concert with legislator interests of many
members in filling the local pork barrels , would have
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provided a combination whose force might well have
sustained the growth of research at a faster rate
and over a longer period .
E~:

You wanted to reduce the pressure until you had time
to deve lop or stimulate these other ingredients ?

VLH:

Correct.

ERM:

What actions did you take to accomplish the reduction
in research-support pressures on the Congress?

VLH:

I simply asked each station director to turn off, to
t he extent he could, any pressure from his station
territory for research center funds as such. I informed
them that I was personally taking control of budget
making for Research and that they should clear with me
any urgent needs for increases before allowing grassroots support to develop. I explained that I needed
time to pave the way for more receptive attitudes in
Washington toward further expansions . I promised to
do my best to get as many of their high priority n eeds
into the administration's budget as I could.

ERM:

Have you dealt as fully as you would like with the
matter of p e rsonal control of the research budgetary
process? Did you confine increases only to those
which you were able to get accepted in the Bureau of
the Budget?

VLH:

For the first year or so there were few increases
outside of the p r esident 's budget . After that we
began getting several such boosts per year. I
personally coordinated the s tation field contacts
with membe rs of Congress r e lative to increases in the
p r esi de nt's budget, and the field directors kept me
informe d of support for items outside of the budget-items that we had agreed deserved high priority . We
deve loped very effective teamwork in the budgetary
process. This teamwork continue d, of course, aft e r
we had a n ew n at ional program that spelled out the
planned field locations, type of work, and its
planned ceiling in funding, to be reache d in ten years
at each location. Th e national plan made the
budgetary and coordination job much easier, and the
program funding became mu c h greater .

ERM :

In other words, you surveyed the needs, as exp r essed
to you through the chain of command, from the centers
and then worked out a budget that you felt was
adequate to the nee ds.

VLH:

In principle, t hat's the way the process worked .
However, the budgetary process was complicated at the
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Washington end. The department and the Budget Bureau
usually imposed ceilings on allowable increases for a
given agency over the current budget base and often
mandated cuts below the base for certain activities.
The resulting adjusted agency request became the
president's budget as it went to the Congress . Each
House and Senate s ubcommittee on appropriations
before which we appeared in defens e of the president's
budget could, and often did, make cuts or additions
to that budget.
During my time as head of Research, many, and perhaps
most, of the big increases in forestry research were
added to the president's budget by actions of the
subcommittees and the House and Senate confe rees
appointed to reconcile any differenc es between the
two committees' recommendations. Obviously ,
pressures from research supporters had much to do
with the congressional increases over the budget ,
but now without the confusion and hassle caused b y
the major push for research center establishment in
the late 1940s.
I'll talk about this later when I
comment on implementation of the national program of
forestry research.
ERM:

Your second priority was to establish more confide nce
in Forest Se rvice research.
What caused you to see
lack of confidence as a problem?

VLH:

Perhaps lac k of confidence is not the best description
of the problem . Poor standing in the eyes of
Congress and the dEPartment may be a better e xpressi o n
of the problem as I viewed it.
It was clear to me
that Congress was critical of our r esearch program
and that some of that criticism had rubbed off on
department people who were involved in financial or
coordinating aspects of department r esear ch .
I have
already spoken of Ralph Rob erts's concern that we
take seriously Congressman Whitt e n's r equest for a
report on our research.
More specifically, though, S e nator Russ e ll's comments
about our research during my first e ncounter as a
witness before his subcommittee- -which took place
within a few days after I arrived on my n e w job as
head of Research in 1951 - -revealed that h e held our
program in low esteem . Russell, chairman of the subcommittee, displayed thinly veiled scorn and ob v ious
s arcasm in two instances that I have long remembered.
We were asking for a small increase in our $130,000
nationwide budget fo r f ire - control research , t o be
applied on problems in the South . Russell t ho ught the
increase ridiculous; h e said a pine top, cut fr om a
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sapling tree, makes a perfectly good swatter for
beating out a forest fire in Georgia and that method
of control certainly did not require much research .
Then, when h e came to our forest products research
item, he wanted to know why the Forest Products
Laboratory hadn't developed anything new from its
large budget. He said we had shown the same samples
of new wood products for the last several years and
that the samples had been worn thin from repeated
slidings across the witness table.
Now I don't want to leave the impression that
Senator Russell's poor opinion of our research was
permanent. Eventually, he became a strong advocate
of forest r y research, especially in the South. He
called me to his off ice many times to discuss urgent
problems in his state of Georgia and the size and
kinds of research laboratories which we had planned
for locations in his state. He helped to obtain
three national forest fire laboratories along with
large nationwide increases in funds for their staffing .
About a third of all this went to fire research in the
fire laboratory located in Macon, Georgia . He saw
our total fire budget grow from the $130,000 in 1951
to several million dollars per year.
In 1976,
according to a recent notice, the appropriation for
Forest Service fire and atmospheric science research
was over $8 million.
ERM:

What actions did you take to increase the standing of
Forest Service researc h in the department?

VLH:

One of th e first things I did was to become personally
involved in the department's Agricultural Research
Council . The council was comprised of the heads of
all the research bodie s in the USDA . It was chaired
at that time by the administrator of the Agricul t ural
Research Administration, the largest research agency
in the department.
Its purpose was to provide a
forum for discussion of research administration problems, to develop departmentwi de r esearch po li c i es
and a medium through which coordination of research
objectives, procedures, and agency policies was
facilitated.
The chairman of the c ouncil was the
official coordinator of all research in the departme nt.
The council typically had several ad hoc committee s
whose charac ters dealt with exploring policy proble ms
and making recommendations thereon to the council .
My wholeh eart e d p art i c i pati o n in t he ~ffai rs o f th e
council and its committees and my obvious desire to
bring Forest Service research into the family of
r e s e arch agencie s of the de partme nt won many
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department friends for our forestry program and
for me personally . We all profited from exchange of
information about our respective research programs.
ERM:

Had not others before you participated in the
de partment's Research Council deliberations?

VLH:

I don't believe the previous heads of our rese arch
had much personal contact with the Research Council.
As I recall, the c o uncil was established around 1942
at the time that several formerly independent research
bureaus were grouped under the Agricultural Research
Administration.* I imagine that a member of the
research staff from the Forest Service may have
attended some of the co uncil meetings during Kotok's
tenure as head of Research.
Members of the c ouncil
knew very little about Forest Service research prior
to my association with them.
As one result of my work with the Research co uncil, I
was appointed the department's representative on
forestry matters to the National Research Council
of the National Academy of Sciences. There I came in
contact with a wider group of scientists, including
liaison people like me from other departments of the
federal government, as well as members of the NRC
from universities.

ERM:

What did you find in your first encounters with
people of the National Research Council of the
National Academy of Sciences? Were they unaware of
what was going on in forest research?

VLH:

They were unaware generally. When I first began
regular attendance at the annual meetings of the NRC,
the only forester in the Division of Biology and
Agriculture of the NRC was Clarence Korstian, dean
of the School of Forestry at Duke University.
Korstian, of course, knew about forestry research; in
fact, he spent many years in the Forest Service research
organization . One or two other members of the NRC
recalled having seen some research reports on forestry
*In 1953 the name of this agency was changed to
Agricultural Research Service (ARS) .
In 1962 the
function of the research council and of research
coordination were assumed by the newly established
office of Director of Science and Education. Vince
[Philip Vincent] Cardon was Administrator of ARA in
1951 and was succeeded in 1952 by Byron Thomas Shaw.
Shaw was a very active and good Coordinator of Research .
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problems that had been prepared under the auspices of
the NAS or NRC. Whereas several members of the
Division of Biology and Agriculture of the NRC were
from colleges of agriculture which were associated
with schools of forestry through agricultural
e xperiment s tations, they appeared to understand very
little about forestry problems and the research being
pursued relative to those problems .
ERM:

Were your meetings with these people on an informal
level or on a formal paper-reading level?

VLH:

The annual meetings of the NRC were formal, usually
with a featured speaker.
In addition, each division
of the NRC would have its annual business meeting
to hear reports of its committees and to appoint
new committees.
In between sessions there were
opportunities for informal exchanges.

ERM:

Hadn't your predecessor, Ed Kotok, or Earle Clapp or
Sam Dana or any of these other principal people who
had preceded you in the research field in Washington
taken part in all this , too?

VLH:

Not on a regular annual basis , so far as I know .
Certainly a few Forest Service people had contact
with the NAS and NRC in the early days. There are
records to show that Pinchot, Greeley , Zon, Graves,
and others had connections with the work of that
body.
For example, in the research area, William B.
Greeley, then chief of the Forest Service, presented
a paper before NAS in 1924 outlining the gravity of
the forest resource conditions and asked the advice
of the Academy on how best to meet that s it uation.
The Academy made a study of the role of research in
forestry development.
That study (which I cited
earlier) was made by a committee, appointed by the NAS,
on which Henry Graves served.* Moreover, someone from
the Forest Service (probably Ear le Clapp) requested
the NAS through its NRC to make a survey of the kind
and quality of forestry research in the United States
during the 1930s.
I've already talked about the 1938
report of this comrnittee--Forest Research in the
United States. Raphael Zon was chairman of the
Committee on Forestry, Division of Biology and Agri culture, NRC, which supervised that study. Ed Munns,
Hardy Shirley, and Robert Marshall of the Forest
·
Service were members of the committee .
*Bailey and Spoehr, The Role of Researc h.
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It was my exper i ence that, in general, very few of the
biology or agricultural scientists in the NRC or the
USDA knew much about the forestry r esear ch being done
either insid e o r outside of the federal government.
I suppose one would be l ed to conclude from this that,
in terms of its cont ribution s to fundamental science,
forest r y research at that point in time had a low
standing in the scientific community.
ERM:

Perhaps scientists and sch ola r s in other fields tend
to be strong l y individualistic people in many ways ,
and t hei r powers of concentration and focus on the
special a r eas in whi ch they are involved dominate
their lives to such an extent that they don't move
in the wider circles t h at you 're talking about now .

VLH:

I'm not sur e t hat' s tr u e .
I think that may be an
erroneous impression that's gained popularity through
repetition.
The best of scient ists, it seems to me,
a r e usually well aware of new developments in knowle d ge from related di sciplines and are more apt than
not to be well -read, outgoing, and good listeners in
the exchange of ideas wit h other outstanding
scientists .

ERM :

How do you suppose this myth about the scientist
o r igin ate d ?

VLH:

I don't know. Certainl y there are some ivory - tower
scientists and scho l ars but there are scarcely
enough to say that their isolation characterizes the
tribe . You might find more of them in universities
than in t h e outside world.

ERM:

I suspect that I draw my judgments from my un i v e r sity
experience wher e I' ve noticed that q u ite often people
at work in one d i sc i p l ine are t o tall y ou t of
communication wit h what the people are doing in a
sister d i sc i p lin e t h at may be l ocated only down the
hall or on another floor of the same building.

VLH:

However , may I suggest t h at the fault might not b e on
the side of t he people who are totally out of
communication with work down t h e hall . The down-thehall work might be only the scientific putterings o f
t e acher and graduate students or it might b e application of e xisti n g scientific knowledge to a very local
prob l em. To try to keep up with all such work would
be a fruitless exercise for anyone and a boring ordeal
at that. On the other hand, if peopl e in one of the
rooms we re maki n g outstanding additions to knowledge
of the sciences u nderlying their disciplin e , or
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significant applications of existing basic scientific
knowledge to r evo lutionize general practice, t h e n the
peopl e in sis t e r dis c iplines would inde e d be r emi ss in
not b e ing tune d in o n what was going on. People who
make o utstanding contributions usually want and seek
visibility. They publish in scientific journals and
speak in forums.
Th ey are r e porte d in the press a nd
on the sc r een.
ERM:

We r e the scientists in agricultural r esearch in the
Department of Agriculture, when you first began
associating wi th them in 1951, unawa r e of Fo r est
Service research because it was no t basic o r significant enough to attract the ir attention?

VLH:

Woo dy , my short answer is yes, in r espect to the
agricultural scientists at the project l evel. For
t hose in r esearch administration positions, there
was an additional r eason:
a faulty system at best
for the e x c hange of ideas and informat ion b etween
l ead ers in differe n t disciplines, and in the p ast a
p oo r participation by the Forest Serv i ce in that
system . Th e s y stem was the r e t o be u sed if o n e
r each e d o ut for it; on e got valu e out of it o n ly in
relation t o the exte nt of his put t in g time a nd effo rt
into the system .
A s hort answer , t houg h , do esn't do justice to your
q u est i on and its broade r impli cat i ons . There is
nothin g bad in the fact that for est ry research,
particularly i n the p robl em areas of for est p r odu c tion, had been l a r gely descripti ve and empi ri cal in
nature up until th e period followi n g World War II.
Thi s kind of r esea r c h, a ltho u gh n ot spectacular, is
quite appropriate and in k eeping with the pionee ring
forest practices that c har ac t e ri ze d the early period
of Ame ri can forest r y, as Bailey a nd Spoehr po inte d out
in their 1929 b ook Th e Ro l e of Resear c h.
In fact,
it was not un t il after the wa r that the r e was demand
for more inten sive fo r es t p r odu ction, and hence the
n ee d for the more sophisticated and fundamen tal
research to give b a l ance to the applied r esearch.
How best to prov ide for t his intensification of
r esea r c h was upp e rmost in my mind durin g the early
1950s.
I t was c l ea r to me t h at Forest Service research
would h ave to have far more wel l- t rain e d scientists,
a great deal of sc i e n t ifi c equipment, a nd ma n y laboratories in which to d o t he fundamental r esearch
r equire d to unde rpin field experimentation . As I saw
it, the problems of acquiring the needed peop l e who
were trained a nd ski lle d in basic r esear ch, and of
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building the needed laboratories and furnishing them
with scientific equipment were huge and urgent .
In
agricultural production research, the trend toward
more laboratory and greenhouse work had been a gradual,
evolving process.
In contrast, we in Forest Service
research needed to make the change in forest production
research at a much faster rate.
Now there are two footnotes to what I have just said
that I must add. One, I drew a distinction b etwee n
production and utilization research.
Forest products
utilization research at that time was completely
centered at the Forest Service's Forest Products
Laboratory in Madison, Wisconsin. And in 1951 the
Agricultural Res ea rch Administration's Bureau of
Chemistry and Soils was in the process of establishing
four large regional utilization laboratories for
research on agricultural products.
In the fields of
forest and agricultural utilization research, in
contrast to the situation in forest and agricultural
production research, there was communication . Both
types of laboratories drew from the same basic
sciences-- chemistry, engineering , physics, etc .-even th ough their applicatio n t o probl ems were quite
different. Both types had a reasonable balance
between fundamental and applied research .
The other footnote is that Bailey and Spoehr in 1929
foresaw the need for fundamental research in forest
production and advocated nongovernmental institutes
for the basic researc h, all to be separately
organized from,but supportive o~ the empirical
experimentation of the Forest Service stations.
In
A National Program of Forest Research (1926~ Clapp
expressed the same idea in a different way:
he
advocated (page 183) privately endowed forest
research institutions to insure an adequate attack on
fundamental problems as an addition to the field
experimental work of the Forest Service regional
stations. Meanwhile he was planning (page 197) a
"section dealing with biological problems" in the
Forest Products Laboratory of the Forest Service in
recognition of ".
. the gradual convergence of
fundamental research upon silvical and products
problems in the United States Forest Service .
"
Ever since my Lake City days in project r esearch , I
have been convinced that Clapp, and Bailey and
Spoehr as well , were wrong in thinking fundamental
and applied research should not be together under one
organizational arrangement, specifically , in the
forest and range experiment stations . This is not to
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say that I was against fundamental research on
forestry problems in private, indepe ndent laboratories supported by endowments, fees, and co ntributi o ns ,
as they had re comme nded; nor was I against a
biological section in the Forest Products Laboratory.
What I was against was a kind of planning that
excluded fundamental research in the Forest Service
stations.
It was not r ealistic to think that r eal
progress could be made in solving forest and range
production problems without fundamental studies at the
r egional stations.
ERM:

Was there fundamental research at the stations during
those early days? I believe your Lake City ce nt er
was doing some . You have probably alluded to the
general quality of r esearch at the regional stations.
Could you be more specific in h ow you viewed the
relative amounts of fundamental studies and empirical
field experimentation?

VLH:

Th ere was indeed some, a low percentage of total
fundamental res ea rch at the stations during the
period of the reports of Clapp, Bailey and Spoehr,
and the NRC-Forestry Committee, a period between
1926 and 1938 which the reports r efe r to .
I wouldn't
want to be pinned down to a specific percentage
figure, but here are a few examples of r esearch that
us ed a fundamental and analytical approach that I
believe would have rated as "fundamental" by
earlier-day standards: H. T. Gisborne's fire
r esea rch at the Northern Rocky Mountain Station; Leo
Isaac's Douglas-fir seedin g studies at the Pacific
Northwest Station; Lloyd Austin's gen etics research at
the California Station; A. W. Sampson's and other s'
grazing studies at the Intermountain Station; some of
the naval stores and fire-use studies at Lake CityStarke cente rs of the Southern Station; t he watershed
studi es at Coweeta Center of the Appalachian Station.
These examples may not be the best; there are others,
I' m sur e.
I believe I have said or implied previously that, in
my judgme n t, the f und a me ntal content of the Forest
Service's forest production research was not as low
as that stated by Bailey and Spoehr, nor was the
quality of Forest Service r esearch as a whole as high
as the Forestry Committee of the NRC showed it to be.
We must remember that a goo d deal of value judgment is
involved in rating such things. There are no precise
measuring sticks, and standards c han ge over time .
What was judged fundamental and analytical in earlier
times would seem primitive and inadequat e by presentday standards.
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All I was sure of when I began my tenure as head of
Research in 1951 was that we were ill - equipped with
personnel, laboratories, and related scientific
facilities to do as much fundamental research as we
should be doing at the s tations.
ERM:

What role did the Cosmos Club play in the exchange of
ideas between scientists of different disciplines?

VLH:

No direct role in my case.
I was a member of the club,
as were many scientists and scholars in the Washington
area.

ERM:

Was it a meeting ground, an opportunity place for the
exchange of ideas?

VLH:

It was.
I used the club's excellent quarters for
meeting people and for luncheon conversations on
research business matters, and I sometimes scheduled
group discussions on current forestry problems at the
club.
The club had a good kitchen and bar, and
provided small dining rooms for combining dinner and
shoptalk.

ERM:

It also provided a forum for giving papers on special
topics and as such gave an opportunity for broadcasting what you were doing, for building a certain
measure of recognition of that work which you might
not otherwise have.

VLH:

That's correct, but I did not use the club as a forum .
One evening a week was normally given to a program in
the club's auditorium, a program designed to entertain, stretch minds, or otherwise enlighten and
enrich the membership's intellectual well -being.
I
attended some of the concerts, travelogues, and
lectures.
I enjoyed them, but for my purposes at
that stage of trying to develop a better program of
research, a one- on - one situation -- for the exchange of
ideas, for an evaluation of a prospect for employment
in our research, for a plea for support of an
individual for our research program, or for a diplomatic effort to smooth working relations between
another and myself--was better than broadcasting in an
open forum .

ERM:

Now, Les, part of the role of the administrator of
Research is certainly that of cultivating the interest
and the enthusiasm of key people in high political
positions. What did you do to generate interest in
Congress, for example, for Forest Service research?
Who did you find most responsive to you?
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VLH :

First of all, during the first year, I visited the
offices of many senators and congressmen with the
purpose of introducing myself in my new position
and to invite them to call upon me at any time about
research matters in forestry.
I had provided myself
with a list of those members of the Senate and House
with whom our station and FPL [Forest Products
Laboratory] directors had contact and with names of
those I had worked with in prior times.
All told, I
believe I saw at least one senator from each state
and two or more congressmen from a region of each of
our stations.
In most cases I was cordially
received and in some cases I was asked many questions
about our research program.
In succeeding years, throughout my fifteen years as
head of Research, e i ther I or a member of my staff
visited each key senator and congressman of a region
at least once if not more times each year. The
term "key" applies to those members of Congress who
were the most responsive to forestry research progress and needs . Many of our calls were in response
to requests from them for information about the
current year's budget for research, or in regard to
a research item about which they had correspondence
from constituents.
In addition, our field dir e ctors
of research paid annual calls on the key senators
and congressmen from their respective regions .
Usually this was done at the time of the annual
r e gional foresters' and station director s ' meeting in
Washington, D.C. Th e fo r e most "key" senator was John
(Cornelius) Stennis of Mississippi. He became the
most r espon s i ve to th e n eed f or s u s tain e d gr owth o f
o ur r esear c h p r ogram .

ERM:

So you had a strong advocate in the Senate.

VLH:

I first met Senator Stennis in either 1951 or 1952.
I was in his off ice in response to his request to
the Forest Service for information about bristl e con e
pines. He had just returned from the West Coast on
Senate business and while there had paid a visit to
our Forest Genetics Institute at Placerville,
California. He had acquired a specimen of wood from
one of the old bris tl e c o n e pines and he wanted to
use it in his Sunday s chool class to tell of the great
a ge of this tree whose birth reached back into
biblical times .
After I had supplied him with the information he
n ee de d we talked about forest genetics and other
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developments in our program.
I learned that he owned
a modest-size tract of forest land near his hometown
of De Kalb, Mississippi. He had planted pines on part
of it and was gradually building up the forest to a
time for making timber sales. He had visited most
of our centers of research in Mississippi and neighboring states and was familiar with forestry magazines.
He wanted me to keep in touch with him and to call
on him for any help he was able to give our research
work.
He introduced me to his legislative assistant,
Charlie Jones (whether or not his formal name was
Charles, he always signed as Charlie).
Charlie
became a staunch friend and an ardent advocate of our
research.
In addition to Stennis, there were two others who
became responsive and long-time supporters of an
orderly, sustained expansion of our research program:
Senator Carl [Trumbull) Hayden of Arizona, chairman
of the Senate Appropriations Committee and chairman
of its Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies,
the subcommittee before which the Forest Service
budget was heard; and Senator Robert [Carlyle) Byrd
of West Virginia, a member of the Senate Appropriations Committee.
I should add that Senator Stennis
was also a member of the Senate Appropriations
Committee.
ERM:

You've mentioned three from the Senate.

VLH:

Yes, those three were from the Senate; they were the
continuous advocates of the forestry research program
as a whole as well as effective legislators in
bringing research facilities and programs to their
respective states.
We had no strong, continuous
advocates of the research program as a whole in the
House. However, the House Appropriations Subcommittee
on Interior and Related Agencies filled that role
rather well by following the Senate lead on increases
above the Budget Bureau allowances . Rarely did the
House conferees object seriously to the increases
added and defended by Senator Hayden, and Hayden was
equally sympathetic to the increases wanted by the
House.
There was much support from members of both the House
and Senate on items in their respective states and
districts.
But, unlike the three senators that I first
mentioned, their support was intermittent, arising in
active advocacy only on items of special concern to
the people of their constituencies.
Items of this
nature, however, happened frequently and were numerous
each year, once we began implementing the newly
planned national program of research with laboratory
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co nstruct i o n , wh ich was often done in stages, i . e . ,
in two o r t hr ee installme nt s sp r ead ove r a severalyear period.
Moreove r, after construction came the need to staff
the labora torie s . Since we h a d built laboratori es,
or had planning funds in hand fo r that purpose- - at
locations in each of forty - f ive states by the t i me I
r eti r e d in 1966--most se nators a nd a s ubs tan t ial
numbe r of r ep r ese ntati ves in the House had been
involved in the program at l east twice (fo r co nstruc tion and then program staffing) and some as many as
six times ( whe r e the r e were three laboratory centers
in a state) durin g the seven-year period o f rapid
impl ementation of the planned program, 1959 to 1966.
ERM:

I'll want to get into implementing the national
program of r esear c h lat e r . Meanwhile, h ow did all
this activity of you people in r esear c h in co ntacting
me mbe r s of Co n g r ess get r eco n cile d with the wo rk of
the deput y c hi ef who worked directly wit h t h e Hill?

VLH:

There was no con f li ct . During my time, the deputy
c hi ef for Administration (Earl Loveridge and lat er
Clare Hendee) had a wo rkin g r elation ship wi th the
appropriations staff in r egard to budget books and
r e late d pap e r s . Howeve r, the d eputy chief for a majo r
p ro g r am--National Forest System, Research, or State
and Private Forestry-- had the r espo n s ibility to
defend hi s budget before t h e appropriat i o n subcommittees a nd t o deal wit h ot h e r members of the Con g r ess on
questions conce rnin g hi s program's progress and
fi n a n c ial nee d s.
I f o n e of u s was aske d quest i ons
by me mber s of Congress in another's program fiel d , it
was answere d directly if the a n swer was known, or
referred to the proper d eput y c h ief for l ate r
r esponse.
Because we we r e expanding o ur program
r apidly i n research, especiall y f r om 1 958 on, an d
t h ere were ma n y r e quests f o r in fo rm at i on about indiv idual it ems, my immediate staff and I p r obab l y had
mo r e reason for activity o n t h e Hill t h a n eit h er of
t h e ot h er p r ogram deput y ch i efs .
In the p r ocess, we
frequently encoun te r e d questions o n National Forest
activities whi c h we kept the d epu ty chief for that
p r ogram informed about .

ERM:

Who was that in yo ur time?

VLH:

Ed [Edwa rd P . ] Cliff for most of my time .

ERM:

And wh e r e was John McGuire?

VLH:

He was in Research.

He came up through the ranks of
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Research.
For a short period in the early 1960s,
John was an assistant to me in Washington; then he
was directo r of the Pacific Southwest Forest and
Range Experiment Station for the pe ri od 1963-1967;
then d eputy chief for Programs and Legislation,
1967-1970 ; associate c h ief of Forest Service, 19701 972; and c hi ef in 1973.
ERM:

I meant the deputy chief for Programs and Legislation.* Were not your activities o n the Hill legislative?

VLH:

Yes, tn the field of appropr iations legislation . The
deputy chief for Programs and Legislation dealt only
with authorizing legislation . But even in the field
of authorizing legislation he did not generally deal
with r esearch matters. This was true also for
research program planning a nd development. Both
p r ograms and all forms of legislation we r e handled
within Research. Also, during my time, unlike the
National Forest System a nd State and Private Fo r estry,
I exercised line author i ty in dealing with the fiel d.
All of this was not in strict compliance with the
organization chart, but it was an accepted practice .

ERM:

As I understand you , you h ad a different concept of
organizational responsibility and authority as applied
to Research than that indicated by the organization
chart, is that correct?

VLH :

Yes.

ERM:

As you saw it during your time, were there inherent
reasons why Research should be self-sufficient in
respect to programs and aut hori zing legislation and
s hould be administered by a deputy chief with line
authority--unlike the way Nat ion al Forest System and
State and Private Forestry were administered?

VLH :

I think there was one main r eason, during my time, for
maki n g Research self - sufficient relative to p r ograms
and legislation. There was a dual channel of
command fo r Research, unlike NFS and S and PF, to the
office of the secretary of Ag ri cultur e . One line led
to t he office of the researc h coordinator ( s cience
director) in the top ech elon of the department whe r e
policies, program plans, and legislative matters for
*The term deputy c h ief was first used by the Forest
Service in 1962. From 1935 to 1962 those in the top
l ayer below chief were called assistant chiefs.
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all r esearch activities of t h e department were
supe rvis e d a nd administered at the sec r etar y's level.
Th e ot h e r line l e d to the office of the a3sistan t
sec r e tary of Agr i c ulture where r esearch operations,
along with all aspects of the r est of the Fo r est
Service, were dealt with at the sec r etary's level.
The sc i e n ce directo r de manded a great deal of time
and c r eati ve thought f rom the h eads of depar tmen t
r esea r c h programs in the form of staff wo rk relating
to his r es ponsibility ; accordingly, it would have
b ee n diffi c ult for anyone in the Fo r est Service outside
of myse lf and ot h e rs in Resear ch to have handl e d
authorizing legislation and program planning for
Research .
On the ot her h a nd, I saw no goo d reas o n why NFS and
S and PF s ho uld b e d e ni e d the exercise of li n e authority
b y their r espect ive d ep ut y chiefs .
I think t his wo uld
have b ee n s uperio r o rganization, but I 'm not sure that
the d e puti es for thos e branches would have agr ee d with
me at that time .
Ce rtainl y the c hi ef and t h e d ep uties
for Programs and Legis l ation a nd Administration wer e
no t inclined to favor it.
Th e lin e and staff organi zatio n of the c hi ef's off i ce
in Was hin g ton , durin g my time, was d es i gned to serve
the Nat io nal Forest System, the flagship of the Forest
Service. Th e c hi ef and a bank of deputies--for NFS,
Pr og rams and Leg i slation, a nd Administration- -we r e all
kept busy with p r oblems of the national forests.
Th e
o nly o n e with line autho rit y was t h e c hi ef.
He and the
d ep uti es dealt with a h eavy load of policy a nd le gis lati o n proble ms as we ll as program procedural matters
that were ge n e r atin g a numb er of public issues r e l at ing to the u se and management of the National Forest
System.
Central to this system of gove rn a n ce for
Nat i o nal Fo r ests was the meeting each wee k of the
c hi ef and staff (deputy c h iefs ) whe r e p r oblems were
discussed and decis i ons ma de .
As in any organi zati o n , whet h e r department, bureau,
o r whatever, if its mi ss i on is h eavily weight e d with
o n e, big, ove r s h adowin g r espo nsibility, t h e l esse r s i ze r espo n s ibili t i es tend to get n eg lect e d ,
especially if the h ead s of those smaller un its lack
line a utho r ity to make things happe n o n t h ei r own .
Th e lesser units are l eft t o "take the h ind teat," to
borrow a de sc riptive, t hough inelegant, farm
exp r essio n.
I d eci d e d to "take charge" of Research--and no one
took se rious objection to my assumin g line a u t h ority-in order to get d o n e wh at I co nsidere d mu st be don e .
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Without direct and personal contact with the field
organization of research, including rapid decisions
on budget priorities , personnel matters, and general
operations, I saw little chance of pulling Research
out of its difficulti es in Congress of the late
forties and of turning it around in search of sound
growth and excellence.
ERM:

Didn't Earle Clapp and those in charge of Research
ahead of you exercise line authority?

VLH:

Yes, Clapp and Forsling did , and to a lesser extent, so
did Kotok. About the time of Kotok, howe ve r, the
chief's line and staff organization had assumed
great prominence in the Forest Service and was touted
by the top command with pride and joy.
It remaine d
that way through Ed Cliff's tenure as chief, although
he would have ended it had there not b een internal
objection.
It remained for John McGuire, who
succeeded Cliff as chief, to formally delegate line
authority to deputy chiefs for NFS, S and PF , and
Research.

ERM:

What problems did you have with the Bureau of the
Budget?

VLH:

We had no special problems with the Budget Bureau
that I can recall. We experienced the usual budget
cuts in our research estimates, problems shared by
other program branches of the Forest Service . There
might have been reason for trouble in the BOB when
we began implementing the new national p rogram of
research. Some of our increases in Congress over the
budget allowances of the BOB were large and continued
that way for several years.
I sometimes thought
that the BOB cut back our estimates in anticipation
that Congress would grant big increases anyhow.
There was always a person-- usually a junior officer-in the BOB who maintained close contaGt with a given
bureau in a department. Our Forest Service contact
man spent a lot of time with me or members of the
Research staff making sure he understood how we
arrived at estimates of financial need . We welcomed
his investigations. He was our bridge to t he senior
staff of BOB and to the White House staff on s c ience
and technology .

ERM:

Do you want to add anything more on the Budget Bureau?

VLH :

I am looking at the last paragraph of Secretary
[OrvilleL. ] Freeman's letter to Congress of Apr i l 16,
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1964,transmitting A National Forestry Research
Program.
His last paragraph was phrased by the
Budget Bureau.
It says:
The enclosed report should not be
regarde d as a request for the appro priation of funds, or as a propos e d
rate at which the program will be
implemented with fund requests. The
Departme nt intends to carry out this
program in an orderly and balanced
manner at a pract icable rate within
the overall budgetary r equirements
and financial resourc es of the Govern ment.
The n ee d for funds will be
considered each year in the customary
way through budget processes.
Th e fancy jargon--"within the overall budgetary
requireme nts and financial resources of the Governme nt " -- is diplomati c put-off, commonly used in
government to parry questions on the funding of
programs.
In this particular case the "p ut-off"
could have had a deadening effect on the research
plan; that is, if we had chosen not to do anything
further about it beyond the BOB.
Instead of permitting the planned program to perish, we preserved
its viability through the interest and advocacy of
a good many memb ers of Congress. Our special
thanks go to Senator Stennis.
Recently , I saw Senator [Barry ] Goldwater on t e l e vision. He was answering the political-campaign
c riticism of excessive power in the Whit e Hous e .
He said the real power in Washington is not in the
White House; it's in the bureaucrac~ with its
pervasive in fl uence o n committees and me mbers of
Congress . Th e senator was exaggerating , but there
is truth in what he said . And what's so bad about
that?

ERM:

That's why you have a bureaucracy.

VLH:

Absolutely.

ERM:

Somebody has to work out details. Somebody has to
draft plans and ultimately suggest legislation.
It
all has to come from somewhere .

VLH:

Yes, of course.

ERM:

How has Resear c h in the Forest Se rvice dealt with
communicatio ns with the White House?

57

VLH:

There wasn't a great deal of communication directl y .
Official letters would, of course, go through
hierarchical channels.
Informal c on tact, on the
other hand , was by telephone to some me mber of the
White House staff-- usually in the science and technology group--sometimes directl y, and more often
indirectly,
through the science director in the
department or through our contact person in the
Bureau of Budget.

ERM:

Have you ever felt that there were friends in the White
House in a given administration, those who were more
favorably incl ined toward forestry research than perhaps was true in other administrations?

VLH :

Yes, in both the Eisenhower and Kenne dy administrations,
although possibly not outstandingly so. Also, our
research continued to prosper under the Johnson
administration, although under White House attitudes
rather indifferent to our research. President
Eisenhower's personal interest in our resear c h
s temmed from his contact with it during his summer
vacations on a ranch near our Frase r Experimental
Forest in Colorado. Through his ran che r host, Eisenhower expressed interest and warm approval of forestry
research, as well as forestry in general. Sherman
Adams, chief of staff for Eisenhower , was even more
favorably inclined toward our research.
I knew him
when he was governor of New Hampshire ; I saw and
dealt with him frequently when I was director of the
Northeastern Forest Experiment Station. Adams knew
much about forestry, having managed forest land for
a wood products firm in his home state. He became
well acquainted with our research installations in
New England and was especially partial toward our
Hubbard Brook experimental watersheds in New Hampshire.
I don't recall any special action on the part of the
Eisenhower White House relating to forestry research,
but Budget Bureau treatment under that administration
was generally favorable toward us.

ERM:

How about the Kennedy administration? Were actions
more positive toward research in the Forest Service?

VLH:

Yes, I think the Kennedy administration created a
general atmosphere more favorable to science
generally. With regard to forestry research, he made
a specific recommendation fo r expansion of the program.
As stated in the April 15, 1964 , letter from the
s ecretary of Ag riculture to the president of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House transmitting A National
Forestry Research Program:

58

President Kennedy in his 1961 special
messages to Congress on American Agriculture
and Natural Resources called for certain
measures needed to insure adequate forest
resources in the future by sound, effective programs r e lating to privately owned
woodlands, as well as our National Forests
and other public lands.
Included among
these meas ures are expansion of forestry
research [e mphasis supplied] and acceleration and expansion of the Forest Service's
long-range program for the developme nt and
improvement of o ur National Forests.*

ERM:

The Forest Service has be e n one of the very few
agencies of government that has, over the years, returned a lar ger amount of money to the public
treasury than it has spent.

VLH:

That's true only in regard to the cost of forest
land management in the Natio nal Forest System in
comparison with the sale of products and us e permits
from the system. Even in this narrower context, I'm
not sure mon ey income has always exceeded the outgo,
and I doubt if this will be true in the future.
I
saw some figures the other day which s howe d that for
the first time the total appropriations for the
Forest Service for fiscal year 1977, including
Research and State and Private Forestry, were over
$1 billion. Of this amount , Research accounted for
$87 million and Stat e and Private Forestry, $33
million.
The biggest expe nditures were for roads,
trails, construction, an d land acquisition, etc .,
for the National Forest System. Total receipt from
t h e national fo rests for fiscal year 1976 were $438
million . The 1977 appropriation for forest land
management alone for National Fo rests was $397
million.

ERM:

Do you think that Congress has become e namored of the
notion that the Forest Service can always be an
income producer rather than a drain upon the public
purse?

VLH:

No, I think the interest of Congress in the amount of
money generated by national forest timber a nd permit
sal es has already subsided. Other issues have overridden sales.
Now the questions in Congress are more
*USDA, Forest Service, A National Forestry Research
Program, Misce llaneous Publication 965 (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1964) , p . iii .
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apt to be on clear-c u t t i n g, e n v iro nme n ta l matters
nondeclining even flow, and the like.

ERM:

Congress is feeling pressures from other sectors of
society.

VLH:

Yes, from the environmental and wilderness interests
especially.

ERM:

How does all this affect the research program? Does
it have a stimulating effect or does it depress the
program? Or is research just directed into new
fields, new problem areas?

VLH:

I think all this is having both a stimulating effect
for increased funding for research and a demand for
redirection of existing programs.
For example, forest
insect research has been greatly strengthened
recently and charged with finding ways to control destructive forest insects without use of the controversial chemicals.
There also has been a strengthening of timber management research, as well as a
redirection of previous programs, as a rP.sult of
questions raised in the controvers y over c l e ar- c uttin g
and timber harvesting practices on national forests.
A striking example of the effect of concern over
pollution is the new emphasis being placed on the
management of prescribed fires in the South aimed at
reducing smoke and smog hazards to the traveling
public.

Developing the Research Program

ERM:

Les, after you had moved to Washington, D . C., in 1951
and had begun to establish some support for the National
Program in Forestry Research, how did you go about
developing the program?

VLH:

We went about that task in several stages. The first
was in 1956 in connection with a department- wid e
analysis of all research programs and the last stage
was a three - year period of outside review of the
planning report that ended in 19n4.
In 1964 our
report was published under th e titl e A Na ti o n a l Fo r e stry
Research Program, from which I quoted a few minutes ago.
This eight-year period of development is misleading
in terms of getting the results of the planning into
use. Actually, enough of the planning had been
completed by 1958 to get an appropriation from Congress
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fo r the initial co nstruc ti o n of new r esearch laboratories.
In 1959 we were far e n ough along to present
a prelimi nary projected r esearch program as par t of
the Pro g ram for the Natio nal Forests .* The trans ition in the impl eme ntation of the natio n al re sear ch
program with funds was smooth and with a steady
gain in the rat e of g r owt h of t h e progr am.
It
began in 1958, proceeded through t he 1959 ve rsion of
t he program, and then t o the completed v ersion in
1962- - three years b efo r e the plan had r eached final
c learance.
ERM:

Was the department-wide study the mot i vating force
that s tarted you in the de ve lopment of the p r og r am?

VLH:

Not r e all y, although it helped us make a goo d start .
By 1956 I was r eady to begin a thorough planning job
of the research program.
Things were by then going
well fo r Forest Service r esear ch in the departmen t,
Budget Bureau, and Cong r ess . We were getting modest
in c r eases in the fun ding of r esear ch and I had
established a fi rm place fo r myself in the depar tment's
Coun cil of Research Adminis t r a t ors.
It was a fo rtunat e co inc idence that Byron T . Shaw ,
coordinator of resear c h in the department, deci de d
in earl y 1956 to establish the Committee o n Research
Evaluation, known as CORE, fo r the p urpose of ide n t ifying those areas of agri c ultur al and forest r y
research that could be c urtail ed o r elimi n ate d , those
that ough t to b e expanded , and those t h at wou ld be
n ew in o rde r to meet e me r gi n g high priority problems .
The CORE stud y was to lead to r e dir ection of t h e
4epa rtme nt's r e s earch programs where neede d and to the
flagging of t hose problem a r eas in need of research
but which could n o t be r each e d wit h o u t increased
fu nding.
I served as a member of CORE, a l ong with othe r heads
of major resear c h programs.
To help in t h e evaluation, we appointed seve r a l s h o r t - term task fo r ces
drawn from our r espective rese a r c h staffs.
After about
s ix months of nearl y full-time, conti nuous wo rk for
CORE members we comp l eted the r eview . Durin g the next
coupl e of years the initial dr aft of o ur r epo rt under went r eview by representatives of t h e state agri cultur a l
experime nt stations and forestry schools.
The final
*USDA , Forest Service, Program for t h e National
Fo r ests, Miscellaneous Publi cation 794 ( Washington,
D.C .: GPO, 1959) . Pages 22-45 deal with r esear ch.
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report of CORE was published in 1960 . *
ERM:

Was this the beginning of bringing the fo restry
schools into the p lanning of a national program of
research?

VLH:

Yes. The CORE report review sessions that we had wit h
represe ntatives of the state experiment stations,
which include d at least one forestry school dean at
each session, were landmark sessions for the forestry
school people. For the first time they were being
included in joint sessions of r esearch planning between the people of the land- grant colleges and the
department. Ultimately, these early sessions led to
the Mcintyre- Stennis Act of 1962 .
Thus I was able to realize the third objective I had
set up during my first ye ar as head of Research:
n amely, that somet h ing should be d o n e to stimulate
the forestry schools and the agricultural experiment
stations to do more research on forestry problems.
My recommendation in 1951 to the House subcommittee
that the Forest Service be authorized to make grants
to nonprofit institutions for r esear ch on forest
problems r esulted in the Whitten Act of 1956 , which
was a good start. But, in my judgment, more was
n ee ded to p rovide a major st imulus to forestry school
research.
Conditions became favorable in 1961 to
d evelop the program authorized by the Mcinty re-Stennis
Act of 1962 . **

ERM:

In d evelopi n g the program of r esearch, I assume one
of your goals was to stren gthen cooperative research
at colleges and universiti es . What act ions were
planned to do this?

VLH :

It was one of the goals and a subject of much discuss ion with representatives of the forestry sch ools
and agricultural expe rime nt stations. Once developed,
our program had taken into account the programs of all
the nonfederal agencies, public and private, which
were then e n gage d in research on forest problems,
a long with their probable contributions in the fut ur e .
*USDA, An Eval uati on of Agricultural Re search ,
Miscellaneous Publication 816 (Washington , D.C.: GPO ,
1960) .
**For discussion of the Mcintyre-Stennis Act , see
pages 52-74 in Harper, A Forest Service Research
Scientist.
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Then we devoted a section of the planned program o n
ways in which cooperative programs with colleges and
universities would be supported. Greater use of
the Whitten Act was one of the ways; use of a
relatively new government - wide authority to make
competitive project grants to nonfederal agencies was
another source of support.
Most important of all
sources of support to cooperative research was the
Mc int yre-Stennis Act of 1962, which had become law
just as we wer e putting the finishing touches on the
national program of forestry research.*
ERM:

Did this CORE study give you all the information you
needed?

VLH:

No.
It provided only the beginning.
It provided us
with a description of the lines of work which
should be continued and, in most cases expanded, but
it didn't provide us with the detailed information as
to where the work would be done and the facilities
that would be needed to carry on the research.
What was needed was a further study that continued
and intensified what was done under CORE. So in
1957, as soon as we had completed the CORE study, I
decided to continue work within the Forest Service
on developing a national program of fo restry research.
We called this study CORTYA, standing for Committee
on Researc h Te n Ye ar s Ah e ad.

ERM:

Who served on this committee?

VLH:

The membership of CORTYA included I van Sims, who was
my staff assistant; each of the research division
directors in Washington; George M. Jemison , who became
the deputy assistant chief for Research in 1957;
Thomas McLintock, who later joined my staff as an
assistant; and myself as chairman.

ERM:

And the purpose of CORTYA was to develop the national
program of research?

VLH:

Its purpose was to develop an overall view of the
proposed research to be undertaken, the first phase
of the development of the national program . The
second and final phase of its development came later-*See pages 1 - 3 and 28-30 for treatment of cooperative research in A National Forestry Research Program.
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it dealt with the detailed planning at the station
and project-location levels. Tom McLintock assisted
me at the Washington end of this phase.
ERM:

The overall view you speak of was done before any
planning had been completed at the field level?

VLH:

Yes, the broad outline of the program was a steering
document for the planning to be done at the field
level as well as a general d escription of the projected program . It consisted of two main guides-examples of the broad problem areas in which research
was proposed and the estimated annual cost of the
program to be reached in the tenth year of a ten - year
period. There was also an overall cost estimate of
new laboratory construction for the ten-year period.

ERM:

How did you arrive at the cost estimates?
stations brought in on this?

VLH:

No, the estimates were made by me alone . They were
overall costs that had no hard basis.
I based them
on my general knowledge of the costs that would be
required to do the kind of research that I anticipated
would come out of the field end of the planning,
plus a judgment on what might be attainable under the
political process of budgets and appropriations. To
me the two overall estimates of cost--$80 million
annually for the operation of the program to be
reached in the tenth year and $50 million for construction of research facilities--seemed reasonable and
realistic; to some others, especially those outside
of forestry, they seemed preposterous. Even some of
our own research people, who h ad long existed under
meager support, found it difficult to adjust their
project planning to the high sights in the guidelines
without first going through mind- stretching exercises .

ERM:

How did these estimates work out in the actual funding of the projected program?

VLH:

Very well, indeed. The rate of growth varied , of
course, during the course of the ten years . It
began at a fast rate, slowed down in the late sixties
and early seventies, and then resumed a fast climb.
I saw figures the other day that showed $80 million
for Forest Service research in fiscal year 1976, some
fo ur years behind our target year of 1972 for that
amount of funding.
For long-range planning, that
record has to look pretty good.

ERM:

Let's take a step back for a moment, because I think

Were the
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it's important to find out why you chose George
Jemison for such an important role in the research
division with you. Where did he come from and
what recommended him to you as the man you needed
for the position of deputy assistant chief for
Research?

VLH:

George came from a station directorship, and before
that he had been a station division chief, project
leader or scientist in various regions of the
country-- all in Forest Service research. Although
he was one of several candidates, he was my first
choice. His research and supervisory record was
outstanding, and I had known him personally over the
years.
I felt that we could work together well and
that he would be a good alter ego. As deputy he
would be acting head of Research in my absence.
When we were both on the job we would share the work
load with more time for me on policy and planning
aspects.

ERM:

Of which station was Jemison director?

VLH:

The California (later Pacific Southwest) Forest and
Range Experiment Station at the time of his selection
for the Washington assignment.
Before that he was
director of the Northern Rocky Mountain Station .

ERM:

This was the first such position to be established?

VLH:

It was the first, both in Research and in the Forest
Service. Soon after, however, there were others in
the Service.
Ed Cliff got one for National Forests
and then came one each for State and Private
Forestry and Administration.

ERM:

What was Jemison's particular assignment in the
development of the projected research program?

VLH:

He was, of course , a member of CORTYA, arriving late
in the committee's work but in time for some of the
final sessions. His particular assignment was in
1961 when we decided to go ahead with the preparation of a report that would present the overall view
of the projected research plan--a report that, if
clearance approval permitted, would be aimed at
publication for wide distribution. His task was to
take the planning material developed b y CORTYA and
shape it for a review draft of the report.
It was
not a big job; it was completed well in advance of
the meeting of the forestry research advisory
committee in the fall of 1961. This committee would
be the first body to review the report.
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Meanwhile, with Tom McLintock's assistance, I continued to work with station directors in extending the
planning down to the project level . This was the
big job of the whole planning effort, which spanned
some f o ur years with completion in 1962.
It involved
making program estimates project by project and location by location, making estimates of laboratory
construction where needed, and relocating research
centers, where possible, to campuses of colleges and
universities.
Much of our communication with the
field directors about all the planning was by telephone or letter, and some of it required special
trips to stations to help resolve especially difficult
and complex planning.
After the field data came in
to Washington there was a good deal of coordination
and adjustment to be done before we had a balanced
program .

ERM:

Was this fi e ld mat e ri a l o n pl a nnin g in c lude d in t h e
report to be reviewed and published?

VLH:

No.

ERM:

Why not?

VLH:

A good question on the face of it, inasmuch as I have
often said the greatest value of planning of this
sort is in its particularization at the field level.
However, I think I can make it clear why we thought
putting the field data in the report was both
impractical and unnecessary:
impractical because
of the great bulk of detailed material from the field
end of the planning and the heavy cost of processing
and duplicating it for wide distribution; and
unnecessary because its inclusion would lend little,
if any, value to the purpose of the report.
The purpose of the report was to inform the reader
about the proposed research in broad descriptive terms
and by examples; to tell how the research would be
carried out in respect to in-house and grant programs;
and to say what the total cost would be. These were
the things at which the administration, Congress, and
others would look in forming their judgments about
the proposed program.
Actual implementation of the
plan would come later, after the program's approval
by the administration and its support in Congress.
The purpose of the field data was to facilitate the
implementation of the proposed program. Although this
material was not published, it was available to
anyone who needed or requested it.
The data--specific
new laboratories needed, size of research projects,

66
and locations of the work by town and state --certainly
were necessary and helpful in both the budgetar y and
political processes of funding the work and
absolutely essential to the orderly establis hment of
an expanding program.
ERM:

What proportion of the research centers was planned
for locations on campuses of colleges and universities?

VLH:

I don't remember the e xact figure , but I would guess
it was about 90 percent. We had eighty locations
planned as centers for project research.
Some of the
existing centers were already on campuses and of
course, most new centers were planned for such locations . Most of the existing centers which were not
on or near campuses were slated for relocation.
This was to be done as research facilities became
available on campuses and as program and r ela ted
co nditions permitted.

ERM:

I suppose that good, strong, supportive libraries
on these campuses figured as an important asset in
locating there.

VLH:

Having access to a good library certainly was one
of the reasons and an important part of a ge neral
scientific environment that we considered to be
desirable.
In addition, we believed that close
association of our people with university faculties
would stimulate cooperation betwee n them and would
help to open some outstanding opportunities for
Forest Service competitive grants to the universit i es . It also would make it easier fo r our people
who needed advanced classroom training to get it ,
a nd opportunities would b e provided to a school's
students to do the ir thesis work in our laboratories
or to take part-time e mployment with us. Then there
was t he practical co nsideration of cost - free land,
which was usually provided by colleges o r universities for the construction of Forest Service laboratories .

ERM:

That is part of the quid pro quo for the universities.

VLH:

I'm sure that was a factor .

ERM:

When did you compl ete the planning for what you call
the overall view of the research program?

VLH:

In 1957 for the most part . Th e overall view and
dimen sio n s of the projected plan provided the

67
guidelin es for the field part of the planning, which
began in 1958.

ERM:

And it was 1961 whe n the r eport, whi ch did not include
the field- planning mate rial by intent, was completed.
Is that cor rect?

VLH:

Yes.

ERM:

Why the delay? Couldn't yo u h ave prepared i t earlier
a nd started it o n the r oad to r eview and approval
befor e then?

VLH:

It could have been prepared somewhat ear l i e r;
preparing the r epo rt i tself was a s h o rt job.
I t was
de laye d b ecause of ou r dec isi o n in 1 958 to include
research in a r epo rt to b e p r epar ed on national
forests.
Thi s is the report t o wh ich I r efe rre d
earli e r--Progr a m fo r the Natio nal Forests . It was
sent to Congress in 1959 . At the time of that
decision I b elieved it wise to defer a separate report
on the r esea r c h program.

ERH:

How did the d ecision come ab out to include research
i n the nation a l fo r est program? Who participated in
that d ecisio n ?

VLH:

I t was the unanimo u s dec ision of chief and staff .
In
1958 Ed Crafts, assistant c hief for Programs and
Legislation , r a i sed the question before t h e staff as
to whet he r a national fo r est program should be
prepared--a r epo rt t h at would emb race a ll p r ogr ams that
contr ib u te d to t h e developmen t a nd management of the
Nat i o nal Forest System , i n cludin g recr eation, which
had b ee n t h e s ubj ect of a n earli e r progr am (Operat i o n
Outdoors) sent to Congress. He r ecommen d e d such a
r epo rt b e pre pared a nd said h e had assurance from the
departme nt that the secr etar y woul d sign a lette r
submitting t h e r eport to Congress. Hi s r ecomme ndation
was agreed to. Th e n h e asked i f I want e d him to
include research as o n e of the sect i on s, or was I
p l a nning to p r epar e a separat e r eport on ~esearch.
I
opted in favor of a sect i o n i n th e national f orest
p r ogram and this was agr ee d to. Crafts was to prepare
the program.

ERM:

What mo ved you to mak e t he choice?

VLH:

Expe diency . There coul d be no q u estion about the
valu e and importance of the r esearch contrib u tio n to
nat i o na l forests, and the department's intention o f
se ndin g the progr am to Congress was alread y o n re co rd.
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On the other hand, the department was stalled on
the disposition of the CORE report, whic h, in turn,
held up any decision about s e parate r epo rts by
age ncies.
In the r esearch council of the departmen t
there was talk of havin g the secretary send the
CORE report to Congress .
I had argued that this
should n ot be done, since the rep o rt was not geared
to agency programs and budgets .
I had r ecomme nde d
instead that eac h agency prepare a separate r epo rt
for that purpose. Other council members felt that
ther e should not be separate reports , at l east not
until after the CORE r epo rt had b ee n published .
Th e Forest Se r vice decis ion t o include research under
cover of the national f orests program was a way to
bypass th e CORE report d ete rrent without making an
issue of it. No one in the department gave much notice
to our r esear c h section, whether b ecau se it was
inconspicuous , o r because they thought nothing muc h
wo uld come of it.
In all candor, I must say that I
did not anticipate at the time that th is s h o r t section
would, in fact, be co me the basis in Congress on which
funding of the whole forestry r esear c h program would
deve lop.
ERM:

This initial plan for research to r each Congress was
p r epared by Crafts and hi s staff, is t h at co rrect?

VLH:

No.
I prepared the tesearch section in Pr ogram for
the National Fo r es ts . Crafts and hi s staff prepared
the other sections . The idea originally was t hat
Crafts and hi s staff would solicit the kind of
mat e rial they wanted from staff members of Research
and National Fo r es t System and then put i t together
jn a r epo rt . Th e procedure worked a ll ri g ht for the
natio n al fo r est sections but it ran into t r o ubl e wi th
the research part .
It was easy to quantify p r ogram
p r oposa l s for the nat i on a l fo res ts as so many miles
of r oa d construction, board feet of t imber to be
sold, campground un i t s t o b e built , and so forth . It
was difficult, o n the ot h e r hand , to p r ese nt a
meaningful measur e of the research work. Numb e r of
studi es to be establi s h e d , and the like, had no
appeal. Fi n a ll y , Ed Crafts asked me to pe r sonall y
give him a hand on it.
I soon found a way to fit r ese ar c h proposals into the
ge n e ral s tyl e of hi s o th e r sections by e nume rat in g
examp l es of the kinds of research, such as for est
ge net i cs to improve the quality of trees, f o r est
r ec r eat ion studie s to c ut t h e costs of campgr ound
mainte nan ce and to better manage recreational use in
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harmony with an area's carrying capacity, and so on
through some fifteen proposals that illustrated the
full breadth of the projected ten-year research
program.
I remember that the last item called for
construction, where needed, of laboratories and for
the acquisition of scientific equipment.
One aspect of including research under the national
forest program bothered me and I could see no easy
solution to it at that time. The emphasis would
probably appear to some people to work to the
disadvantage of problems on state and private forest
land. The national f orest area was about one fourth
of total forest land. How could we assure a balanced
program?

ERM:

How did you resolve that problem? By later preparing
a separate report to embrace the problems of both
public and private lands?

VLH:

We did, of course, prepare a report later that
emphasized the broader coverage of problems. However,
that was not the main reason for the separate report.
The matter of limited program was a possible image
that never developed.
I simply ignored from the
beginning any difference between the classes of
ownerships in regard to th e kind of r e search required,
and I made budget estimates based on our planning for
the entire research program. The rationale for this
was that most of the research would have value for all
ownerships.
In a research and development program
such as ours the main difference would be in the
developmental phase--the transfer of research findings
to practice in a manner suited to the field conditions
and ownership needs of a particular class of forest
land . And it was customary for the owners and
managers of land to participate liberally in the work
and costs of the development and of the research.

ERM:

Were your budget estimates questioned by anyone along
the line of the budgetary process?

VLH:

The department and Bureau of Budget people usually
questioned them mainly because of their size rather
than their appropriation to national forests alone.
Members of Congress assumed that the r esear c h b ei n g
proposed covere d problems of private as well as
public lands. Most of their constituent support for
research came from those representing private land
interests .
I did not discourage their assumption.

ERM:

How was the decision to prepare a separate report on
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the research plan arrived at? Why did you decide
to go ahead with it, given the fact that the plan
already sent to Congress was faring so well?

VLH :

The decision was made in late 1960 or early 1961,
again in a meeting of chief and staff.
First there
was the decision to prepare an updat e d, revised
report on the national forest program for the next
ten years so that it would be ready by 1962 in the
hope that the new administration would endorse it to
Congress.
I recommended the research section be
left out this time in favor of a separate report on
the ten-year research plan.
One reason why I decided that this would be the
better procedure was the absence then of the CORE
report restraint. That report had been published in
1960. A stronger reason , however , was a public
educational benefit that I hoped would result from a
published Forest Service research plan that not only
recognized the magnitude and importance of forest and
forest products problems but also carried the
endorsement of the administration for a greatly
accelerated program that included bot h Fores t Service
in-house research and federal grants to universiti es
and certain other nonfederal agencies.
There were other reasons, too, that were less tangible.
They are nonetheless worth re cognizing as having
had some influence on the choice .
I wanted to get
rid of any appearance of duplicity by stating clearly
that this proposed research plan had taken into
account the research needs of private as well as public
lands.
Moreover, I wanted greater public identification of our program as a separate entity with its
broad scope , size, and new policies. This would
come, I believed, through the review process and
from wide distribution of the published report.
I did not know then, of course, that the White House
itself would be a major stumbling block to the
approval of sending the report to Congress. That
knowledge, however, might well have only heightened
the challenge of going after it.
What this boils down to is that , notwithstanding a
strong temptation to take the easy way out because
things were moving well in getting the research
funded, I chose to go for benefits beyo nd funding
alone.
The choice was fully supported by Jemison and
others who would assist in the preparation o f the
report and in herding it through the review process.
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New Research Fields Added
ERM:

Now, we've cove r ed a good deal about preparation of
the projected program. Were there not some n ew fields
of research added to this program?

VLH:

Yes, six were added:
forest diseases, forest insects,
forest engineering, forest products marketing, fish
and wildlife habitat , forest recreation. Th e new
fields doubled the former numb e r. The former fields
were:
forest management, range management, forest
products, forest influences , forest fire, and forest
economics (including forest survey).
Th e twelve fields of re sear ch were planned as to their
fie ld locations at the regional stations, Forest Products
Laboratory in Madison, and Institute of Tropical
Forestry in Puerto Rico . Each of the twelve fields
were to be headed by a res earch staff man in Washington,
D.C. The twelve units appeared in the Washington clfice
organization chart either as r esearch divisions o r
branches of research divisions .

ERM :

Some of these areas of r esearch were o ld in the Department of Agriculture, o r in othe r divisions o r bureaus,
is that right?

VLH:

Two of them were o ngoing r esearch programs in other
bureaus of the department . They came to the Forest
Service by transfer in 1953 . One was forest insects
research, which came from the Bureau of Entomology
and Plant Quarantine and the ot h er was forest disease
r esea rch, from the Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils,
and Agricultural Engineering . Also, in the 1953
reshuffling of research units, the Forest Service lost
part of its range r esearch.

ERM:

What prompted these transfers?

VLH:

They were part of a ge n eral reorganization of the
Department of Agriculture, especially in regard to the
ol der research bureaus, under the new secretary of
agriculture, Ezra Taft Benson . Th e r eorgan i zation was
announced in January
1953, soon after the new
administration took office . The purpose, said the
secretary of the departme n t, was to moderni ze and make
the research organization more efficient a nd responsive
to the n eeds . Byron T . Shaw, r esearch coordinator for
the departme n t since the retirement of Vince [Philip
Vincent] Cardon in 1952 and administrator of the newly
c r eated Agricultural Research Service (ARS), told me
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that the r eo r ganization had been orde r ed by Benson during
the transition period and had been kept under wraps
until publicly announced in order to forestall unrest
and opposition to the abolishment of the old- li n e
bureaus and transfer of their functions to n ewly named
units. Shaw had r ecommended transf er of forest insect
and disease research to the Fores t Service because he
thought they would fare better there .
In exchange fo r
these units, h e explained, the Forest Service was to
transfer range r esear c h to ARS.
In reply to my question,
"But why transf e r range research from the Forest Service?"
he said it was requeste d by the secretary's office. He
suggested that I talk to Al [A . H.] Moseman, head of t he
Crops Research Di visio n in the newly c re ate d ARS.
ERM:

And what was Moseman's attitude about the t r ansfer?

VLH:

He wa s reasonabl e.
He said the range work from the
Fore st Service was being added to the pasture branch
of the Crops Research Div isio n. He unde r stood t hat
the sec retary' s off i ce had suggested t hi s tran sfer .
When I objected to the move on grounds that our ran ge
research was c l ose ly r e lat e d to our ot h er programs in
fields such as big game range, fir e, and f o r est manage ment, Moseman suggested we meet with someone from the
secretary 's office to see whether the Forest Service
should not keep those parts of range r esear ch that were
directly invol ved in management of forest and r e lated
range lands.
In quick preparation for the meeting , which was schedul e d
for late that morning, I dis c ussed possible r etention
of some o r all of the range work with Joseph Pechanec,
who had newly r eplaced retired W. R. Chapline as head
of our Forest Service Division of Range Research .
Pechanec outlined those areas that we should try hard
to hold and listed tho se which would be most easi l y
e ndured should we hav e to lose them.
As I r ecal l , a
member of Budget and Finance o f the department met with
Moseman and me. We were told that the department had
received requests from western stockmen t o transfer
range research out of the Forest Serv i ce and that
Secretary Bens o n believed the trans fe r of it to the
pasture bra n c h of ARS was lo g i cal . The upshot of o ur
conf ere nce was a recommendation to the secreta r y that
only part of the range wo rk be transferred from the
Forest Se rvice, nam e l y, the po rti ons wh i ch clearly
dealt with the treeless r a nge or were c losely a lli e d with
ongoing pasture r esear c h:
the Jornada Experimental
Range in New Mexico and ot he r work applicable to the
Great Plains, a nd range r eseedin g and weed control b y
c hemical and biolog i cal measures. To be left in t h e
Fo r est Service we recommended grazing management
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r e searc h o n forest a nd relat e d ranges, reseeding o r
r evegetatio n of range for wildlife habitat, range
eco l ogy, and plant cont r o l b y grazing manageme n t a nd
fire.
We defi n e d fo r est and r elated r ange as r a n ge
commonl y used b y the same domest i c animals. Shaw and
the secretary's office approved our recommendation.
Thus in effect we t ransf e rred a very small par t of
our total program of ran ge research .
ERM:

Did the sec r e tary o r his repres e ntati ve say wh y t h e
stockmen had requested the transf e r of range r esear c h
from th e Forest Se r vice?

VLH:

I did not press for the reasons; I was we ll awa r e that
stockme n h a d been open l y c ritical of our ran ge
res earch , which they alleged was slanted in favor of
Fo rest Service policy to r e duce ran ge stocki n g o n
national fo r ests.
In fact,
a Forest Se r vice station
dir ecto r and I were told by a weste r n university
p resident , during a courtesy visit to h is office, t h at
stockme n had approached his people with an offe r of a
g rant for a range study to prove that Forest Service
rese arch r esults had been slanted. ' Th e university
will not accept the grant,"he said ," unl ess the station
participates in the r epeat study." This was readily
agreed to.

ERM:

Were the new areas a dde d t o your p r ogr am new in the
s e nse that nothing in those areas had b een done befo r e
by the Fo r est Se r vice o r ot her agencies of the depart me n t?

VLH:

No, they we r e new o nl y in the sense that they we r e
a dde d on a formally o r ganize d b asis that woul d give
them ide ntit y, planning e mphasis , and budget suppo rt
from Washington. Some work had been done p r evi ously
at stations in each of the added f i elds, usually in
connection wit h one or another line project. Wildlife
habitat studies were b egun, for e x amp l e, in 1946 at
the I ntermountain Fo r est and Range Experiment Station,
and a fish habitat works was a n active part of our
Alaska Resea rch Center's program of fo r est management
resear c h in the late 1940s . Forest e ng inee rin g studi es
had been carri e d out by stations as pa rt of other
projects where n ew equipment o r r elated technology was
i n volve d , and, of cours e, the e n gi nee rin g division of
the Fo rest Service h a d long b ee n doing equipmen t
deve l opme nt work fo r road and trail construction an d
f ire suppression in the nat io nal forests.
Forest products market in g r esear c h had bee n do n e here a nd t h ere
a s parts of forest eco nomics studies and fo r est p r oducts
utilization r esear c h . Forest r ecreation had been
studied as par ts of forest economics, wildlife,
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fisheries, and silvicultural research. And forest
insects and disease had their own identities in their
respective bureaus prior to transfer to the Forest
Service.
E~:

Can you clarify how the matter of budgeting for forest
recreation research was handled? The public obviously
was developing a great deal of interest in this field .
Certainly the demand for recreational use of national
forest land was growing in those days . How did you
feel towards need for funding research in that area
prior to this change in the new projected program of
research?

VLH:

Let me take your last question first.
While I was
director of the Northeastern Forest Experiment Station in the 1940s, I would like to have had separate
funding for a real push in forest recreation research.
There were many live issues even then in that area and
it seemed obvious to me that the problems would
intensify with time.
However, I could not arouse the
interest of anyone--industrialists, conservation
organizations, watershed councils, or others-- to
publicly support this kind of research. They saw
forest recreation as a land use and land management
problem with policy and legislative overtones but
couldn't see an important role for research per se.
Only the wildlife or sportsmen's associations were
interested and they confined their support entirely
to wildlife and fishery aspects of recreation.
In
those early years I was able to get increased funding
for research in wildlife habitat management but not
for recreation.
Now, your first question.
The first money specifically
set aside as an annual continuous allotment for use
in forest recreation research was in 1955 .
I created
this reserve by taking ten thousand dollars off the
top of a congressional increase in forest and range
management research funds for the fiscal year 1956 .
In subsequent years this reserve was further increased
in the same way .
I first used funds from the recreation reserve to hire Sam Dana in 1956 as a forest
research consultant to make a problem analysis of the
forest recreation area as the first step in launching
an organized research program in that problem area.*
My decision to do this was prompted by a recommendation
of the Forestry Research Advisory Committee, which
*USDA, Forest Service, Problem Analysis:
Research
in Forest Recreation, by S . T . Dana (Washington, D.C.:
1957).
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called for the establishment of a program of research
in that area. Dana was the prime mover of that
recommendation, first made in 1953 , as I recall.
At
first he encountered resistance from other members of
the committee who were skeptical of the importance
and priority of recreation as a problem for research.
I believe his recommendation won approval of the
committee in 1954 .
ERM:

Do you remember who some of the skeptics were?

VLH:

The most vocal debater with Dana about the issue was
Clark Heritage. The best supporter on the committee
for Dana's recommendation was Seth Gordon.
A few other
members felt that problems in watershed management,
fire, forest genetics, wildlife, and so forth were
more urgent.
Some felt that there were rec r eation
problems all right, but doubted whether federal funds
could be obtained to support such research.

ERM:

The skeptics supported only the traditional fields of
forestry.

VLH:

Not entirely. The committee was composed of knowledgeable persons in touch with industry and
environmental wants from forest lands and they all
were looking at problems in need of research pretty
objectively . At first they didn't share Dana's
enthusiasm for forest recreation as a research problem,
but he won them to his viewpoint with persistent and
persuasive argument. Dana's motion to include the
need for forest recreation research in the committee's
recommendations to the secretary of Agriculture won
approval without a dissenting voice.
I asked Dana if he would be available as a consultant
to help us get the program under way, that is, to
prepare a problem analysis as the first step. He
agreed. Dana had been doin g occasional consulting
work since his retirement as dean of the School of
Natural Resources at the University of Michigan .

ERM:

He added a lot of prestige to the assignment.

VLH:

And he already had command of much of the information
needed for the analysis and could get access to other
ideas and data.
Unfortunately, however, he did not
prepare our conventional problem analysis , which would
aim the analysis at designating precisely the studies
to be established first, the locations for those
studies, and how best to organize for administration of
the program.
What he gave us, though, was a very
good first part of the problem analysis , an excellent
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overall look at the scope of pro blems in fo rest
recreation and a description of them, including a
bibliography .
For purposes of finishing the analysis and getti ng a
field program in forest re c r e ation research started,
I first assigned that task to the Di vis ion o f Fo r est
Economics Res e arch . This assignment did n ot work o u t
well for lack of both a favorable environment
and weak leade rship in the kind o f r esear c h needed.
So I r eass ign e d the function to the d ivisio n which
already included other environmental matters--Wildli f e
and Range Habitat and Wate rshed Resear c h . Harry Camp,
a seasoned scientist and researc h administrator, was
assigned to head the branch of Forest Recr eation
Research unde r di v isi o n director Herb e rt C. Storey.
With Camp and St o rey working dir ectly with Jemison
and me , we soon had r esearch in this problem area
started in five diff e r e nt stations, the Californi a and
Pacific Northwest stations in the West, an d the Southeast, Northeast and Lake States stations in the
East.
Wo rk at most of the other s tati o ns was start e d
later.
I should mention that Walt e r Hopkins succeeded
Harry Camp as chief of Rec reati o n Research in the
Washington office aft e r the f irst year o r so and
s u ccessfully led that act ivit y for seve r a l years until
hi s r etir e me nt.
ERM:

Was there r esistan ce at the regional leve l to the idea
of robbing P ete r t o pay Paul in o rde r to fund r ec r eatio n r esear c h?

VLH:

Th e re were no objections.
In the f irst place, the
asse s s me nt s for r ec r eat i o n p robl ems came f r om t h e
increases in con g r essio nal funds fo r fo r est a nd range
management r esearch ; therefore, t here was n o di st urbance to a station's o n goi ng r esearch because t h e l evel
of its p r evious f undin g was no t t h ereby reduced .
Secondly, the stations were anxious to begin formally
approved and funded line projects in forest r ecreation.

ERM:

In othe r words, t h e initial r esear c h in r ecreat i on
develop e d from adjustments in budgets rathe r than as
a r es ul t of selling the idea to Congr ess o r a n yo n e
else .
Is that right?

VLH:

Th at is co rrect--adjustme nt s in o ur allocation of
budget allowances by Congress.
I believe the first
time th a t we l i sted for es t r ec r eat ion as a separate
r esear ch proposal was i n t h e research par t of the
Pro g r am fo r the National Fo r ests, which was se nt to
Congress in 1959 . Abo ut that same time, p r o b ab l y in
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the fiscal year 1960 budget, which was sent to
Co n g r ess by the president in earl y 1959 , forest
r ec r eation was listed as one of the line i tems under
forest and range manageme nt.
E~:

That's the first sight of it as a line item in the
budge t?

VLH:

Yes.

E~:

No o n e o n the committ ees, or comin g into the h earing s
before the appr op ri ation committees, questioned the
ite m or the s i ze of it?

VLH:

No one questioned the it em . By this time there were
two important things goi ng fo r r esear c h in forest
r ecreation. On e was the c r eation of the Outdoo r
Recreation Resour ces Review Commission in 1958 and
the awareness that this brought to Congress and the
public of the g rowing impo rtan ce of o utdoo r r ec r eation.
Th e o the r was the st r o ng b acking that we had fo r the
projected r esear c h program as a whole, of which
r ec reati on was a small p art . Senators Hayde n and
Stennis in particular, and many other s e nato rs and
co n g r essme n were pushing t he whole research package
by 1959 a nd beyond. Prior to t hi s the r e was little,
if a n y, sympathy in t he a dmini st rat ion or Congress for
a r ec r eat i on r esea r c h ite m.

ERM :

No r eal g round swell.

VLH:

For r ec r eation r esear c h , that's the understatement of
t h e year . For r ecreation action programs, the swel l
was b ei n g reflected in Mission 66 of the National
Park Service and Operation Outdoors of the Forest
Se r vice--bot h programs d ealing wit h the const ruction
of recreation roads an d facil i t i es . There was also a
movement to a uthorize and protect by law a wilderness
system.
The r eal g r o und swe ll came in the middle and
late 1960s wit h accent first on natural b eauty and t h e n
on broader e n vi r o nmental concerns .
Th ese con ce rn s had
t h ei r imp act o n d emands for more research o n e nv iro nmental problems as well as fo r action programs.
Recr eation r esearch appear s to have s har e d to some
ext e nt in these d e ma nd s .

ERM:

Yo u have al luded p r eviously to the prob l em of getting
research in recr eation start e d, asi de from fundin g.
After you got t he program going, did it develop r eadily
and produce effective r esults?

VLH:

Conceptualizing a r e s e arch program in recreation was
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easier than putting it to work:
like multiple use,
the idea is attractive but making it work is difficult.
We had difficulty finding capable researchers in the
social sciences; accordingly, much of our research in
the beginning was resource oriented-- that is, aimed at
improving management of the recreation resource itself -campground location and maintenance, etc .
As we
developed capabilities in the social sciences we
increased emphasis on people-oriented problems -wilderness use, management of recreationists, etc.
ERM:

Weren't universities or foundations doing people oriented research in recreation?

VLH:

Resources for the Future was doing good work on the
economic aspects of supply and demand, particularly
on measurement of demand for outdoor recreation .
Universities were doing some work on conceptualizing
the problems of providing for the recreational needs
of urbanites, especially the poor and the disadvantaged.
Very little was being done to r esearch solutions to
these social problems .
In 1968 I served on a steering committee of the National
Academy of Sciences and then participated for several
days in a workshop at Woods Hole, Massachusetts ,
studying the scope and content of a research program
in recreation which would emphasize the social
sciences aspects. This study was done under the
auspices of the Academy and was made at the request and
expense of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation; we
produced a report.* But in the course of its development, several university members said that their
social scientists believed that research in recreational
problems was not nearly as urgent as research in
national problems of poverty and housing for inner
city masses.
They wondered whether the bette r social
scientists could be attracted to outdoor recreation
research-- except, of course, by liberal grants to
universities earmarked fo r that purpose.

*U . S . , Department of the Interior, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, A Program for Outdoor Recreation
Research (Washington, D.C . : National Academy of Sciences,
1969).

Clearing and Implementing the National Programs
Clearing the Research Program

ERM:

How long did it take you to get clearance approval
from the White House to forward the ten-year research
program to Congress?

VLH:

It took three years, 1961 to 1964 . Final clearance
was given April 15, 1964, the date of Secretary of
Agriculture Orville L. Freeman's duplicate letters
to the Speaker of the House and the president of the
Senate which transmitted to them A National Forestry
Research Program.
The program had been prepared in
early 1961 and in the fall of that same year it
cleared the department's Forest Research Advisory
Committee, the first of several reviews it would
receive during the ensuing two years .
I was unavoidably absent in Europe at the time of the 1961 advisory
committee meeting--because of the heart attack
hospitalization of my wife in Villach, Austria-- so
the program was presented to that group by Jemison.
He received a few small, though important, suggestions
for changes . But in general the projected program
was very well received and applauded by the committee.

ERM:

The initial presentation by Jemison to the National
Advisory C~mmittee on Forestry Research was only the
beginning of a long review period. Why did it take
so long?

VLH:

Basically, the cause of the delay was the science
staff in the White House, who felt that our projected
program was not receiving thorough review by competent scientists from outside the Department of
Agriculture . We had hoped that the review of the
department's Forestry Advisory Committee would be
sufficient. Our proje~ted research program cleared
the research coordinator in the secretary's office of
the department and was sent to the Bureau of the
Budget by the department at the same time as the 1962
revised program for the national f orests. The BOB
gave clearance approval to the national fo r est program
but turned back the r e search program for further
79
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review by an outside committee of scientists.
Soon after Preside nt John F. Kennedy took office in
1961, he organized, under a White House science and
technology advisor, a staff of scientists drawn
largely from Harva rd , Yale, MIT, and other prestigious instit utions.
Thi s was the b egi nnin g of the
space age, as you know. One of the roles of the White
House science staff appeare d to be the shaping of
bureaucratic research along lines more to their liking. Orde rs soon went out to all departments that each
sec r e tary s hould have a science advisor as a minimum ,
and in the case of several large resear c h activities
within a department , there should be an ove rall
s cience d irector for all the research.
For the USDA,
the order was that there s hould be both a sc i e nce
6.irector and a science advi so r y committe e compos e d of
o utside scientists of distinction. The Whit e Hous e
science staff took a dim view of th e scientific caliber
of the USDA advi so ry committees establish e d under
authority of the Agricultural Research and Marketing Act
of 1946.* It also had a l ow opinion of agricultural
r esear ch ge nerally, especially that done at the ag
Co lleges.
Gettin g all the n ew r eq uir e ment s impleme nted
by t h e d epartme nt took time a nd the new Science Advisory
Committee turned out to be a tough body to impress wit h
a fo r estry proposal .
ERM:

Who comprised the department's Fo r est ry Advisory
Committ ee, the o n e established unde r the Research and
Marketing Act of 1946?

VLH:

I don't r ecall who was on the co mmitt ee in 1961 when
th e projected r esear c h program was reviewed. However,
I have a list of most of the membe r s who served at
o n e time or another in the period from 1952, when th e
commit tee was establishe d, through 1965, when I
r eti~e d from the Service [see Appe ndix A for the li st ].
I compil ed this list when I was trying to h elp Herbert
C. Storey ide ntify the members of the committee for 1952.**
*Hope -Flanagan Act of 14 August 1946, 60 Stat . 1082.
**Two publicat ions of interest in this connection
are Storey's "History of Forest Service Resear c h ,
Deve lopme nt of a National Program," and Forest Farmer,
28, no. 2 (November 1958). Pages 3 and 27 of the
latter show the committ ee ' s me mbe r s hip in 1958. Mo r e ove r , this issue o f Forest Farmer, magazin e of the
Forest Farmers As sociation, is devote d e nt i r ely to
r esearch on forestry problems of the South and is a
goo d source of information on the stat u s of forestry
r esearch at that time, including who was doin g the r e search a nd who was supporting it.
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ERM:

How was the composition of this advisory committee
chosen? Who decided the membership?

VLH:

I made the recommendations, and they were subject to
the approval of the department's science director and
the secretary of Agriculture. The secretary made the
appointments. The decision process worked like this:
I received recommendations for membership from our
research directors in the field and staff people in
Washington.
From these I selected the members and sent
the list to the research coordinator (later the
science director) for approval. Letters of appointment for signature of the s ecretary of Agriculture
were prepared in the office of the s cience director.
I can't recall that any of my recommendations were
turned down by either the s cience director or secretary
of Agriculture.
The composition of the committee was chosen with
certain guidelines in mind. One , a member's credentials
should be based on his individual capabilities and not
on the position he holds in an organization. Two,
there should be a reasonably good balance in the geographical representations.
Three, there should be a
balance in the specialized knowledge of members about
problems in need of research . In regard to this last,
we tried to maintain a reasonable balance between those
in forest production, products utilization, and the
forest amenities. Oftentimes an individual member was
quite knowledgeable about several subject areas and had
a keen interest as well in how the public saw the
forest and what society expected from it.

ERM:

Do you recall whether there were written minutes of the
advisory committee meetings?

VLH:

There were no minutes that recorded an individual
member's comments. However, the committee itself prepared a report on the results of its review of the
ongoing research and made recommendations to the
s ecretary of Agriculture about the research program.
The committee had the help of a department staff
officer who served as the perman e n t secretary of the
committee . He helped to prepare as well as
process the report.
The committee secretary was assigned
from the staff of the department's s cience director.

ERM:

So you wouldn't get the impact of individual participation so much.
But somewhere in the archives there
probably is a file of the committee reports and
recommendations.
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VLH:

The permanent files of the Forestry Advisory Committee
actions were kept by the committee's secretary in the
office of the s cience director.
All discretionary
research advisory committees of the department, of
which forest r y was one, were discontinued in 1970 by
action of the s ecretary of Agriculture, and the office
of s cience d irector was abolished in 1972. Presumably, some of the advisory committee files were sent
to a federal government records cen ter.

ERM:

Back to the White House science staff and its
unfavorable view of agricultural r esearch. Do you think
this was a reflection of what you had determined some
years prior to this -- that agricultural research in
general, and forestry research in particular, had not
yet achieved prestige in the total scientific
community?

VLH:

I think both lack of prestige and a poor image may have
been factors.
The White House science staff in 1962
was comprised mostly of people in the hard or exact
sciences, with some in the biological or medical
sciences. They seemed to think of agricultural research
as being essentially agronomic in nature and consisting mainly of field experimentation . They tended
not to think of laboratory work of biochemists,
physiologists, physicists and other specialists as
agricultural research; which, of course, much of it
was . To make things worse for agricultural research, the
critical national agricultural issue at that time was
what to do about the persistent problems of overproduction of food, high costs of grain storage, and
billions of dollars in subsidy . This was a political
and social problem that did not lend support to a need
for more research to increase production .
Th e situation was different in forestry . There were no
surplus forest commodities or services and the Kennedy
administration supported an expanded research program.
Th e concern of the White House staff about forestry
research seemed to be wholly one of trying to steer our
development along lines that would avoid some of the
alleged pitfalls in agriculture, especially formula
grants of federal money to land grant colleges and
agricultural experiment stations.*

ERM:

Do you suppose they were concerned, too, that the
formula approach favored the state land g rant
colleges and did not recognize the old private universi ties?
*See page 61 of Harper, A Forest Service Research
Scientist.
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VLH :

They felt that the old private universities and others
which were rated in the top ten for their excellence
would return more and better research for the dollar.
However, I didn't detect any aspiration on their part
for the private universities to become the leaders in
the agricultural and forestry fields.
I think their
point was that we would do better by concentrating the
research grants at the better universities, state or
private, rather than spreading the funds to all of the
states in support of weak as well as strong state
institutions.

ERM:

Was the criticism of agricultural research in any way
a harbinger of the rising tide of interest in environmental science?

VLH:

I doubt that.
It is true that later on many of the
new developments to increase the production of crops-heavy use of fertilizers and lavish application of
pesticides and herbicides--got agriculture in trouble
with the environmentalists . But I don't think the
White House staff had environmental considerations in
mind in 1962.
It would be generous to attribute an
environmental consciousness to the White House at that
time, but my honest assessment would deny this. The
ground swell of public concern about environmental
impacts of agriculture, forestry, industry, and
community waste disposal systems was yet to come.

ERM:

The first signs were not showing then?

VLH:

No, not in 1962. The environmental movement began later.
Rachel Carson's book Silent Spring was published in
1962 but it took a while for people to be influenced by
it.

ERM:

But in the middle sixties there was already a ferment
developing within the universities.

VLH:

By the middle sixties, yes.
The concerns about the
environment developed rapidly about that time.

ERM:

And there was concern within the country about outdoor
recreation at an earlier date .

VLH:

There was, of course.
Concern for wilderness legislation began in the 1950s; out of the wilderness interest
grew the broader concern about outdoor recreation,
resulting in the U. S. Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission in the late 1950s and the establishment of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in the Department of the Interior in 1962. Then came the Wilderness
Act of 1964, not to mention the Multiple Use-Sustained
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Yield Act of 1960 with its recreational and environmental implications for national forests . Out of the
ground swell about outdoor recreation came interest
in natural beauty, which led to the White House Conference on that subject in 1965. Soon to follow was a
still wider concern over air and water pollution,
excessive noise, s ewa ge and waste disposal, and rate
of population growth. By 1970 all of these concerns
from wilderness to cities had become one big package
wrapped in the term "environmental movement."
Now in regard to the sequential stages in the development of the environmental concern, I would note this
difference in their impacts on science. Wilderness and
outdoor recreation, the forerunners in the movement,
never generated much if any public support for research-science and technology were seen as enemies, and the
less of them, the better. Whereas, beginning about the
middle sixties, pollution of the environment --whether
in the form of civilization's assaults on the integrity
of natural conditions and beauty, use of deadly pesticides, or discharge of particulates and chemicals into
the air and water--met with a storm of protests and
cries for new and more harmonious ways to treat the
environment.
If science and technology got us into
this fix, they could help get us out of it.
ERM:

What was your next move in getting the projected research
program cleared?

VLH:

Copies of it were given to the newly appointed science
advisory committee [Advisory Committee on Agricultural
Sciences] that had been established by the s ecretary of
Agriculture in 1962 in compliance with the request of
the White House.

ERM:

This was under Secretary Freeman?

VLH:

Yes.

ERM:

Who comprised this committee?

VLH:

I can't recall their names at this date except for the
one forester on the committee: Bill [William Clark]
Bramble, then head of the Department of Forestry and
Conservation, Purdue University. The other members were
drawn from the state land grant colleges and elsewhere .
All were scientists connected with agricultural problems in some capacity .
I don't recall that the
proposed membership of this committee was discussed with in the department.
My guess is that Secretary Freeman
called upon the National Academy of Sciences for
nominations.

85
ERM:

And did this committee move promptly to review the
proposed research program?

VLH:

All things considered, yes.
Our projected program was
given to the committee in the spring of 1962 and
received clearance approval in January 1964. In th e
interim there were seve r al committee actions on the
program .
The first was to set aside our projected forest r y
research program until the d epartment could submit a
projected agricultural research program to be reviewed
by the committee at the same time. Meanwhile,
Dr. Brambl e of the committee was to study the forestry
program, consult with the Forest Service about it, and
be prepared to present an analysis of it along with
his recommendations to the committee. George Jemison
and I met with Bramble and a faculty colleague of his
in Chicago. Most of Bramble's q u estions were on the
feasibility of staffing a program of the size that we
had projected--a growth that would quadruple size
within ten year s.
"Where will you get the trained
11
scie ntists ? 1 h e asked. He was surprised but satisfied
to learn that about half our scientists already were
being obtained from graduates of departments other than
forestry and that our policy was to use a portion of
our funds for resea r ch grants at universities and other
outside agencies.
In due time--I think it was in the late fall of 1962-th e s e cretary of Agriculture received a memorandum
from the committee with its report and recommendations
on how our projected program should be modified . Some
of the changes desired by the committee were improvements in the text of the program and could be readily
agreed to . But the main changes were highly objectionable to me:
the annual rate of increase of the p r ojected
program should be cut to about half because forestry
problems were not all that urgent. Moreover, the
length of the projected period should be reduced from
ten to five years.
These changes, the committee said,
would bring the forestry r esearch program into line with
the projected program for agricultural res e arch .

ERM:

They cut the time in half

and cut the money in half .

VLH:

Yes, not much imagination shown there .

E~:

What did you do about their recommendation?

VLH:

Retained the ten-year projection p e riod, but accepted
the one-half annual increase. We then applied a s ix
percent annual inflation factor to our e stimat e s. By
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using the six percent annual rate of inflation our
annual cost to be reached at the end of the ten - year
period was $76 mil l ion instead of $80 million.
I arrived at this solution after consulting A. H.
Moseman, the tempo r ary dire cto r of Science and Education in the department [official name of the new
position established at request of the White House] .
Moseman was on leave from the Rockefeller Foundation,
where he was v ice-pre sident for Science and Agricul ture. He had been with the department previously, as
I think I said earli e r , as director of Crops Research
in ARS.
Therefore, he was well acquainted with
Forest Service research through our former association
on the department's Research Council. Moseman's
primary role as interim director of Science and
Education-- pending the arrival of the new permanent
director , Nyle C. Brady , in 1963--was to assist
Secretary Freeman with matters r elating to his
Science Advisory Committee.
It was Moseman's re comme ndatio n that I apply the six
percent inflation rate per annum o n the one- half rate
of money increase suggested by the commit tee . He had
already done slide-rule ca l culation s to determine that
we would end up with a tent h-year cost close to the $80
million figure in our program.
He assured me that a
six per cent inflation factor was not uncommon in projections of this kind.
He also recommended that I
keep the ten- year period in the p r ojections, using the
flexibility I had built into the plan for periodic
adjustments in priorities.
In reply to my questio n o n how t h e Science Advisory
Committee might view our revisions in t h e light of their
recommendations, he said h e would try to take car e of
that; meanwhile, he advised that we send t h e revised
report on up to Congress. He thought Secretary Freeman
would sign the letter of transmittal,
We made the changes and then I made informal inquiry at
the Bureau of the Budget in 1963 as to the chances of
our program now clearing the administration . Reply
came back through the liaison staffer at BOB that the
White Hous e people wanted our revisions reviewed by the
department's science committee prior to sending it over
for clearance at the BOB .
Foreseei ng more delay , I asked whether the fact that I
had already discussed t h e revisions with our Forestry
Research Advisory Committee, and had received its
approval, might be considered sufficient outsi de review .
I explained that the Science Advisory Committee was not
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scheduled for another meeting until Janua ry 1964.
Reply was that the White House science staff did not
consider the Forestry Research Committee 's r e vi e w of our
changes adequate, that a member of the Fore stry Resear c h
Committee had told a White House staf f er that the
committee did not review the revised report in detail;
instead, "Dr. Harper had only explained the changes
that had been made. 11
By this time, Nyle Brady, on leave from Cornell
University, was getting settled into his positio n as
director of Science and Education in the department.
He said he would arrange to have o ur revised program
put on the agenda of the January 1964 meeting of the
Science Advisory Committee, which was scheduled for
New Orleans. He asked me to give him a background
memo explaining the revisions and to accompany him to
the meeting.
Our projected program revisions receive d e motional
reactions from members of the committee . Some, with
flushed faces and sharp tongues, looked upon the c o st
revision, using the six pe r c~ nt in f l ation f a cto r , as
rank trickery. Others thou~ht the department ought
to insist on a si~ pe r ce nt infl at i o n . facto r f o r t h e
agricultural research program if the Fore st Se rvi c e ' s
projections were allowed to stand . Still others
defended the program; the y thought the f o restry projections bold and commendable . The mood of the
meeting began to take on a darker hue. Brady, as
chairman of the committee for Secretary Freeman,
abruptly called for a v ote by show of hands . Not many
11
appeared to vote.
Approved," Brady announced.
ERM:

Brady stepped in and saved the day .

VLH:

He knew his university colleagues and wasn ' t about to
let the debate fan the opposition . He had made up his
mind to fully endorse our program and obviousl y was
attaching little value to the qualit y of argument
against it.
During lunch after the meeting, I visited with a member
of the committee who had earlier worked with Bill
Bramble in shaping the initial recommendation of the
committee regarding the forestry program. He said the
only hangup wh e n the committ ee f irs t . cons i der e d our
program was its fast rate or expansion compared to that
of the projected agricultural research program. He
agreed that the agricultural experime nt statio ns had
traditionally given forest problems low priorit y but
thought attitudes were changing. He admired Forest
Service success in getting increased funding for
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research and had visited some of o ur new laboratories .
Moreover, he thought my appearance on programs at
regional meetings of the agricultural experiment station
directors was helping to bring forestry problems to
their attention. Most of all, though, he b el i eved the
new Mc in tyre -Stennis Act of 1962 was having a strong
influence on old attitudes.

ERM:

You had yo ur green light.
that point?

VLH:

Clear sailing. The science liaison man of the Bureau
of the Budget was present at the New Orleans meeting .
He assured me that the program would now promptly clear
the BOB for transmission by the secretary of Agriculture
to Congress . And it did .

What was the process from

Implementing the Program
ERM :

So the projected program then went to the Congress fo r
consideration by committees?

VLH:

Yes. As I've said before, Secretary Freeman signed
identical letters on April 15, 1964, to the Speaker of
the House and president of the Senate. They, in turn,
passed copies of the projected program to their
respective committees and subcommittees o n appropriations.

ERM:

And your friends in the Senate, in particular, I
suppose, got moving on th i s and got the necessary action
on the Hill, i s that right?

VLH:

They were already moving to implement it, a movement
that got its main stimulus f r om the resear c h portion of
the program for the national fo rests . That program, as
I earlier said, was submitted to Congress in 1959.

ERM:

Was the 1959 research plan that was in the Program for
the National Forests the beginning of involvement of
Senators Stennis and Hayde n in increasing the appropriations for research?

VLH:

No, they became involved in boosting our r esea rch before
then ; in fact, as early as 1954, when Hayden became
chairman of the subcommittee in the Senate b efo re which
the Forest Service appeared.
We got Budget Bureau
allowances plus increases over the budget every year
thereafter, as I recall.
In fact, some of o ur new
laboratories were provided prior to the 1959 research plan .
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ERM :

The 1959 research plan, then, was the beginning o f the
rapidly accelerated program of resear ch in fo restry?

VLH:

That is correct. The acceleration became more orderly
as well as rapid beginning in 1960 , when Senator
Stennis began his annual speeches about the 1959
researc h program on the floor of the Senate.

ERM:

Stennis spoke on the Senate floor about the research
and not before the s ubcommittee on appropriatio ns?

VLH:

He sometimes did both, but he r egularly spoke on the
Senate floor beginning in 1960 and each year thereafter,
until I retired at the end of 1965. He may have continued his Senate speeches on our res earch after I
retired; I don't know about that.

ERM:

What prompted him to make the speeches?
discussed with you?

VLH:

First, as to what caused Senator Stennis to adopt the
rather unusual and highly effective course of making
annual speeches about Forest Service r esear ch on the
floor of the Senate, making the speeches was Senator
Stennis's idea . But that idea followed dis cuss ions
that I had with Stennis's legislati ve assistant,
Charlie Jones, and Bill Woodruff, cle rk of the subcommittee that was chaired by Senator Hayde n.

Was this

Jones and Woodruff met with me early one morning
before regular work hours in January 1960 at my office
in the South Building of Agriculture; they stopped by
on their way to their respective of fices on the Hill.
The subject of our discussion was how to maintain a
reasonably fast rate of progress in funding the projected
researc h program . * We had all seen projected programs
bloom for a short period and then quickly fade away for
lack of broad-based congressional support of a sustained
nature. Senators Hayden and Stennis were interested,
according to Woodruff and Jones, in a stronger resear ch
program in forestry, and that meant making substantial
additional appropriations for it each year over a
several - year period . We agr eed that Senator Stennis
would be the logical key figure in bringing about the
necessary, sustained, broadly- based support in the
Senate, and Jones was sure that St e nnis would be glad to
try to fill that rol e . He was to let us know Senator
Stennis's decision on what that r o le would be .
*The program ref erred to here is the research
section of the Program for the National Forests (1959).
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Jones reported back that Stennis wanted to make a
speech on Forest Service resear ch on the Senate floor
well in advance of appropriation hearings that spring;
and from me Jones was to get material for the speech
including proposed laboratory locations and a list of
research construction projects most urgently needed
for the coming fiscal year.
Jones asked whether I
could provide staff help in assembling the material for
the senator. George Jemison worked with Jones in preparing a draft of the speech.
In the end, as was his
custom, Stennis reworked and shaped the material to
his style and purpose. Each year we discussed the
speech, sometimes over lunch in the Senate restaurant
as a guest of Stennis and other times in his office .
ERM:

Did the Senator's speeches help to generate the wide
support among members of the Senate that was hoped for?

VLH:

Yes, it proved so effective the first year that Stennis
continued the practice of a speech on the Senate floor
in late January or early February of each year from
1960 and thereafter , during my time as chief of Research.
This was a period of rapid expansion of the research
program and of building research laboratories .
In each speech, as I recall, Stennis presented two
tables . One showed, for each of the broad categories
of the budget (called financial projects, in budgetary
terms), the administration's estimate for the next
fiscal year, and opposite each such estimate the proposed increase in funding required for planned progress .
Any budget shortfall relative to planned progress was
thereby highlighted.
The other table showed details of
the research construction items; that is, estimated
cost of laboratory construction by town and state.
The construction projects were presented in two groups:
first came those that had been provided for in the
president's budget; and second, those that were
required above the budget in order to meet planned
progress.
Well in advance of delivery of his speech, Stennis had
his staff distribute marked copies of it to the offices
of each senator whose state showed a budgeted or
above - budget increase for a laboratory construction
project. This lead time permitted each of the involved
senators the opportunity to prepare appropriate
remarks to be made during the Stennis speech . And, of
course, the speech, with interjected remarks of the
various senators, was published in the Congressional
Record.

ERM:

Did Senator Stennis consult you on his choice of
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laboratories to be constructe d with funds over the
president's budget estimate?

VLH:

Yes. He always asked for our recomme ndations on those
laboratories most urgently needed to maintain reasonable
progress in the projected program . However, as he
usually stated in his speeches, he also consulted
informed people in various parts of the country.
Stennis traveled a good deal in the United States in
connection with his Senate committee responsibilities
regarding the a rme d ser v i ces, and in c o nnection with
those trips he would visit nearby research installations of the Forest Service . And he carried on
correspondence with forestry and conservation l e aders
from around the country.
After the senator had a
chance to study the list which we sent him at his
request, and organize his questions about certain
projects, he would ask me to discuss th e list with
him .
Some of our construction projects were planned in
installments, first a basic structure to provide
space for a few years, and then one or more additions
to the laboratory in succeeding years.
Stennis liked
this procedure because it kept the cost of construction low for any one location in a gi ven year and gave
an opportunity for a given senator to express his
interest in th e program several times over a period of
years. But he always asked , in the installment cases,
and in all cases , as a matter of fact, whether I was
satisfied that they were sound proposals and whether
they were in accordance with our planned program .

ERM:

Were the materials that you regularly passed on to
Senator Stennis based on ten - year projections of
planning, or were they only annual additions that you
wanted immediately?

VLH:

They were annual additions based on the planning of
the ten-year program.
For the purpose of his speech
Senator Stenni s was mainly interested in getting
from us the annual planned additions to the current
budget, including the cost of research construction by
locations that I considered to have high priority .
But he also requested a complete list of planned
research-center laboratories which he kept for reference
purposes.
Stennis was a firm believer in orderly implementation of
the research program and strongly supported our planned
increase in funding.
Nevertheless, in the legislative
process, a few of his items sometimes got deleted and
occasionally other construction items were added .
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In spite of these changes in budget add- ons, because
the recommendations of Stennis carried great weight due
to his intimate knowledge of our researc~ and because
of his personal prestige in the Senate, our research
program moved ahead with remarkable orderliness and
dispatch. Helpful in this respect were the constant
supports of Senator Hayden, chairman of the prestigious
a n d powerful Senate Appropriations Committee, and the
aggressive backing of Senator Byrd of West Virginia,
both of whom were strong suppo r ters of the National
Plan for Research.
ERM:

The projected program of research was fortunate in
having the endorsement and active support of those
three senators.

VLH:

Yes indeed, and we were fortunate in having the oppor tunity of working with them in getting the program
implemented with funds.
I suppose I may have had some
influence on the program's implementation in the
manner that Senator Goldwater spoke about the other day
on television when he said the biggest power in
Washington's executive branch of government was the
bureaucracy. Senator Byrd seemed to think I had a
positive hand in the matter, as indicated in his
speech before the Senate on February 16, 1966 [see
Appendix B]. If you look beneath the lavish praise of a
retirement speech, you will see that Senator Byrd and
many others in the Senate were aware of our research
program and had appreciation for the vision displayed
in the projected plan as well as gratitude for my help
in bringing the program and its financial needs to
their attention.
I cite this speech with gross
immodesty and, to prove that point, I will give you a
clipping of it.
My former secretary in Washington,
Amy King, sent me two of them.

ERM:

As I understand it, Senator Stennis gave emphasis to the
const r uction of new laboratories .

VLH:

He did, although he also presented the research progr am
needs, or laboratory staffing needs , as it was often
called in the subcommittee discussions. Stennis's
belief in laboratories was fundamental.
He saw them
as absolute necessities to good research. But beyond
that, they offered good practical politics-- a bit of
log- rolling in Congress that was akin to public- works
pork barreling, on a much smaller scale, of course,
but with a much higher social standing.
There was a
special appeal about the term laboratory.
It evoked
the image of science and a monument to be associated
with.
And since we had planned laboratories at locations throughout the country, they attracted broadlybased support.
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ERM:

Your ten-year program of research reached Congress in
1964, is that right?

VLH:

Yes.

ERM:

The results of the ten-year projected program,
however, were made available in 1962 to Senator Stennis
and he incorporated those results in his speeches, is
that correct?

VLH:

Yes, the revised program costs were given to the
appropriations committee at its request. Senator
Stennis explained this in his speech of February 15,
1962 .* I have a reprint of that particular speech
which I will make available to you for your interview
file.
It is a fair sample of the annual speeches of
Senator Stennis, with the remarks of the various
senators .

ERM:

Is it not true that the various members of Congress
were hearing from associations and individuals from
thei r home states about the research needs?

VLH:

Yes, of course, a nd that was vitally important to the
legislative process. However, I had learned from
experience in the late 1940s that support from back
home, when not guided by a plan and central coordination,
can get the Forest Service into trouble.
I wanted no
repeat of the hassle with appropriations committees
that our research faced then.
I had decided in the
early 1950s that we needed to do three things, all of
which were functions of research administration, that
would demand close att e ntion and alert effort to ensure
a smooth and successful advance of the program.
These functions were:
first, make a plan that is not
only national in scope but which carries the planning
down to the field research centers; second, do a good
job of education, aimed at selected groups and individuals, including the Congress itself, which seeks to
create an awareness and understanding of the research
plan and underlines the soundness of its orderly
implementation with funds; and third, provide a wellcoordinated informational service for research
supporters and legislators on questions of research
progress, program needs, and funding priorities.

ERM:

You completed your plan .
begin then?

Did these other two functions

*Congressional Record 108:2097.
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VLH:

The last-named function, informational services, was
put into practice at the beginning of my term as head
of Research. We had no national plan then for program
development at research centers, but we had knowledge
that certain things were surely high priority and would
fit into a future planned program.
It was imperative
then that there be a system of fast communication
between the field directors and my office, and I kept a
tight rein on what information about research needs
should be supplied to local supporters of our research
and members of Congress. We were both in touch with
supporters and legislators, and the chances for
embarrassing snafus were too great to be without a
good coordinating system. Completion of the projected
program and its accelerated implementation intensified
the need for a system of coordinated informational
services. However, the actual job of coordination was
made much easier by the existence of the projected
program.

ERM:

In other words, the implementation of the program had
to be a coordinated effort.

VLH:

Yes, and the planned program, which established for
each research center a goal as well as a ceiling to
be reached at the end of the ten-year program, was a
big help in the required coordination.

E~:

Didn't the national plan at the research-center level
in effect tend to put halters on ambitious young men
who were developing a dynamic program, as you did in
the early thirties at Lake City, Florida? You had
ideas and you had the capacity to sell them and draw
customers of research, as you described them . This
new plan in a sense spread the largesse of research
money on a broader, more equitable basis and put halters
on all such individual center development, on individuals who had more ambition and drive than others, did
it not?

VLH:

I can't deny that the nationally planned program would
tend to put restraints on an individual at a given
center who might want to exceed its limits for his own
or other local interests. That is a purpose of
planning,whether it applies to research, land use, or
whatever. Another and more important purpose is to
stimulate sound development for the benefit of the
community as a whole.
In practice, the planned research program did not put
collars on project leaders . Few research c e nt e rs had
even come close to their planned goals at the time I
left the Service, i.e., in the plan's fifth year.
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Moreover, there was flexibility in the projected program: programs for given centers could b e modified
when a good case for it became evident.
ERM:

What support did you get on the Hill from outside
groups? Did organizations like the American Forestry
Association, Society of American Foresters, and
similar groups o n the national scene become interested
in supporting your research program?

VLH:

We got no visible support from national organizations,
professional, industry, or citizens' groups . Neither
did we get open opposition from them . The closest to
giving helpful support came from the American Forestry
Association, when Kenneth Pomeroy, Chief Fo rester of
the Association, appeared before the committee to say
that his organization was for the planned program in
principle.
Our best and most effect ive support r egularl y came
from regional or state organizations or from individual
companies and other local bodies . The Forest Farmers
Association, a southern regional organization representing forest landowners, was a consistent, vigorous,
every-year advocate of the research program in the
South . There were many others from the various states
and regions not as regular in their support as the
Forest Farmers Asso ciation, but effective when they did
lobby.

ERM:

The r esearch program we are speaking to was a matter
of implementation with funds.
The national o rganizations, perhaps, are more apt to be interested in
authorizing legislation, is that right?

VLH:

I think that is true. During my time at least, the
national organizations might have fought hard fo r a
law that would authorize a program and then would sit
back while the program withered on the vine for lack
of appropriations. Enabling legislation seemed to be
more popular with them than appropriations legislation.
Unlike the r egional o r local groups and individuals,
who were c l ose r to our research, the national groups
were incline d to feel that more efficient use of fun ds
and adjustments in budget priorities would take care
of whatever nee de d to be done. They were inclined to
oppose increased appropriations on principle .
Th e Society of American Foresters was relatively
inactive during my time, even on authorizing legislation.

96
ERM:

The Society of American Foresters has never distinguished itself, it seems to me, in that regard .

VLH:

I t is doing more now than it used to.

ERM:

But not in comparison, sa~ with the American Forestry
Association. How do you accoun t for this?

VLH:

The natur e and objectives of t he two organizations are
quite different and that, in turn , should make their
approaches on the Hill quite different . The AFA is a
citizens' organization and can take the role of advo cate quite appropriately, whereas the SAF is a
professional body that can't appropriately be an
advocate, but can give advice and counsel on scientific and technological matters that relate to issues.
I'll try to explain, without sounding too much like a
professor, the difficulty that SAF has faced in taking
a role with respect to legislation . The SAF membership
is comprised mostly of professionals who are employees
of either public o r private agencies. Self- employed
members are a small part of the total membership.
Ge n e r ally, the SAF cannot take a position that would
advocate one o r t h e other side of a specific pie ce of
legislation without seriously offending a substantial
proportion of its membership. This is in contrast , of
course, with some ot h er professional bodies whose
membership is rather uniform in employment status.
For such bodies as the legal and me dical professions,
which a r e largely self-employed, a lobbying role as
advocates is common .
Witness the opposition we saw
to no - fault insur ance and to Medicare when those
issues were before legislative bodies. Therefore, the
only effective and non-self-destructive role that the
SAF can play in legislative matters is to express
sound principles of legislation as t hey b ear o n matter s
of professional forestry , and to describe with hones~y
a nd dispassionate objectivity the technological
risks or other consequences of proposed legislative
actions .
Honesty and dispassionate objectivity are canons that
govern the scientist in his scientific endeavors. The
SAF, like the scientist, cannot assume the role of
professional advocate in a debate on an issue without
the likelihood of becoming more advocate than professional. To take the role of advocat e would impair
its value to its membership, diminish its effective ne ss
with legislators, and encourage the public to demand
legislation that would minimize any risk attendant to
the use of forestry technology .
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I have been pleased with the recent testimony on the
Hill of the SAF in regard to the Monongahela case and
the proposed legislation [the bill that became the
National Forest Management Act of 1976] to resolve
that issue. The rol e of the SAF was strictly professional, honest, and objective, and I imagine it had
more than a little influence with membe rs of Congress.
I am sure a continuing role of this kind will increase
the confide n ce of the public in the forestry prof ession. Moreover, it is a rol e that every member of
the society can endorse.
I t appears to have taken
the SAF a long time to fully appreciate the limitations and strengths of its organi zation in dealing
with policy issues, but I dare say
from now on the
SAF might well take a place of promi nence in its
influence on forest policy.
ERM:

Isn't it true, though, that many large groups who
engage in the art of influencing public opinion and
legislation also claim to have science on their side?

VLH:

Yes. And there is nothing wrong with t hat, provide d
their claims are backed by people who are more
scientists than advocates . Legislators are aware,
and I s uppose the public will also become aware,
that there are always a few scientists around in times
of emotional issues who will clamor for t h e spotlight
b y a dvocati n g one or t h e other side of an issue,
even though their evidence may be less than h on est
and is given without dispassionate objectivity.
It
is a sad truth that our universities foster a system
of rewards that too often puts a premium on publications and personal publicity, which in turn tends to
encourage some of its members to become advocates in
the name of science, even though the loud applause
may be short - lived. Eventually, unfounded claims would
be exposed:
the self- policing system of the scie ntifi c
community is sure, though it may be slow.

Actions to Improve the Quality of Research

ERM:

Now, we have been talking about the new projected
program of res earch and how it was put on its way to
a rapid growth in size. What did you do to bolster
the quality of research?

VLH:

I introduced seve ral new policies aimed at e nhancing
the research capability of our Forest Service research
organization and hence bolst e ring the quality of
research output. Those that I consider most important
are several personnel development actions, including
especially a training program to increase the
advanced-training qualifications of our r esearch
scientists; along with ARS, formulation of the man - injob concept of classifying research scientists to
give them an attractive career ladder comparable to
the ladder for research administ ration; abolition of
the research cente r leader position in the s tation
organization and s hi ft of the rese arch center emp hasis
to project leaders and their scientists as res earchdoers; establis hment of pioneering research units to
increas e the program's output of basic research; and
improvement of the scientific environment and
facilities for r esearch .
These five principal actions taken to boost the
quality of Forest Service r esear c h during my time are
not necessaril y given in order of their importance or
impact. The last one that I mentioned was discussed
some di stance back:
it refers to the construction of
laboratories and otherwise acquiring r esearch facilities
on or n ear campuses of col l eges and universities .
I
don't need to say more h e r e about that particular
action . However , th e others need comment.

ERM:

Suppose you begin by elaborati ng the first new policy
that you mentioned, the one designed to increase the
qualifications of research people.

VLH:

Beginning in 1951, during my first visits to the station s
as chief of Research , I emphasized the importance of
upgrading the number of researchers with advanced
98
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training through the initial recruitment process or
by encouraging our employees without such training
to return to school.
I outlined the several arrangements that we could make available to assist worthy
candidates in taking graduate work.
In the early 1950s we could not pay our people while
doing classroom work but we could arrange special
work hours, and, in some cases, the individuals
could be transferred to work locations that provided
convenience in attending university classes.
In
1958, Congress passed the Government Employees
Training Act, which made it possible to pay the
salary and expenses of an employee while taking needed
training for his employment.* We took full advantage
of this act by encouraging the stations to use it for
those employees that showed promise of benefiting from
further training.
Also, in 1956, the Whitten Amendment became available;
it was used to make grants to forestry schools or
other departments of universities which ln turn
provided funds to hire student assistants for research
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for
advanced degrees.** Furthermore, we adopted a liberal
policy of allowing graduate students to use the
results of research work they did in connection with
our regular projects for their thesis purposes.
ERM:

What were the attitudes of the research people towards
your emphasis on graduate training and higher degrees?
Did many of them take advantage of the opportunities
offered them?

VLH :

Their attitudes were mixed at first.
Some were
indifferent to the policy, some were encouraged and
seized the opportunity to acquire more schooling, and
some were defiant towards the idea.
I was threatened
once by a small group of young researchers with
bachelor's degrees in forestry who bluntly said they
would leave the research organization and seek employment elsewhere rather than be forced to acquire
higher degrees . They were taken aback, though, by
my ready response , which was to encourage them to leave
*Public Law 85- 507, 7 July 1958 (72 Stat. 327).
**Amendment of 6 April 1956 to the Granger-Th ye
Act of 24 April 1950 (64 Stat. 82) .
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if they did not wish to become qualified to do
sophisticated r esear c h.
On the other hand, they were
we l come to stay and face prospects of l ow- ceili n g
salaries.
I offe r e d to help them find positions in
national f o r est work or in indus tr ~ if they wished my
help.
Persiste nt follow-up o n the n ew policy of rai s in g the
l eve l of qualifications of our res earch p eople soon
b egan to s h o w r es ult s.
In 1957 we had 9 percent of
the total of research personnel -- those with bac helor's
o r mast e r' s d egr ees--e nroll e d in university training.
In 1960 the percentage h ad c limbed to more than 13
percent, and b y 1967 it was around 20 percent. Th e
percentage then began to decl in e until it reached
a b o ut 5 percent in 1974, r ef l ecting the hi gh proportion of new r ecruit s who already had advan ced t raining.* The per centage of total professional r esearch
p e rsonne l having doctoral deg re es increased f r om 16
percent in 1957 to ove r 40 percent in 1975. An additional 40 pe r cent h el d master's d egr ees in 1975 ,
leaving 20 p e r cent wit h bachelor's d egr ees .** As
these s tati stics s how , many of the r esear c h p e rsonnel
did take advantage of the opportunities offered them
to acquire hi g h e r training.
ERM :

Wh at impacts did a ll t hi s h ave o n aca d e mics? What
did it do, for example, with the forestry schoo l s?

VLH:

I t i n creased the graduate e nr ollme n t in many colleges
and departme n ts of universities, and I suppose the
policy h ad its greatest sin gl e impact o n the
forest r y schoo l s.
I should add that some of the
yo ung sci entists whom we helped to acquire their
advan ced training through the doctoral l evel wound up
on th e faculties of the forestry schools o r other
department s .
I did not dis courage t hi s:
it was part
of the policy. Th e only strings attach e d to fi nan cial
h e lp for o ur scie nti sts were l egal ones-- the brief
period which the e mployee had to ag r ee to ser ve with
u s following hi s training, as r equir e d i n t h e Government
Employees Trainin g Act of 1958 .
*See Storey's "History of Forest Service Research,"
p. 7 3 .
**USDA, , Fo r est Se r vice, Forest Service Research :
Solving Problems on Forest and Related Lands, FS-307
(Washington, D.C.: GPO , 1975), p. 23.
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ERM:

In this same period of time commercial users of the
forests , the forest industries especially, were
themselves b ecom ing much more sophisti c ated in th ei r
management plans and were beginning to make larger
and large r demands upon the pool of trained foresters.
Did that have much impact?

VLH:

The forest industries, like the federal land manage ment and state agencies, drew heavily on the forestry
schools for bachelor's degree graduates for us e in
their land management activities.
The fo r est industries
and others also provided the schools with a good
demand for master's degree graduates. The demand for
Ph.D.s, I believe, was very light from the forest
industri e s.

ERM:

It was not a factor?

VLH:

The demand of research and educational agencies for
Ph.D!s was heavy during that time , and the impact of
that demand on the forestry schools is still heavy.
The pulp and paper industry maintained large researc h
laborator i es in the field of pulp and paper, but they
were drawing many of their research people from
departments and colleges like chemistry and engineering. However, some of the forest industries also had
research establishments for their forest lan d management holdings, and they probably drew on the forestry
schools for at least part of their staffs.
The
biggest customer for doctoral degree graduates of
forestry schools during that period was probably other
forestry schools.
This was a period of rapid expansion
of the schools.
A recent publication of the Forest Service lists thirtyfive fields of science represented in the body of
talent of the Forest Service research organization-four under the social sciences , twelve under natural
sciences, and nineteen under physi cal sciences and
engineering. The forestry schools, of cou rse, embrace
all of these three broad classes of science to some
extent, with heaviest concentration in the natural
sciences.
Moreover, the forestry schools orient their
sciences to forest and range resources.
As I said
earlier, we obtained about half our new researchers
from the forestry schools and the other half from other
departments of the university.
*Forest Service Research: Solving Problems on
Forest and Related Lands , p. 23.
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ERM:

How about the man-in-job concept?
how did it originate?

What was it and

VLH:

The man-in - job concept is a classification system
for pay grades . It is based on an evaluation of the
perfo r mance and con tribu tion of a person in his job
as well as the difficulty and responsibility of his
assignment. The concept holds that a position and
man can grow ove r the years, depending upon the
capabilities of the incumbent. Further , inherent in
the concept, a research scientist is evaluated by a
panel of his peers in regar d to his resear ch accomplishments and the complexity of his research endeavor in
order to establish the appropriate grade level for
his position.
The concept originated in discussions of the
Committee on Research Evaluation (CORE) in 1956.
This committee, you will recall, was established by
B. T. Shaw, then research coordinator for the
Department of Agriculture . The committee was comprised of the top research administrators in the
department, including myself. One of several conclusions and recommendations of CORE was that the
department seek permission of the Civil Service Commission for use o f this new conce pt in grading research
scientist positions in the Department of Agricultu re.
Permission was won in 1957 to use the man-in - job
concept on a pilot basis.
If it worked out well for
the Department of Agriculture, the commission would
consider making it available for governme nt-wide use.
Use of the new concept was adopted immediately in
1957 by the ARS .
I was not able to persuade the
Personnel Management Division of the Forest Service to
use it for grading positions of our research scientists
until 1961 . By that time the Civil Service Commission
had published a description of the man-in - job concept
(1960) and had made it available for government-wide
use.*

ERM:

Why was the use of the new system resisted by the
Personnel Management Division of the Forest Service?

VLH:

I can only offer an opinion. One reason probably was
that administrative models in the Forest Service were
fashioned for national f o r est activities , where the
great bulk of the action exists. There also were
indications that the s tations were cool to the idea .
*See U . S., Civil Service Commission, Guide for Eval uating Research Scientists (Washington, D. C. : GPO, 1960);
and Research Grade--Evaluation Guide (1964).
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It was always difficult to get separate organizational
and personnel models for research--or for S and PF, for
that matter.
In the case of personnel actions, the
personnel management people had to deal with some
twent y thousand professional people, of who m only about
one thousand were in research.
Another possible reason could have been a showing of
some resentment among other branches of the Forest
Service over what looked to be a faster promotion ladder
for research scientists. This latter reason arises as
a consequence of the close linking of action programs
and research in the same organization.
In ARS, research
programs far outweighed its action program in size; its
policies and procedures there were first tailored to
research needs.
ERM:

How does the new system operate?

VLH:

To explain its operation I need to say something first
about the system it replaced.
At the time we originated
the man-in-job concept in CORE, the pay of research
scientists, like all other employees of the federal
government under Civil Service appointment, was tied to
classification standards prepared by the CSC. These
standards established a grade level on the basis of
assigned and described duties and responsibilities of a
position.
The prescribed salary for the position was
controlled largely by number of people supervised, cost
and size of program involved, and the like. The grade
level never changed , even though the man in the job
improved greatly. These standards did not fit a
research organization. The unfortunate consequences of
them was that a research scientist, in order to get
ahead, had to accept more and more administrative
responsibilities and hence less and less actual research
doing.
This was a system that CORE felt was intolerable
and we were determined to get it changed.
I was one
of the leading advocates of the change.
The man-in-job concept of classifying positions as to
grade and salary was tailored to the classification of
a given scientist rather than to a fixed position.
Thus a scientist could be graded upon his research
accomplishments, the complexity of his research exercises, and the quantity and quality of his output, which
were all highly visible to a scientist's peers. Part
of the concept and system, therefore, was that a
scientist's accomplishments and other qualities were to
be reviewed by a panel of his peers.
Thus two lines of advancement became available for
researchers in a federal research organization--up a
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ladder of research administration, for which the older
system of classification was used, or up a ladder of
research doing, for which the man-in-job classification
was used.
ERM:

Has this system persisted in Forest Service research
and has it had an impact on the quality of personnel?

VLH:

It was put in operation in 1961 and I assume it is
still in use.
There was no question about its good
impact on Forest Service research. The system came
along at the right time to accommodate the growing
impact of our emphasis on advanced training. Without
this new system we could not have paid enough to
attract doctoral degree graduates to our research
program.
Under the older standards of the CSC, a
research center leader had the pay of GS- 12 or GS-13 .
Wh e th e r p r o j ect l e ade r s o r ot he r s , sci e n t i sts wo rkin g
under the research center leader could not equal or
exceed his grade. Under operation of the new system ,
a number of research-doing scientists were brought up
to the grade leve l of their supervisors (center leaders
had been abolished, which means up to grade levels of
project leaders and assistant directors of stations) ,
and in rare cases they exceeded that level.
I doubt whether any policy innovation during my time as
c hief of Research--or any other time- - had more impact on
promoting scientists' incentive,
maintaining
scientists' morale, and helping to retain top-notch
research people than the change to the man-in-job
system of classification .

ERM:

Was this system adopted, then , more widely by other
departments in the government?

VLH:

Yes. The department that seemed
most grateful for it-other than Agriculture, where it all began--was HEW's
Institutes of Health . To them it was proclaimed a
godsend. They embraced the new policy with fervor.

ERM:

In other words, this is one more evidence of innovation in a dministration by the Forest Service.

VLH:

Yes, but credit must go to ARS for using the concept
first.

ERM:

You did abolish the layer of research center administrators at the stations , didn't you? Why did you do
this?

VLH:

I did abolish that layer, but abolishment wasn't easy.
This particular policy change was related in purpose to
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the one which we have been discussin g -- the new system
of classification of research scientist positions.
I
came to the conclusion that something must be don e to
remove barriers to advancement of r esearch-doing
scientists as early as 1956. We actually abolished
research center positions in 1961, at the same time that
we introduce d the change to the man-in-job system of
classification.
Why did I abolish the research center leader position?
Our field research organization in terms of line of
command had developed in the same pattern as that
of National Fo rest administration. There it was
regional forester, supervisor, ranger, each with a
staff.
In research it was station dire ctor, research
center leader, project leader, each with a staff .
This kind of organization was all right for National
Forests, but it had major flaws for Research . The
accent, for one thing, was on supervisory and administrative posts and functions and not o n research doing .
Th e basic problem for me was the growing difficulty of
defending , in good conscience, a research outfit so
heavily laden with chain of command.
I co uld see a
bleak outlook--a pedestrian, mediocre research organization which looked for its main research o utput f r om
the very bottom of the long chain of r esearch administrators and s upervi so r s .
I spent much time in the latter half of the 1950s
studying organizational theory and practice pertaining
to organization of research agencies in and out of
government and considering alternative solutions to our
Forest Service situation . Our training program was
moving along well, and we would soon be using, I
hoped, the man-in-j ob system of classifying res earchdoing personnel for pay grad es. However, as I said a
moment ago, there were signs that the man-in - job concept
would not b e welcomed with open arms at stations.
Th e idea of paying project leaders and other researchperforming scientists more than their supervisors
went against the local grain.
Center leaders, especially,
could be counted on to take a dim view of that idea.
Th e r e we r e three alternatives: one, make no changes in
the current organization of our regional stations; two,
convert to the ARS pattern, and that of nearly all
other federal research agencies that maintained
decentralized locations--a pattern which has each
research center reporting to the national headquarters
for its r esear c h direction; three, keep both the
r eg ional-station headquarters and their decentrali ze d
lo cat ions as the basic framework but eliminate as
many researc h administrative layers as p r acticable,
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place emphasis on research doing, and, in order to
attract and hold qualified research scientists, make
full use of the man-in-job concept for pay grades.
This last alternative required that the research
center position be abolished.
ERM:

I assume you had no difficulty ruling out the first
alternative.

VLH :

Not so. There was much internal support for keeping
the status quo.
I knew that the s tation directors and
research center leaders preferred not to make any
change. Also, the project researchers seemed content
under the current system; the best qualified who wanted
to remain research scientists were looking to outside
offers after a limited period with us, and the others
had hopes of becoming research center leaders or
station division chiefs.
Furthermore, the deputy chief
for Administration and his divisional staffs favored
the present organization:
it gave expression to "line
and staff " -- held dear to the hearts of that school of
thought.
In spite of all this internal endorsement, however,
I did reject the first alternative.
I was determined
that our research should rise above mediocrity, that
the Forest Service should see k excellence for its
research organization.

ERM:

You must have felt pressure to adopt the ARS pattern
of organization, if, indeed, you were to change .

VLH:

The greatest pressure c ame from the management experts
of the Bureau of the Budget who favored the ARS system.
These experts argued that a couple of administrativesupport regional offices, like those in the ARS
system, ought to be adequate to s e rvice our research
centers if they were manned with competent project
leaders who would need little overall research direction other than from the Washington o ffice.
There was
support, too , for this manner of organizing for
research in the fact that other federal agencies
usually used this system.
But Byron T. Shaw, then research coordinator for the
Department of Agriculture and administrator of ARS,
exerted no pressure to change to his type of organization.
He could see the same drawback to that change
that I was certain about:
to eliminate our stationdirector system would eliminate their public-support
function in the areas of congressional appropriations
and Forest Service policies. Without their public
relations efforts in the field and overall station
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direction, we couldn't hope to achieve our goal of
sustained, fast growth of a carefully planned research
program.
I could coordinate efforts among eight or
so ~egional directors, but no one could do this for
eighty separate and independent research cent e rs.
The ARS failure (against political intervention) to
close field stations in accordance with its wishes and
public announcements, compared with the Forest Service
success in this regard, was strong testimony in favor of
the disciplined and loyal field support of Forest
Service policy.
ERM:

Aside from the lack of a regional research direction
system in ARS, were there inherent factors of agricultural research that made it difficult to close out
field stations?

VLH:

I think there were traditional links to agricultural
colleges and state experiment stations that made it
easy for "university friends" of an ARS center to
resist being closed.
The land-grant colleges tended
to a possessive attitude toward federal agricultural
research associated with them, and many of the
decentralized centers of ARS became closely integrated
into college research endeavors.

ERM:

You were moving Forest Service centers to campuses.
Was there not this same danger of losing control of
their destiny?

VLH:

We were aware of the risk, and our station directors
were careful to maintain a balance between a proper
degree of independence from, and an attitude of gcod
cooperation with, the colleges . Moreover, I felt that
our system of organization, which I finally decided
was best for the Forest Service, helped to maintain
control of the proper balance in this relationship .
Our regional directors, or assistant directors in
some cases, actually became the heads of their
respective research centers after the abandonment of
the research center leader positions.

ERM:

How was the abolishment of the research center leader
positions received?

VLH:

With disappointment and some dismay at first by the
station directors and research center leaders and
apparently by the research scientists at the project
level, too.
An administrative study of the entire
Forest Service organization was made in the late
1950s by a committee of senior Forest Service officials
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and representatives of the management consultant
firm of McKinsey and Company, Inc.* Among the many
items in the report, the study group recommended
retention of the research center concept with its
center leaders, and I was told by the committee that
the sentiment at stations, including that of project
personnel, appeared to be strongly in favor of the
status quo.
ERM:

Your own study of r esea rch organization and your
personal conviction that it should be changed were
taken into account by the study group?

VLH:

No, and here is where both Clare Hendee, deputy c hief
for Administration, and I were at fault.
I assumed
that the study group would solicit my views and Hendee
assumed that Research was adequately represented by a
station director and research center leader on the
committee. The only people in the study committee
from National Forest Systems and State and Private
Forestry were field officers, and Rese arch was
treated likewise. Hendee and his associate deputy,
Gordon Fox, were the only persons from Washington
office having contact with the committee. They
assumed they could adequately represent that office-which was more true in the case of NFS and S and PF
than Res earch.
In the absence of committee members'
seeking my views, I should have sought an opportunity
to convey to them my personal conviction that the
station organization needed change.
I'm not sure,
howeve r, whether that would have made any diff e rence
in the committee's recommendations.
It remained for me to make my case for change when the
recommendations came before the chief and staff for
review and decision. After I had presented my
reasons, which I have already given in answer to your
previous questions, the recommendation that would
retain the research center leader as a key position in
station organization was not approved.**
*USDA, Forest Service, Ge aring the Organization
to the Job Ahead, management study report by McKinsey
and Company, Inc. (1960), processed.
**See Appendix C for copy of January 9, 1973 ,
letter to Robert E. Buchman which includes a fuller
discussion of the alternatives that Harper considered
regarding the reorganization of research cente rs and
reasons for rejecting the McKinsey recommendation.
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The stations were informed of this action and told
that center leaders would be transferred g r aduall~ as
suitabl e openings became available elsewhere in the
organ i zation. Some might wish to remain in research
administ ratio n careers, whereas others might p r efer to
r eturn to research project work. Project leaders would
work directly under the station director's office.
Station suppo rt se r vices wou l d be beefed up to provide
adequat e help t o r elieve project leaders of administrative details.
Research doing would be emphasized
for a ll project pe r sonnel, including project leaders.
The man-in-job concept of setting pay grades for p r oject
people would be adopted. The ove ral l purpose of
chang es was to streamline t h e c hain of command and
make it possible to c hann el more funds to acquire and
keep highly quali fied scientists- -all aimed at improving the quality of the research output.
Not a ll of this was elab orated to stations in any one
do c ument or at any o n e time.
It took a good deal of
work of staff members of the Washington o ffice, f r om
both Research and Administration, to help station s
implement the n ew policy. Helpful i n explaining the
purpose of the c han ge was a meeting of station
dir ectors with McArdle and m~ h eld in Chicago in 1960 .
Also essential in the planning of difficult and complex
changes at specific locations were consultation visits
to stations by Jemison or me.
In the end, although abolishment of research center
administrators first met with poor rece ption, stations
welcomed the new policy . Its impact, a l ong with that
of the man- in - job con cept, in raising the caliber of
scien t i fic tal ent and in en h ancing the quality of the
research output was not long in coming .
ERM :

I don't mean to jump ahead of the story, but the
proof of the pudding in all this was in the end results,
and the end results were cast in the form of the
writ t e n evidences,subject to emendation by those still
up the lin e from the perso n who was at ground level ,
doing the basic job , weren't they?

VLH:

I'm n ot sure I understand your question .

ERM :

Well, a man would write up the r esults of his research.
He would submit t h at in writing to the station director ,
I assume, and it would go to an editor, would it not?

VLH:

In most cases it would.
I t could go directly to a
scientific journal, then to its r eferees, and then to
the journal editor.

110
ERM:

The station editor would have an impact on it.

VLH:

Surely, but he would not be in a position to quash
the publication or alter the findings. His job was
to help the paper's clarity and put it into form for
publication. There was not , and shouldn't be, censorship
of research results which are reported honestly and
with dispassionate objectivity-- the code of scientists.

ERM:

No policy pressures if a scientific finding p e rhaps is
counter to an established position?

VLH:

On the contrary. If the scientific finding is counter
to an existing scientific position in the status of
knowledge , and if it has been competently arrived at
in the eyes of the scientist's peers, the findings and
the author of them would be hailed as outstanding. A
scientist of stature would take a dim view of anyone
denying him his right to publish r esea rch findings
that were deemed to have been prop e rly obtained and
presented by the researcher's peers.

ERM:

Scientific facts notwithstanding, the professions are
not without their established mythologies. A wellknown example in me dical research, of course, is
Pasteur.
It was years before his findings won
acceptance among the medical profession.

VLH:

That's true, but aren't you mixing reporting of research
findings with application of the findings? The medical
profession is comprised mostly of practitioners. The
me dical research scientist usually b e longs to a
scientific society even though he also belongs to a
professional society. They are not synonymous.
I
could be wrong, but I don't recall that Pasteur's
research findings were ignored by his research peers.
Not all r esearch findings are ready for application in
practice until after considerable development and
effort.

ERM:

In other words, in the case of researc h findings per se
it's a matter of refereeing by pee rs?

VLH:

That's right.

ERM:

Of course , the great percentage of k ey works that are
produced by Forest Service research are published by
the Forest Service as miscellaneous publi catio ns of the
stations or serial publications of the Forest ServiceGPO rather than through scholarly journals.

VLH:

I believe it is the other way around; the key works
are first published in a broad spe ct rum of scientific
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journals.
It is true that the publications having to
do with interpretation of scientific knowledge in terms
of practice are often presented in GPO publications,
statio n papers or notes, and in trade o r practice
journals.
I saw a note a while ago on the wide array
of scientific journals in which Forest Service research
findings wer e now being published.
I don 't remember
the statistics, but I wasn't surprised by them because
of the more than thirty-five distin ct scient ifi c
disciplines represented in the r esearch organization.
Before leaving t h is subject I'd like to back up, if I
may, and add to what I h ave said in reply to your
question of whether policy pressure of adhering to an
established position was ever applied in order to change
or deny publication of a research work.
I answe r ed in
terms of research policy of my office in r egard to
publication, namely , to publish r esults soundly arrived
at accor ding to the accepted principles and codes of
science . In fairness to your question , which goes to
the application of the policy, I have to say that I
can't catego ric ally say there never was an instance in
which an author was unfairly treated in this respect.
I can say, however, t hat this was not a serious
problem. There were only a few cases that I heard
about in which disappointed, and sometimes bitter,
author s alleged policy pressu r es.
Our organization was large and dece ntral i zed. Station
directors h ad authority as well as responsibility
regarding publications. Accordingly, I might not have
learned about all such instances. But of those few
cases whose details came to my attention, much of the
complai nt of an author was about delay because of
reviewer commen ts and a dverse opinions about publication rather than about unilateral use of top authority
to stop or alter publication. These differences between
aut h o r and reviewer we r e most often over interpretation of study findings in terms of their application to
practice, an area wh ich can be quite controversial and
not readily subject to rigorous test .
ERM :

I would like to ask about pioneering research units.
When were they put to use by the Forest Service, and
what i s their special purpose?

VLH:

We established our first pionee rin g laboratory in 1960,
and we h ad several by the time I left the Service in
1966.
I believe the Service has eight now. The
purpose of a pioneering r esearch unit is to develop n ew
knowledge as a basis for future advances, rather than
to solve an immediate problem. Pioneering laboratories
are built around highly creative and productive
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scientists who carry on fundamental studies that
relate to the mission of the Forest Service. So far ,.
the pioneering laboratories--or units as they are
sometimes called--have dealt with such studies as
mathematics and computers in forestry, growth hormon es
in trees, mycorrhi za l valu es in forest produc tion ,
and fundamental studies in wood chemistry.
ERM:

Did this organizational innovation to encourage basic
research originate in the Forest Servic~ or elsewhere
in the scientific community?

VLH:

It originated in CORE in 1956. Several new ideas for
improving the quality of research in the Department
of Agriculture had their genesis in the deliberations
of its Committee on Research Evaluation: the man- injob concepts of personnel classification and pioneering laboratories are the most notable.
The committee
was chaired by George W. Irving, Jr., then a biochemist in ARS, later administrator of ARS, and more
recently president of the Cosmos Club in Washington.
The pioneering laboratory con cept was first proposed
by Irving for committee consideration.
I immediately
saw its value for Forest Service research and became
a strong advocate of it, along with ARS members of CORE .
Much of our discussion of the concept revolved around
safeguards to protect the concept from overuse or
improper administration .
We finally agreed on guidelines . First, the concept
envisioned basic research of high order to be done by
competent scientists of proven excellence.
Second, we
footnoted the first guideline by observing that the
concept does not imply that fundamental res e arch is
not being done in most line projects along with
applied research.
Third, a principal distinction
between pioneering and line project r esearch is that
the former is to be exempt to a greater extent from the
pressures of current problems and from routine paperwork required by the department's uniform project
system. Fourth, each n ew pioneering research laboratory
or unit should be approved by and chartered by the head
of the research agency concerned, with the written concurrence of the department's research coo rdinator (later
called the Director of Science and Education).*

ERM:

What were some of the first of these that you established?
*See Guide for Forest Service Re search Scientists
(1965), pp. 4 and 15, for a more detailed description
of pioneering units in the Forest Service.
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VLH:

The first was in forest mensuration at our Pacific
Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station.
It
was concerned with use of computers and math ematics in
exploring the frontiers of sampling methods in estimat ing timber and other things in forestry.
Louis R.
Grosenbaugh was the gifted scientist for which this
pioneering unit was created. Others during the early
period were in lignin chemistry at the Forest Products
Laboratory; in physiology of wood formation at the
Institute of Forest Genetics , Rhinelander, Wisconsin ,
of the Lake Stat es Forest Experiment Statio n; and in
formation and decomposition of the forest floor at
the Forestry Sciences Laboratory, Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina, of the Southeastern Forest and
Range Experiment Station.

ERM:

How well did these pioneering units work out?
they live up to your expectatio ns?

VLH:

They were highly productive during my time and I think
they have continued that record. Only recently I saw
a note about the 1975 awards ceremony of the U. S.
Department of Agriculture, in which Philip R. Larson
of the Forest Service's physiology unit won a distinguished service award ''for creatively conducting and
systematically pursuing research leading to an entirely
new scientific interpretation of wood formation and to
recommendations for improving wood quality by forest
practices." I believe that most l eaders of the
pioneering units have won awards for outstanding
resea rch results .

ERM:

Was most of the basic research of the Forest Service
done in the pioneering units?

VLH :

Most of it was done as part of our line project
research.
The pioneering r esearch laboratory was
a policy way of recognizing an outstanding scientist
of proven ability to do creative r esearch and get significant results. Such a person was given a charter
that enabled him (or her, if there were any and I 'm
sure there will be) to write his own ticket -- to do
undi rected research.
Directed r esearch was a term we
applied to line project research, meaning their tickets
were prescribed as to the problems they should work on,
but not necessarily how much of the work should be
basic or applied.
Much of it became more fundamental as qualified scientists and r esearch facilities
b ecame available. Directed and undirected research
were terms originating in CORE. We concluded that
basic and applied we re adjectives with little meaning
to the department's research problem- solving missions.

Did
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At best, trying to define the difference between
basic and applied research is pretty slippery busi ness.

Internal Management

ERM:

What actions did you take to improve organization and
management of Research? Was there some reorganization?

VLH:

There were several reorganizations, minor and major ,
and there were several other innovations in internal
management of programs, all aimed at improved effectiveness of research . There were two major consolidations of regional stations.
The first reorganization was conceived in 1951 during
my get-acquainted swing around the station circuit
soon after I became Chief of Research.
It struck me
that the four mountain stations in the West were
overloaded with overhead and that the research output
probably could b e greatly improved under consolidation , leaving two mountain stations rathe r than four.
Lyle Watts , then Chief of the Forest Service and a
former Director of the Northern Rocky Mountain Station,
agreed , but advised me to make the consolidations when
the White House administration changed, i . e . , in 1953.
His further advice, which I later found to be faulty,
was to get prepared and then spring the reo r ganization
suddenly.
There would be so many other changes going
on that our consolidation would go unheeded politically .
Unless done this way, he warned, political pressures
and congressional interventions would prevent doing
what was wanted, no matter how many advantages one
claimed for the abolishment of an office.
During visits of 1951 and 1952 to these stations, I
sought the advice and consent of the four directors
that would be affected by the regrouping.
I had
already decided that if we went ahead with it the
Northern Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment
Station with headquarters at Missoula, Montana, would
be joined with the Intermountain Forest and Range
Experiment Station, and Ogden , Utah, would remain the
headquarters of the combined stations.
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Similarly, the Southwestern Forest and Range Experiment Station with headquarters at Tucson, Arizon~,would
be combined with the Rocky Mountain Forest and Range
Experiment Station and Fort Collins, Colorado, would be
retained as the headquarters of those consolidated
stations.
What thi~ meant wasthat the Northern Rocky Mountain
and Soutijwestern stations would lose their identities
as well as headquarters, but their r esearch projects,
including the research-doing people, would remain in
place just as they were prior to change. The directors
and division chiefs and gen eral overhead staffs of the
abandoneq h eadquarters would be transferred to comparable positions elsewhere in the station system.
George Jemison, directo r of the to-be-abandoned
Northern Rocky Mountain Station , strongly favored the
consolid~tion; Raymond Price, director of the Southwestern Station, was not enthusiastic about losing his
statio n, but thought consolidations could be done with
careful advance planning to prevent a political
upheaval.
I left it to the two directors to take such
measures as they deemed necessary to prevent political
opposition to the move .
ERM:

How did this work out?
ful?

Was the consolidation success-

VLH:

It was accomplished in 1953 as planned . However, the
abandonment of the headquarters for the Northern
Rocky Mountain Station in Missoula was resisted, with
political pressure on the Forest Service. We had
become all set early in 1953 to mak e the changes without serious objections, I thought. Then Senator
Mansfield began hearing complai nts from the local
people in Missoula, Montana. He asked the Forest
Service regional office in Missoula what the talk of
losing the station was all about. Pete [Percy D . ]
Hanson, regional forester in Missoula, made a special
trip to Washington, D.C., to see whether the closing
of the research headquarters might be reversed by
the chief i n the face of strong political objection
that was sure to come . McArdle, then chief of the
Service, aske d me my attitude.
I was for standin g
firm and explained that the moves had been planned for
some time.
McArdle agreed.
Hanson sa~d h e would do the best he
to Senato~ Mansfield the advantages
the relatively small loss in number
Missoula that would result from the

could to explain
of the c hange and
of personnel at
consolidation, but
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that we $hould not be surprised if we heard mor e from
Mansfield and probably other senators. He warned that
the word would be spreading rapidly as soon as he
reported back to Missoula that the Forest Service
was not backing off from the consolidation. We pro'
ceeded with
the r eo rganization.
ERM:

No further objection from members of Congress?

VLH:

No serious attempt to flatly stop the consolidation.
However, Senator Mansfield never forgot the incident;
he once told Reed Bailey, director of the combined
stations, that he had nothing to discuss with the man
who benefitt ed from the stolen statio n from Missoula .
McArdle ias especially sensitive to criticisms of
senators at that particular time and would have preferred not to oppose Mansfield. He told me after the
conferenqe with Pete Hanson and the decision to go
ahead wi~h the closing that he wished he had known
sooner about the proposal, with its political impli cations. He would have said, "Don't do it." McArdle
had been made chief just before the change in admini stration and he, along with Crafts and the rest of
us, was anxious to avoid anything within reason that
might jeopardize his retention by the incomin g
administration . The timing to close the office in
Missoula was indeed bad.
Also bad was the fact that we had failed to do the
necessary advance work with the local people and
members of Congress in order to avoid surprise and
antagonism.
As we would demonstrate in Research
many times in the future, office closures and transf e rs could be done without political hassle.

ERM:

Missoula is also the site of Montana State University;
I suppose they may have seen this as a slight slap of
rejection.

VLH:

Could be. But the opposition came mainly from busines s and relat e d local interests.
It's always difficult to c~ose an ongoing station or office without a
lot of local preparation for it we ll in advance.
That incident taught me a lesson. Our public rela tions, which eventually gained much recognition for
its success, had failed.

ERM:

The Southwestern Station was closed without political
difficulty, was it not?

VLH:

Yes, the consolidation of that station with the Rocky
Mountain Station proceeded without incident. Raymond
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Price did a fine job of preparing the way.
I don't
know what he did locally, but he asked to come to
Washingt0n in 1952 to visit congressmen and senators
from Arizona to explain why we wanted to consolidate the
two stations , which would entail the transfer of
himself ~nd a few others from Tucson. He asked me to
accompany him to explain the reasons for the reorganization.
I recall our visit with Congressman John [Jacob]
Rhodes , wbom Ray Price thought would be a key figure
should t~ere be local opposition.
Rhodes thought our
proposal was sensible and thanked us for telling him
about it in advance. He said he would be able to
explain ~hy we were closing the director's office if
he encountered complaints.
ERM:

I suppose the people in the closed offices were transferred to other locations; no one lost his or her job
in the closures, is that correct?

VLH:

Everyone was placed , so far as I remember.
George
Jemison was moved to Berkeley, California, to become
director of the California Forest and Range Experiment
Station, a vacancy at that time.
Ray Price became
director of the consolidated stations with headquarters
at Fort dollins, Colorado . William G. McGinnies,
former director of the station at Fort Collins, was
transferred to Columbus, Ohio, to fill a director
vacancy of the Central States Forest Experiment Station.
Division chiefs and administrative personnel of the
closed off ices were placed in various stations where
and when vacancies occurred.

ERM:

Did Mansfield's objection to the consolidation prevent
him from supporting the Forest Service in its programs?

VLH:

Not at all, although as I indicated a moment ago, he
never forgot the 1953 reorganization. Subsequently,
Senator Mansfield and Senator Lee Metcalf [a congressman first and senator in 1961] were both leaders in
providing funds to construct and staff the Forest Fire
Laborator¥ and the Forestry Sciences Laboratory in
Missoula and the laboratory at Bozeman , Montana.
I
had no problems with Senator Mansfield, and he became
a strong packer of the national program of forestry
research that was presented annually by Senator Stennis
in speeches on the floor of the Senate.

ERM:

According to my notes there was another station
eliminated from the system in 1965. What station was
that, and what happened to the work under way at that
station?
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VLH:

It was t~e Central States Forest Experiment Station.
It was sacrificed in 1965 in the cause of increased
effectiveness. The director's office was closed, but
all project personnel remained in place, some at the
director s office headquarters but most at research
centers at various locations in the region. The
research centers in Iowa, Missouri, Illinois, and
Indiana were added to the Lake States Station and
that station was renamed the North Central Forest
Experiment Station. The centers in Ohio and Kentucky
were added to the Northeastern Forest Experiment
Station.

ERM:

This was the second reorganizaton of stations in which
the Northeastern Station gained additional territory.
The first took place in 1942 when the Allegheny
Station was combined with the Northeastern Station.

VLH:

Actually, it was the third change in boundary of the
Station. The second came in 1945 when
West Virginia was added. That adjustment was made
along with change s in the boundary between the Appalachian [renamed Southeastern Station as part of the
change] ~nd Southern Station. They were all made to
better accommodate the new policy of decentralized
research centers, a policy that superseded Earle
Clapp's earlier policy of containme nt of researcher
residency at the regional station headquarters.

Northeas~ern

ERM:

What motivated the consolidation in 1965? Why was the
Central States Station selected for elimination?

VLH :

It was prompted by a Bureau of Budget review of the
organization and management of the Forest Service in
1965. The review was made by management experts of the
BOB, who were making a systematic study at that time of
all agencies in the Department of Agriculture. Gordon
Fox, deputy chief for Administration, rounded up Forest
Service material and helped the "experts" make the
review.
Fox was aware that I had said that someday we
might want to eliminate one of the stations in the
Middle West or East in the interests of improved effectiveness of our station system. He persuaded me to
let him inform the BOB people that I was proposing to
eliminate this station. Fox wanted a few examples of
the progressive approach the Forest Service was taking
to improve itself.
When the management review team reached Research , I was
made aware of the probable pressure I was about to
get by the opening remarks of the leader. He said he
had read about the bold changes I had made in the
research organization and looked forward to discussing
with me further improvements in the interest of still
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greater efficiency.
I explained, with the help of c harts and job-load
statistics, our current organization (minus the station
we were then proposing to close), which we were still
in the process of perfect~ng since our lat est adjustme nt--a reduction of station division c hi efs by onehalf and changing the titles and duties of the remaining
half to assistant station dire cto rs.
This reduction
of administrative and supervisory positions, in addition
to the former abolishment of research center leaders,
made an impressive story, I thought.
The reason we
could make these reductions, I explained, was because
of our shift in emphasis to r esear c h-doing project
l e aders and the ir capable teams of scientists, a shift
made possible by the success of our actions in other
r espects--providing advanced training for personnel,
u se of the man-in-job conc ept of classifying r esearch
people, improved laboratories and equipment , and locating our research centers on college campuses in order
to provide a goo d scientific environment for our
scientists.
ERM:

The team of management specialists thought you should
go f urther in reorganizing?

VLH:

They pushed for further reductions in the numbe r of
stations: down to two in the West and two, or perhaps
three, in the East.
They thought I'd laid good groundwork for the r ea l payoff reorganization , a move that
would yield big div i d en ds in terms of greater eff icie ncy .

ERM:

The Bureau of the Budget was argu ing thi s?

VLH:

Yes, I know it sounds a bit out of character for the
Bureau of the Budget. However, the BOB had had a division
of management fo r as far back as I can r e me mb e r , and
has plac1 d varying degrees of emphasis ove r the years
on its manage me nt functions.
Now the name of the BOB
has changed to Office of Management and Budget, or OMB
as it is called for short .
Apparently , renewed emphasis on manageme nt has been given to this Whit e Hous e
agency which, according to the press, is taking a continuing strong interest in organi zat ional matt e r s
r elat ing to the various departments.

An economist that we recruited from the BOB's management division during the early 1940s said they were
i n st ru ct~ d to worm their way into a departme nt's
considerations of manageme nt functions, and, o n ce with
this foot in the door, they co uld then move more
aggressively to take charge of r eorgani zing the d epartme nt along more efficie nt lines. Our man had quit
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because ©f the difficulties and frustrations in
getting departments to adopt BOB recommendations.
ERM:

What r e asons did the manageme nt r eview by the BOB
offer for its recommendation to drastically cut the
number of regional stations?

VLll :

Th e main reason was the e xample of the ARS . Th e ir
two regi~nal offices (aside from their regional
utilization labs) were strictly administrative in
character: purchasing, payroll , personnel actions,
and the like. There were no regional directors of
research at that time. Their many resear c h centers
r epo rted directly to the ARS headquarters in Washington. The management review study did not recommend
we go co~pletely to the ARS system, but it did
seriously question our need for as many directors and
assistant dire cto rs at regional lo cations as we were
proposing to k eep.

ERM:

What was your answer to that argument?

VLH:

Mainly t~at our system was based on a diff e rent concept of organization. We maintained o nly a skeleton
research staff in Washington compared to ARS, d epe nding
on our r egional stations for research direction and
coor dinat ~o n of projects as well as for s upport
services.
I again explained how I had already cut the
numb e r of sup erviso r y positions at stations and was
still ironing out problems stemming fro m t ho se c han ges .
Moreover, I p o int e d o ut that drasti c c hanges in the
organizat·onal st ructure are no rmally r esis ted by our
sci e ntists--any research people, for that matter--and
t hat there was a limit to such moves b eyond which more
damage to morale and eff i cie ncy would likely r es ult
rath e r thkn mor e res earch for the do llar.
What I didn't say to them, fo r obvious reasons, was
that we a~so d epe nded o n the regional director s in our
system of organization to d eve lop l ocal inte r est in
forest problems an d h elp obtain funds for the n ee d e d
re search. However, I s uspect t h e BOB r eview people
already k?ew this. Perhaps that is one of the reasons
they r ecommende d further reduct ions in the numb e r of
stations.

ERM:

Did the s ecretary of Agri c ultur e e mbrace the r ecomme ndati ons of the managemen t r eview team? And what was
the attitude of the chief of the Forest Service?

VLH:

Wo rd from the sec retary' s office to the Forest Service
was to mak e such use of t h e r e p ort as our judgment
di ctated ; we s ho uld n ot adopt r ecomme ndatio ns that we
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were opppsed to . Edward P. Cliff, then the relatively new
chief of the Forest Service, believed "research came
through [the review] with flying colors."*
There were several other recommendations in the report
that concerned Cliff more than those pertaining to
Research. He concurred in some of them during the
review . Region 7, for example, was to be eliminated,
and ther f were to be some combinations of forests under
fewer forest supervisors and some consolidations of
ranger districts . He had also agreed in principle that
the deputy chiefs for National Forest System, Research,
and Stat~ and Private Forestry should all have direct
line autfuority,along with responsibility for carrying
out their functions.
And he had agreed that State and
Private Forestry should be separated in the field from
jurisdiction of the Nat ional Forest regional heads,
especialiy in the South and Northeast,where the work
load was heaviest.
Furthermore, he had agreed t hat
S and PF should expand its mission to deal more directly
with getting research findings applied.
ERM:

Was line authority given each of the program deputy
chiefs?

VLH:

No, there was no formal delegation of line authority
over field offices during Cliff's tenure as chief.
As I think I've said before, the three deputies having
field prdgrams now have that authority under Chief John
McGuire.
The question of line authority delegated to
the prog~am deputy chiefs was raised by the BOB reviewer
during one of the sessions he had with Research, at
which Cl ~ff was present. The reviewer had been told by
Gordon Fdx that Research was operated di fferently from
the other main branches--State and Private Forestry and
National Forest Systerns--and that I had assumed line
authority whereas the other deputi es had not.
I was
being qu~zzed about this by the BOB representative when
Cliff interrupted to say that he heartily approved of
the situation in Research and thought that the other
two deputies should also exercise that authority. He
said he would look into making the delegation a formal
part of the organization chart for the Washington office .
Th e management - efficiency report recommended this be done .

ERM:

Why wasn't this done?

VLH:

Cliff told me later that he had encountered obstacles
*See Appendix D for letter from Cliff to Harper ,
December 1, 1965.
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t h at caused him to back off . There were object i o n s
from the d eputy c hi ef fo r Administration on grounds
that d elegation of line a uthority to the three f i eldprogram branc hes would adversely affect the classif ication g rades of the othe r depu ties and thei r staffs .
ERM:

Did Cliff's agr eement to separate State and Private
Forestry from National Forest Administration in the
fi el d share the same f at e as the r eor gani zation of the
Washington o ff i ce?

VLH:

No. Two State and Private Forestry area offices were
established in t he East--one i n Atlanta, Georgia, and
the other in Upper Darby, Penns y lvani a . They were
called S and PF area offices a nd each had its director.
There was no change made in t he West, where the S and
PF load was r e l at i vely light . Th e biggest o r gan i zational chan ge was in broadening the scope of duties of
S and PF to incl ude h elp ing the states, the fo r est
landowners, an d forest indust ries to app l y r esults of
r esear ch.
For t h is purpose S and PF wo rked closely
with th e r egional r esear ch stations .
In fact, S an d
PF establish e d a number of field offices alongsi d e the
r esea r c h off i ces, often in the same l abo r ato ry buildin gs.

ERM:

Was there a n y pressur e from the forest products
industries to move in that d i r ection, to make their
impact felt?

VLH:

On S and PF?

ERM:

On giving S a nd PF full a nd equal status with National
Forests.

VLH:

I d o n' t think so.
I t h ink that was wholly an internal
idea d eve l o p e d by th e man agement study team with
assistance f r om Go rdon Fox and othe r s .

ERM :

A wholly administrative decision.

VLH:

Yes.
I'm s ure that the state foresters were informed
of the r eo r gani zation before it actually took place.
Th ere was n o re ason, however, why they o r the forest
indust ri es s hould ob j ect to the chan ge, a change
designed to h e lp them .

ERM:

Was there any pressure to prevent closing of the
National Fo r est office of Re gio n 7 , or of t h e Central
Station re gional off i ce?

VIJI:

Not t h at I r ecal l.
I am s ure there was no political
di ff i culty in clos in g the director's o ffic e of the
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Central States Station, and the consolidation of
Region 7 with Region 9 appeared to take place
smoothly .
ERM:

This was all part of the big economy wave that went on
in 1965.

VLH:

I suppose the BOB study was part of President Lyndon B.
Johnson's economy dri ve. But, unlike closures elsewhere which were normally sprung on the people by
announcement in the press so the administration would
get political mileage out of it, we did not herald
these closure s by publicity fanfare.
I persuaded the
rest of the staff to let the Central States regional
research director and the regional forester of Region 7
pave the way for the closures by using their respective
judgment and influence to prevent opposition. As for
Research, I wanted o ur field people to work with their
research custome rs , legislators, and potential critics
long before the actual move and before announcement in
the press .
I didn't want to try to close any office,
where I had a choice, without thorough advance preparation.

ERM:

You went that way once before.

VLH:

And nearly lost a station closure in 1953 . This time I
worked closely with the Central States Station dir ecto r,
Dick [Richard] Lane. We first prepared a fact sheet
which out lined that no project peopl e or locations
would be changed except that they would report to a
different director ' s office.
The director and his
immediate staff would b e transferred to n ew , comparable
positions. About fifty thousand dollars would be saved
annually by the consol idation.
Modern communication,
computers and other equipment made the change in
organization timely.
I don't recall all that we listed
in the fact sheet, but these are examples.
I kept in
touch with Dick Lane's progress. The transition went
smoothly; not a single hitch. He had personally contacted all key persons in his region and all congressmen a nd senators that would be involve d.

ERM:

Evidently

VLH:

That only happens when someon e gets upset for some
r eason, such as lack of advance information about th e
move , or opposition that can't be resolved by dis c ussion.
Then he spreads the alarm and app eals to his congressman and senators for help in thwarting the change .

you never got a single leak to the press .

Dick Lane and I had had experien ce b efo r e in closing a
research center in his station . This was in the early
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sixties under very adverse circumstances. Secretary
of Agriculture Freeman had announced in the press,
without any advance warning to the Forest Service or
others, the closing of certain field research centers,
including several that belonged to the Agricultural
Research Service and a couple of ours. Our politically
vulnerable one was in Indiana. The chairman of the
House subcommittee on appropriations was from Indiana,
Congressman [Winfield Kirkpatrick] Denton. As I recall,
the department, in collaboration with the Budget
Bureau, had offered these closings, among other
economies , as evidence of trimming out deadwood.
The
budget estimates submitted to Congress carried a substantial reduction due to these savings. The department apparently had obtained the locations of the two
Forest Service research centers from its Office of
Science and Education , where we had listed them for
eventual transfer to other locations in accordance with
our new ten-year research plan.
ERM:

This was a bombshell.

VLH:

Indeed it was.
It left us between a rock and a hard
place.
We could do our best to close the center office
and , if successful, it would be in accordance with our
long-range plans,even though the timing was premature.
Or we could sit back and let the opposition flow, with
almost certainty that we would be ordered to keep the
center office open . In either case, we stood to lose
funds.
We decided to fight for closing the center.

ERM:

That means you 'd have to go outside normal budget
c hannels to recoup the loss?

VLH:

It normally doesn't work that way. What usuall y happe ns
is that you have to rob other re search centers of funds
to ke e p the office open.
In this particular case it
actually did deve lop that we got additional money outside
of the normal budgetary process .
Th e re was angry local opposition to the closing and it
was not long in coming, in spite of all that Dick Lane
could do in the short time available to prevent it.
Copies of l etter s to congr essmen a nd senators were sent
from th e Hill to the Forest Service for us to comment
on. Our explanation of the closings did not satisfy
legislators or constituents and there would be another
round of correspondence.
I dreaded havi ng to face the
chairman of the House subcommitt ee on a ppropriations when
we would appear in defense of Forest Service budget
estimates.

ERM:

Who was that?
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VLH:

Congressman Denton of Indiana. He gave me a truly hard
time.
He held up a sheaf of letters of protest as
proof that the c losing was highly unpopular and perhaps stupid.

ERM:

Were these people who were protesting from industry?

VLH:

As I recall, some of them were. Others were people in
the hometown of the center to be closed, including a
mini s t e r , bu s in essme n , a nd ot h e r c i t i zen s.
Following the hearings I telephoned Dick Lane to t e ll
him the dismal news and to suggest that we both go
to see Denton in his office.
I had little hope that
we could influence the outcome in regard to the center
in Indiana; in fact, it appeared certain that we would
not succ eed in c losing it.
Nevertheless, I had some
hope of retaining Denton's interest in our c arefully
planned ten-year program of research, an interest that
he had expressed on previous occasions.
Congressman Denton greeted us with cool politeness.
He soon relaxed as we expressed our concern for the
political embarrassment that we had caused him, and
explained our inability to have discussed with him
and others in Indiana the closing of the center in
advance of its abrupt announcement in the press.
The
congressman asked questions about t h e p r ogr ess of o ur p rojected program as it pertained to the central states.
He then surprised us by his support for closing stat ions that did not fit into the master plan, including
th e one in Indiana.
Then he surprised us even more
by asking how much more money we needed at Carbondale,
Illinois, and Ames, Iowa, the two cent e rs that also
served forest problems of Indiana.
Dick Lane replied
that he needed $150,000 at Carbondale and $100 , 000 at
Ames to fully staff the new research faciliti e s that
had rece ntly been constructed at those locations.
The congressman thanked us with appreciation for our
visit to his office , invited us to have a Coke with
him, and promised to help us all he could.
When the House bill with Fore st Service appropriations
was reported out, concurrence was given to the closing
of the two centers--includin g t h e o n e in Indi a na . Th e
bill also contained increases above the Budget Bureau
allowances for several rese arch lo c ations, including
$150,000 for increased staffing at our new Carbondale
laboratory and $100,000 for research at our laboratory
in Ames, Iowa.

ERM :

He had gone to bat with the Appropriations S11bcommittee.

127
VLH:

Yes, as chairman, he , of course, had influence.
The subcommittee, however, as well as the full Committee on
Appropriations of the House, was already sold on the
projected program.

ERM:

What about the changes in the nature of the Forest
Utilization Service, the FUS units at regional stations?
How would you describe that?

VLH:

There were two main policy changes in the original
Forest Utilization Service, which was located at regional
stations . The first came in the 1950s and the second
in 1965. To understand these changes, one must begin
with the origin of FUS.
In the ending days of World
War II, the Forest Products Laboratory at Madison ,
Wisconsin, the Washington o ffice division of Forest
Products, and Ed Kotok, assistant chief for Research,
agreed that a two-man unit should be established at
each statio~ whose duties were to act as service agents
of the Madison FPL.
The FUS units would disseminate
FPL research findings to forest industries in their
respective regions and collect problems of the industries for funn e ling to the FPL for the needed research.
Accordingly, in 1945 as I recall, funds were obtained
from Congre ss to establish the FUS units.

ERM:

In other words, if the service units could not deal
with the problems at the local level, the problems of
the industries would be sent back to the big station
at Madison.

VLH:

Yes, to Madison where laboratory facilities and skills
were available to do that kind of research.
In effect,
this arrangement was in accordance with Earle Clapp's
philosophy of the 1920s:
all Forest Service research
requiring fundamental studies of a laboratory nature
would be done at Madison, leaving for the regional
stations the field experimentation of a local or
regional nature.*
However, questions soon developed that cast a shadow on
the practice of having forest products units at stations whose functions were restricted s o l ely to servin g
as field agents of the FPL. There were many regional
wood utilization problems that could be handled more
expeditiously by research at the stations, and local
pressures of the wood industries favored forest products
research units at stations as well as centralized,
*See page 155 of A National Program of Forest
Research.
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complex research at the national laboratory in Madison. Therefore, in the early 1950s we sought additional funding for modest utilization research units
at stations. They were often located at research
centers rather than at station headquarters. Their
purpose was to handle forest products research of a
local or regional character, often in cooperation
with the Madison laboratory. We still maintained the
"service" function, however, of the original FUS
units, in addition to research.
By the early 1960s the regional pressures for more
forest products research at the stations became
more intense, resulting, in one instance, in considerable political pressure for the establishment of a
Forest rroducts Laboratory in the South comparable in
skills and equipment to FPL in Madison. To help
explain to our research clients as well as to clarify
policy within the Forest Service research organization
itself, I had a special booklet prepared, and widely
distributed, that showed by use of organization charts,
illustrations, and description the nature of the forest
products utilization research at stations, its relation
to other research of the stations, and the cooperative
link between the FPL and the station forest products
utilization research units.* The term service was eliminated from the name of the utilization research units,
although it would not be until 1965 that the service
aspect itself would be transferred out of stations to
State and Private Forestry.
ERM:

Was this change in policy and its explanation accepted
by all concerned?

VLH:

Yes, after much discussion in which the FPL, the
Division of Forest Products Research in Washington,
and I participated in carefully developing the phraseology and contents of the booklet Focus on Research, A
Look into Wood Utilization Research. The Division of
Information and Education, of which Clint Davis was
director at that time, helped us prepare the text of
the booklet and edited it for publication. Both the
FPL and original FUS employees were reluctant to see
the service aspect of the station units "demoted" by
the decision to drop the term from the name, but the
FPL was relieved that I was not yielding to pressures
*USDA, Forest Service, Focus on Research: A Look
into Wood Utilization Research Activities of the Forest
Service, PA-615 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1964).
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for establishment of r egional f orest p roduct s laboratories on the general pattern of the Madison establishment. The station dir ecto rs were well satisfied, of
course, with the newly articulated policy. The policy
had existed since the early fifties, and now they had
a booklet for distribution that spelled out how the
policy was being implemen ted .
Only the Louisiana Forestry Association was visibly
disappointed in the policy and the booklet.
It had
protested vigorously to the Sout h ern Station and me ,
my decision not to program the construction of a major
forest products laboratory in the South. They had
appealed my decision to higher authority in the executive branch of government and had enlisted the help of
Senator Ellender from Louisiana, a senior member of
the Senate Appropriatio ns Committee, in an attempt to
persuade the appropriations committee chairman,
Senator Hayden, to add that item to the Forest Service
budget a nd to direct that the lab be constructed.
In telling me about the inciden~ Senator Hayden's
clerk of the subcommittee before which the Forest
Service app eared for hearings said:
"Senator Hayden
turned down the request of Senator Ellender on grounds
that you told him it was not in accordance with the
projected program and that the Forest Service was
opposed to it." In spite of initial bitterness over
this setback, the Louisiana Forestry Association
eventually became quite happy with the progress of
forest products r e search, which shared space with
several other station projects in our n e w research
facilities at Pineville, Louisiana.
ERM:

How well did the forest utilization r esear c h units work
out at the stations? Were they productive?

VLH:

They worked out very well during my time, and sub sequently I have read about their continued goo d progress.
For example, the project under Peter Koch's leadership
in the small (compared to th e Madison FPL complex) but
well - equipped forest products laboratory at Pineville,
Louisiana , has been r emarkably innovative and productive
of new wood processing methods and n ew equipment and
machinery for southern pine utilization.
And the
housing res earch under Richard F. Bloomquist's leadership at the Forest Service's Forestry Sciences
Labo ratory o n the campus of the University of Georgia
at Athens has made good progress.

ERM:

What was the second change in policy in regard to these
units--the one in 1965?

VLH:

That change was made as a r esult of the Bureau of Budget
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r eview of the Forest Se rvice 's organization in 1965.
As part of the r eorganizatio n of S and PF and it s
added mi ss ion of research applications, the service
function of Forest Utilizatio n Research a t the stati ons was transferred to S and PF.
I t was a logical
move that I initiated; I was glad to p ut fo r est products r esear c h at stations on the same footing as
other r esea r c h projects.
ERM:

Did this r equire transfer of personnel f r om Resear ch
to S and PF?

VLH:

Yes, it included transfe r of some of the Utilizatio n
project p eople to S and PF.
As a matter of fact, in
the next f ew years followin g r eo r gani zation, many
Resear c h people we re transferr e d to S a nd PF, some
to fill top positions in b ot h Washin gto n and th e fi e ld.

ERM:

What checks and b a lances did you initiate to consolidat e all these various g ains that had been made in
Rese arc h support, Research legislation, Resear c h
administration, and r eo rgani z ati o n? What did you do
to put a capsto n e o n al l that and set up some system
of inspection and g uidance to the peop l e under t h e
Rese ar c h bann e r o f the Forest Service?

VLH:

Th e r e were several new p o licies an d procedures of t ha t
n ature . Some were deve l ope d dur ing the preparation of
the projected r esear ch program, an d some done as f inal
actions design e d to make s ur e the stations understood
the c hanges.
I'll me ntion the more important .
A mult i ple-purpose r epor t in g system was d esig ned for
obtaining informat ion annually f r o m stat i o ns b y line
projects--date of establ ishme n t, research progress,
number of p e rso nnel ass igned, publications planned and
compl eted , costs of the proj ec t, and the like. This
reporting system gave t he Was hin gto n o ffice and statio n the info rmation n ee d e d for intern al use, an d
more impo r tantl y, it provided a time - savi n g feat ure
at the Washin gton level: without h aving to go back to
the stations, answers could be s u ppl i e d q ui ckly to
many quest i ons durin g the co urs e of t h e year from
exte rnal sources such as Congress, Bureau of Budget,
a nd the department's f in a n ce and budget people .
New outlets fo r publishing r esear c h fi ndin gs we r e
develope d thr o ugh wider u se of scientific journ als; a
means was develope d to b etter ide ntif y a nd numb e r
papers and n otes published b y stations in o rder to
fac ilitate their handling b y libraries and ot h e r s .
In collabo r atio n with Administration, Research
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established a task force to make a field study of the
workload and relationship of station management to
the present and projected research program of a station with the aim of improving research support
services to project leaders and their teams of
scientists. The report of the task force was published in June 1966.*
Overhaul and revision of the inspection system for
Research introduced a new type of Washington Off ice
inspection of field research. Called the General
Research Inspection, it was to be made at intervals of
five years for each station by the deputy chief--or
associate deputy chief--and an assistant to the deputy
chief.
During the last week of my term as deputy chief I
completely rewrote the research portion of the Forest
Service Manual. Excerpts of the Manual were then put
in a special publication as a handy reference to
"policy, definitions, and procedures that each Forest
Service researcher, from bench scientists to director,
needs to know in order to formulate and carry out
research programs . "**
I think I have already talked about this last item
and perhaps some of the others, too, during our discussion of related topics.
ERM:

In regard to the multiple- purpose reporting system,
wouldn't the information needed have been a part
normally of the director's annual report?

VLH :

No.

ERM:

It goes beyond that?

VLH:

The multiple-purpose report yielded information way
beyond that normally found in the station annual
reports and, in fact, considerably beyond that required by the department's uniform project system.
We needed the additional information for our own
internal planning and control and the detailed data
that we obtained were frequently called upon to
r e spond t o e xt e rnal r e quest s. Th e annual r e por t s of
*USDA, Forest Service, A Guide for Strengthening
Research Support Services (Washington, D.C.: GPO , 1966).
**Guide for Forest Research Scientists (1965), p. ii.
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stations normally did not provide detailed information
on personnel assignments, project costs, et cetera,
especially as the stations grew in size and complexity.
Moreover, the quality of the reports varied widely
among stations, depending upon the time and energy
that the directors personally dedicated to the task
of preparing them .
For many years the station annual report was a Washington office requirement.
I abolished that requirement
in the early fifties . Each station was told it could
continue its annual report or choose an alternative
method of reporting to its clientele. Most chose
alternative ways of keeping in touch with their
research customers. The Forest Products Laboratory
is the only unit that I can recall to maintain a
continuous record of annual reports, and the style and
character of its reports have changed several times.
The credit for designing the multiple-purpose system
of project reporting belongs largely to Ivan H. Sims,
staff assistant in my office during the 1950s. He
was followed by Thomas Lotti, who revised it periodically to keep
abreast of needs. During the 1960s,
after the department created the Off ice of Science and
Education, Science Director Nyle Brady made frequent
requests for special reports involving detailed project data. Our one-shot annual system of gathering
detailed information from the field enabled Lotti to
supply the required special report information in a
matter of hours.
In contrast, ARS, because it had to
go to the field for each special request , normally
required a minimum of two weeks for its response.
This great difference in response time attracted the
attention of Brady. He established a task force to
study the Forest Service system with the view of adopting it, or a version of it, department - wide. Tom
Lotti was a principal participant in that study.
ERM:

Did the new outlets for publishing research findings
include external as well as internal outlets?

VLH:

Yes. Our emphasis on external outlets was for our
basic scientific findings, the normal first appearances
for the results of scientific research .
In 1955 I
strongly endorsed and gave substantial support to a
proposal by Steve [Stephen Hopkins] Spurr, then a
professor in the Forestry Department of the School of
Natural Resources at the University of Michigan, to
have the Society of American Foresters publish a new
monthly journal devoted to scientific articles in
forestry.
Forest Science was the result. Steve Spurr
was the first editor of Forest Science; I served on
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its editorial board for ten years, 1955 through
1965.
I had offered Henry Clepper (executive vice president of SAF) financial support of this new
venture, in the event of need, by liberal purchase of
reprints of Forest Service authors, but the new
journal paid its own way from the start through subscription and normal reprint purc has es .
In addition,
we encouraged publication of scientific articles in
the many journal outlets represented in the thirtyf i ve or more disciplines that characterized our
research organization.
Resea r c h publications designed for the practitioner
had outlets in USDA bulletins and c irculars, in Forest
Service papers and notes, and in professional and
trade journals. One important improvement was the
comp lete overhaul and revision of the haphazard system
of papers and notes that were bein g published by stations and other research units of the Forest Service,
each acting independently of the other. We settled
on three types of Forest Service research publications, as I recall:
General Technical Reports,
Research Papers , and Research Notes. Each was to be
identified by a number, preceded by the initials of the
issuing unit and the phrase "USDA Forest Service."
Examples: USDA Forest Service General Techni cal
Repo rt W0-1 ; USDA Forest Service Research Paper SE-145;
USDA Forest Service Research Note FPL-22.
ERM:

According to the task force report, Station Management
was to become Support Services. That in c ludes library
service as well as the other more traditional things
such as administrative support through procurement of
supplies and equipment, financial management services,
and the like?

VLH:

Yes, it does.
Support Se rvices, during the mid- sixties
normally e mbraced four main activities o f a station:
Information Services--library, editor, v isual aids,
publication production, and information dissemination;
Biometrics Systems--statistical analysis methods,
computer programming, data processing, comput ing,
biometric research; Facilities Engineering--planning
and design of research structures and facilities,
plant engineering, instrumentation; Operation-administrative services, budge t and finance, pe rsonne l
management.
Support Services was headed by an assistant directo r of
the station and each of the four subdivisions by
competent and well - trained persons. One main purpose
of the task force study was to highlight the importance
of Support Services to the entire r esearch ente rprise
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and to define the career opportunities in this field in
order to attract and hold well - trained people.
ERM:

And to give Support Services more glamour.

VLH:

Of course.

ERM:

How about the General Research Inspection.
its purpose? How did it originate?

VLH:

The General Research Inspection (GRI) was recommended
by me about 1960, when our research began to expand very
rapidly, and was approved by chief and staff. The GRI
was designed to fill a critical gap in the Washington
office inspection system of field units . That system,
as it applied to stations at that time , consisted of a
General Functional Inspection (GFI) made periodically
by a Washington office research division director and
a General Integrating Inspection (GII) of a station and
neighboring national forest region, made at periodic
intervals by a deputy chief and the chief inspector
of the Forest Service. The GFI rev iewed activities in
some detail in certain research fields, while the GII
looked into policy matters of Service-wide importance,
major regional problems, and overall in-service and
external relationships. The gap between these two
inspections was to be bridged by the GRI, made by the
deputy chief or associate deputy chief for Research.
Neither the GII nor the GFI concerned itself very
deeply with such matters as research program development and balance, station organization, coordination
of project research activities, and effectiveness of
station Support Services. The GRI was designed
specifically to deal with such matters.

What was

The GRI report which I cited earlier in our discussion
describes on page 2 the purpose and scope of a GRI,
and the report as a whole illustrates the nature, tone,
and content of a GRI.*
ERM:

How long would these inspections usually last?

VLH:

Two to three weeks for a given station.
at intervals of five years.

ERM:

Did you ever find it necessary to alter the routine of
this interval and call for a special inspection , apart
from the regular five-year schedule?

GRis were made

*Report of General Research Inspection, Southern
Forest Experiment Station.
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VLH:

Yes, trouble-shooting trips were made frequently to
look into a new situation or problem.

ERM:

In other words, if there was a call for help, or if
you were aware of a growing problem for which there
was no call for help, you could go to a station and
deal with it. And you or Jemison generally did that,
too?

VLH:

Generally, either Jemison or I would go. Sometimes,
however, another member of the Research staff was
dispatched for that purpose.
If the problem was in
the research support bailiwick, a member of the staff
of Administration might look into it.

ERM:

The important thing to note here is that the General
Research Inspection was a new development in the
research inspection procedure.

VLH:

That is correct.
It was an added inspection to fill a
new and critical need of the time.

ERM:

The Guide for Forest Service Scientists is the publication that put a capstone on all the new developments
to date and provided manual guidance regarding those
developments to field research people. Has this
Guide been revised and kept up-to - date as further new
developments on procedures were made?

VLH:

As I said, I prepared this Guide just before I left
the Service in 1965.
I know it was revised once during
the latter part of the 1960s,and I assume it has been
revised further since then . The basic document, of
course, is the Forest Service Manual; it is a looseleaf affair that is revised whenever a change is made
in policy or procedure. The Guide consists , for the
most part, of excerpts from the Manual.

International Forestry

ERM:

Les, you've played a rather important role in international forestry.
First of all, perhaps you can
explain why this activity is now lodged in the
Research branch of the Forest Service.

VLH:

I assume the principal reason is that there hasn't
been a compelling reason to place it elsewhere in
the Service.
In the early days, up to World War II,
the Forest Service's involvement in foreign forestry
was confined largely to research. Many Forest
Service researchers, notably Raphael Zon and William
Sparhawk , kept up with foreign developments in forest
science , policy, and practices through library
research and occasional overseas travel. And during
World War II, Al [Albert C.] Cline headed a project
in the Division of Forest Economics of the Research
Branch that studied for e st resources of certain
foreign countries, a project under contract with U.S .
intelligence agencies. After the war, the Forest
Service broadened its international activities beyond
the research interest. Notwithstanding the broadened
interest and a growing participation , the primary
responsibility for international forestry as a whole
remained in Research.
Research had the concern and
gave the kind of leadership to it that would have
been hard to find elsewhere in the Service during the
postwar decades of the rapid development of Forest
Service involvement in international activities.
I don't want to leave the impression that this organizational arrangement went unchallenged.
For in 1951,
abou t a year after I was appointed a ssistant c hief for
Research, Earl Loveridge, a ssistant c hief for Administration, proposed to chief and staff that primary
responsibility for looking after international
forestry be assigned to either State and Private
Forestry or Administration. His reasons were that the
character of Forest Service involvement had changed
from research to largely technical assistance to
developing countries; that S and PF had expertise in the
technical assistance field through its domestic program
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of support to states for service assistance to owners
of small forest land; and that much of the international
staff work was already being done by Administration-recruitment and personnel actions, travel arrangements, etc.--in connection with foreign technical
assistance.
Chief and staff rejected the Loveridge proposal in
favor of leaving international forestry in Research.
Lyle F. Watts, then c hjef of the Forest Service, felt
strongly about the matter.
It was his wish that I
give that activity its needed leadership through the
• critical years of its early development and growth.
He wanted to see the Forest Service play a major role
in international forestry.
ERM:

What were some of the things you did in that area?

VLH:

I have a list here of things I did or helped to do.
The list shows six principal areas:
(1) organization
of the Forest Service international effort to deal
with that activity; (2) participation in the affairs
and activities sponsored by the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO); (3) the
world forestry congresses; (4) the International Union
of Forestry Research Organizations (IUFRO); (5), the
Public Law 480 grant program for forestry research at
foreign institutions; (6) the International Union of
Societies of Foresters.
Under "organizing the effort" there were three principal activities. The first involved creating a more
effective organizational arrangement within the Forest
Service itself. Work being done in various divisions
was gradually brought together in a single unit attached
to my office.
It was first called Foreign Forestry
Unit and was headed by Al Cline until his retirement
in 1961; it was then changed to Foreign Forestry
Services, with Robert K. Winters as director.
(Later it
became Division of International Forestry and now it is the
International Forestry Staff.) Both Cline and Winters
were capable leaders with deep interest in international
work.
The second action was to personally participate in all
department committees and meetings that involved policy
matters relating to USDA involvement in United States
bilateral technical assistance programs, exchange of
visiting teams of specialists with the Soviet Union,
and whatever.
My third organizing effort was to become a regular
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member of the government interagency committee pertaining to FAO and other United Nations activities that
involved programs in agriculture and forestry.
Interagency committee work consisted mainly of discussion
of U.S. policy, and position papers relating to international meetings.
ERM:

To what extent would you say that your organizing
efforts contributed to a broadening of the scope of

Forest Service participation in international forestry,
as well as making its involvement more effective?
VLH:

There isn't any question about it, they were highly
effective in making both broadening of scope and
effective participation possible . Organized as we
became within the Forest Service, we were able to
bring good staff support for our involvements, whether
for U.S. training programs and schedules for foreign
visitors, studies of forest resources of foreign
countries, or preparations for international meetings .
Moreover, because of my regular and active participation on the policy level in departmental and interagency deliberations relative to international
agriculture and forestry, I was able to develop
excellent working relations with other government
agencie~ and especially the State Department, which
greatly facilitated Forest Service participation in
international forestry.
For example, I had ready
access to people in the State Department who dealt with
United States' hosting of international mee tings and of
U.S. participation in meetings in other countries, as
well as access to Ame rican embassie s abroad that greatly
facilitated our travel arrangements and participation
in forestry meetings.
All this in turn led to a broadening of the scope of
Forest Service interest and effective participation in
international forestry affair~ as is indicated by the
rapidly growing list of Forest Service involvements in
that area during my time .

ERM:

How were the international activities of the Forest
Service financed? Did you have a line item in your
budget for this purpos~ or did you make assessme nts
against congressional appropriations for othe r specific
items in order to meet these costs?

VLH:

To a large extent, Forest Service participation was
supported under contractual arrangements with government agencies having direct responsibility for the work:
for example, the forest resource studies of certain
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foreign countries were supported by the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Defense Department, and
others directly concerned with international security.
The training work for foreign nationals in the United
States was supported by the Agency for International
Development in the Department of State, as was the
assignment of Forest Service personnel to foreign
countries in behalf of AID; and the State Department
financed the travel of leaders of the more important
U.S. official delegations to international meetings.
Beyond these costs, there were certain expenses, of
course, that were borne by the Forest Servi c e through
assessment against its regular budget items.
General
assessments, meaning those against all Forest Service
activities, supported some of the costs of my international forestry staff, and assessments against
research items alone supported my time on international
forestry and the time and travel of research personnel
in connection with international research organizations
and meetings .
I was one of the leading exponents in policy meetings
of the interagency c ommittee for having the agency
which had direct responsibility for international work
provide funds to cooperating government agencies for
their administrative as well as direct costs. We won
our case against considerable initial resistance from
the State Department and AID, who claimed that it was
the policy of the p resident that all departments should
cooperate in carrying out international work of the U.S.
government. But their case was weakened in the face
of developing congressional sentiment that favored
funding of reasonable costs of the cooperating agency
by the agency that had responsibility by law for the
activity.
FAO affairs and activities comprised the second category
of our participation in international forestry.
In
this class were the preparation for and participation in
the work of the U.S. delegation to the FAO conferences,
which were held in Rome at two - year intervals, and
participation in the meetings of the Latin American and
North American forestry commissions.
I was a regular
member, as the forestry delegate , of the U . S. delegation
to the FAO conferences in Rome during most of the 1950s ,
but skipped most of the conferences in the 1960s .
I
regularly headed the U.S. delegations to the FAO Latin
American forestry rree tings,
held every two years, and
chaired the Latin American Forestry Research Committee,
a subsidiary body of the commission.
I also played the
leading role in organizing the North American Forestry
Commission.
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ERM:

Did these initial trips to Rome stimulate your interest
in international forestry?

VLH:

They certainly helped. Like other people, when first
introduced to foreign travel I was attracted by the
glamour of it all , the great differences in cultures
of countries, and in seeing first han d t h e hist o ri cal
institutions and sites of older civilizations.
Nevertheless, the motive that really sustained my efforts
was the fact that international forestry was one of
my Forest Service responsibilities and I felt obligated
to redeem that trust.
I'd had no experience in international travel and
meetings prior to 1951 when Lyle Watts , then chief of
the Forest Service, asked me to accompany him to Rome
to the FAO conference that was being held f o r the first
time in its new headquarters in that city, following
its move from Washington, D.C., in 1950.
To help
justify my addition to the U.S . delegation , Watts
had me schedule a trip to Greece and France as an
extension of the one to Rome .
Watts was designated by the FAO Forestry Division as
chairman of the forestry committe~ which was comprised
of forestry delegates from member countries . This left
me to be the spokesman for the U.S. at the committee
meetings. Because of this capacity I was also made
chairman of a subcommittee composed of selected delegates from both the forestry and agricultural committees
to consider the question of adding work on livestock
grazing in forest ranges to the program of FAO.
It was the position of tbe U.S. delegation that FAO
should deal with forest ranges, and we had advance
knowledge that the Forestry Division wished to undertake
such work. However, the Agricultural Division of FAO
had questioned within the FAO family circle the need
for this work, in view of the grazing activities already
going on in the Pasture Branch of the Agricultural
Division.
It was the hope of the Forestry Division
that I could persuade the subcommittee to re c ommend
the forest-range problem for FAO attention in its upcoming program.
I was to report back the next morning
to the forestry committee the results of our subcommittee
session .
The subcommittee session went poorly. We lacked
simultaneous interpretation from one language to another ,
and neither the forestry nor agricultural delegates
understood how forest ranges might be managed for
mutual benefit of livestock and forest.
The forestry
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delegates looked upon grazing animals as serious pests
which should be eliminated if possible. The agricul tural delegates were curious about my use of the word
range. They first thought I was talking about geographical mountain ranges.
In the end, our allotted
time was up and we had accomplished nothing.
Later that evening I told Lyle Watts what had happened.
He said he was not surprised. He had not expected the
subcommittee to endorse the proposal. When I asked
Lyle for suggestions on how I might promote the range
work in forestry committee the next day, he replied,
"Frankly, I don't know what can be done.
I'm afraid
the proposal will not get the needed support for a
resolution calling on the Forestry Division to initiate
forest-range work." I spent much of that night thinking
about strategy for gaining the needed support.
This was all very new to me, but I had the advice and
counsel of a good friend, Ted Haig, for whom I had
worked in the Forest Service during the late 1930s .
Haig had joined the forestry staff of FAQ in 1951. With
his back- room coaching on who's who among the forestry
delegates, their interests, and likelihood for support
of a resolution for the range work, I managed to maneuver
a proposal to successful passage that called upon FAQ
to expand its forestry program to include livestock
grazing on land within and related to forests.
My
apparent aptitude for this sort of work and achievement
at this FAQ conference probably was decisive in influencing Watts to leave international forestry with
Research.
My further trip to Greece and France was equally n e w
and impressive.
I was met in style by a car and driver
from the American e mbassy and delivered to the hands of
Forest Service nationals who then took me on a weeklong tour of their respective nations' forests.
In
each case my guide was a government forest officer who
had previously visited the United States as a guest of
the U.S. Forest Service under a U.S. government program
that had financed his trip.
In northern Greece in December with temperatures well
below freezing, I slept in small-town hotel rooms that
were unheated and wholly without running water.
I ate
in restaurants where the cook stove served both as
buffet and space heater.
I saw goats on eroded hillsides eating brush and other plants to their very roots;
saw herdsmen, each with his scrawny dog, an Americanmade cigarette lighter, and an empty cigarette pack.
My return trip to Athens to attend a banquet arranged by
the Greek forest service in my honor was planned to
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take eight hours by jeep. We were slowed during a
snowstorm in traffic jams on mountain roads so we
decided to store the jeep and proceed by train. But
the train was six hours late. When we reached Athens
the banquet was over .
France was a contrast. Lodgings in small towns were
warm and comfortable . Woods and mill practices were
less wasteful than ours, although not efficient by our
standards. Light, selective harvesting of trees was
done in national parks. Big tall o ak trees that were
sold as individual trees to plywood plants by the
French forest s ervice from state forests were felled by
axmen , whose procedure was to first climb the tree to
trim off branches and to top it, then to dig a two- foot
trench at its base, and finally to fell the branchless
bole by axe that left the stump height eighteen inches
below ground. Branch wood and chips were carried home
by the two-man axe crew for firewood as a bonus.
One highlight of the trip was a visit to a hunting
lodge with well-filled stables of horses and foxhounds,
and a hunting horn that was played to show me how it
all went.
A highlight of each day, which started at 10 a.m. and
went to 3 p.m. without break, was the stop for lunch.
My host would remark as three o'clock approached, 11 !
know of a little place ahead where we can get food and
drink. 11 The food turned out to be a multicourse
dinner, preceded by American cocktails presumably in
my honor, and accompanied by a bottle of French dinner
wine, painstakingly and ceremoniously selected by my
host from an assortment of dust-covered bottles directly
fetched from the cellar.
All this was heady stuff, to be sure, for a neophyte,
and I can't say I didn't enjoy it. But beyond unforgettable personal experiences, I was stimulated to
believe that American forestry had much to learn from ,
as well as to give to, international forestry.
It was
this basic belief that urged me on to develop more and
more involvement of the Forest Service and other U.S.
agencies and individuals in world forestry.
ERM:

I suppose you found these foreign trips provided you
with a pretty good forum for spreading the word about
what was going on in the U.S. research area and also
building further the prestige of American forestry,
particularly that of the federal government, is that
right?

VLH:

That's right.

And it wasn't long before many others,
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both in the Forest Service and outside , became active in
one way or another in international forestry.
This
was particularly true in regard to IUFRO and the World
Forestry congresses , both designed for exchange of
ideas and information among nationals of various
countries.
Along the line of your question, there was another kind
of benefit to Forest Service research, a department
in-house benefit, that derived from the close working
relations of members of the early U.S. delegations to
the FAO Rome conferences.
In the early years of FAO,
after its move from Washington to Rome, the U. S .
delegation was always led by either the secretary o f
Agriculture (Charles Brannon in 1951) or an assistant
s ecretary (John Davis in 1953~ and included several
other top level people in the department. We developed
U.S. positions in principle as a group in early morning
meetings o f the delegation at the American embassy, and
then allowed each member much freedom in dealing with
issues as they arose in their respective meetings during
the day. During these three-week sessions in Rome we
naturally became well acquainted, at times mixing
family with business.
I'm sure the FAO conferences of
1951 and 1953 were largely instrumental in my gaining
ready access to, and acceptance by, the department's
inner councils on research policy and coordination .
The prestige of the Forest Service and of its research
progr am was thus enhanced within the department, via
the international route.
ERM:

Did the department's top echelon continue to lead the
U.S. delegation to the FAO conferences in Rome after
those early years? Or was this early period one of
breaking new ground that required on-the- spot highlevel government participation?

VLH:

As time went on after the early 1950s, the U.S.
delegation was not as a rule led by the s ecretary or
an assistant s ecretary . That task usually was delegated
to lesser officials,whose duty it was to make sure that
no member of the delegation departed from written
position papers prepared in advance in Washington. The
early period was one of excitement, high hopes, and
innovation in regard to FAO pol i cies and programs.
Cultivating and weeding old programs had less appeal
than working in the vineyard of new policies and programs. Member governments of FAO after the first
few years appeared to lack the desire or will to break
new ground. Perhaps there was no new ground left.

ERM:

Why do you think that was so?
in this growing apathy?

Would you say FAO shared
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VLH:

I can speak only for my time, 1951 to 1966. What has
happened since is beyond my knowledge, except for what
I read about all United Nations bodies.
I suspect that
FAQ has continued to slip in world opinion along with
the other government sponsored bodies, as poverty and
hunger in the third world have persisted and program
disappointments have given way to a measure of
national disillusionments.
FAO, like other specialized
agencies of the U.N. became increasingly possessed with
problems and interests of the developing nations, and
member governments increasingly became more oriented
to national self-interests.
In the face of this situation, I would say that many officials in FAQ shared in
growing frustrations about its mission .
I know how
several of the forestry officials appeared to me when
I last visited their offices in Rome in 1970: a study
in weariness and harrassment as they gave sidelong
glances at heaps of paperwork awaiting attention and
talked of dwindling budgets, rising costs of doing
business, and other problems.

ERM:

What was the nature and purpose of the regional
forestry commissions sponsored by FAQ?

VLH:

They were sponsored by FAQ as a means by which countries
in a given geographic region could g e t together every
two years to exchange information on their respective
forest policies and programs, and for the purpose of
making regional recommendations about programs which
FAQ should carry out.
Initially, soon after the
creation of FAO itself, there were forestry commissions
established in Europe, Asia, and Latin America.

ERM:

The Forest Service became an active participant in the
Latin American Forestry Commission, is that right?
Why this commission and not the others?

VLH:

Yes, we were active participants in the FAO-LAFC. We
were not active participants in the others because we
had no national forestry programs within the regional
scope of the other commissions. Our national f orest
and our research station in Puerto Rico were the
program reasons that made U.S. membership in the Latin
American Commission attractive.
Frank Wadsworth,
director of our Tropical Institute of Forestry in
Puerto Rico, has long been a leader in world tropical
forestry and has been active in the LAFC. Wadsworth
succeeded me as c hairman of the LAFC Forestry Research
Committee in 1961.

ERM:

When was the North American Forestry Commission
established?
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VLH:

In 1961. That was the date of the first meeting in
Mexico City.
Actuall~ the bylaws for its establishment were approved by FAQ and the U.S. State Department
in 1960.

ERM:

Why wasn't this commission established at the same
time as the others? Was its purpose different?

VLH:

Its purpose was similar to the others except that
the NAFC placed more emphasis on its independence of
services from FAQ. But, 1 ike the other commissions, its
purpose was mutual benefits from programs such as
exchange of information and techniques on problems of
member countries .
In the case of NAFC, the initial
program interest was on forest fires, insects and
diseases, forest genetics, and wildlife. The reason
the NAFC was not established sooner is a matter of long
history.
Mexico favored establishment of a North American
commission from the beginning of FAQ and repeatedly
made a request to each successive conference in Rome
for that action.
FAQ agreed to act on the proposal only
if Canada and the U.S. also favored establishment . As
forestry spokesman for the U.S. delegation , I repeatedly
endorsed the Mexican request and said the U.S. would
participate if the commission were established.
Canada, however, repeatedly questioned the need for the
commission and asked for further time to study the idea.
During the latter part of the 1950s, the head of the
U.S. delegation, Ralph Roberts, asked me to seek a
definite answer from Canada and to be prepared to lay
the whole matter to rest at the next FAQ conference.
My first move was to determine FAQ's precise position
regarding the proposed North American Forestry Commission.
I discovered its attitude had changed since the
Mexican request had first been made.
It now would
support the establishment of NAFC only on condition
that it would cost FAQ nothing . Servicing the three
existing regional commissions had proved to be a larger
drain on the organization's resources than originally
contemplated, and any new commitments against its
current forestry budget would have to be for programs
wholly oriented to the needs of developing countries.
Secondly, with the help of Ralph Phillips, then head
of the International Organizations Unit in the Department of Agriculture, I prepared a draft of bylaws that
would have Mexico , Canada, and the U.S. taking turns
in hosting the forestry commission meetings; have
Spanish and English as official languages; and have
each country providing the president and secretary for
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the commission during the two - year period of its turn
as host. Our State Department agreed to provide an
operations officer, simultaneous language interpretati o n services, and translation and report pre paration
for the periodi c meetings to be hosted by the U.S.
Thirdly , I sent cop i es of the dr aft of the proposed
bylaws to Canada and Mexico , and to FAO through the
State Department , asking for reviews . Along with the
copy to Canada, I wr ote Jack Harrison , then director
of the Canadian forest servi ce, asking him to set up
a me e ting in whi c h Phillips and I could an swer ques tions regarding the proposed commission.
Whe n we arrived, Harrison was still stalling by
questioning the need for the commission . Howeve r, h e
changed abruptly when I suggested that Phillips and I
would talk to people in other Canadian d e partme nts and
we might co nside r going ahead with establishment of the
commission if , fo r example, the forest insect people
lodged in o ne of t h e other de partme nts wished to join.
It was no sec r et that M. M. Prebbl e, head of the
Canadian fo r est insect \\.Drk, wanted to join. Harrison
said he would call a me e ting in his office the next
da y at which r e prese ntati ves of the forest insect
divi s ion a nd persons of any ot her units int e r ested
would b e present to dis c uss Canada's position regarding the proposal .
Ha rrison announ ced at this n ext meet ing hi s d ecision as
head of forestry work to re commend that Canada s upport
establishment of the commission and invit e d the o th e r
organizational units to join him in hi s r ecommendatio n. An e xt e rn a l affairs off icer had already informed
him , he r e marke d, that there would be no objection
to Canada's me mb ers hip.
My fourth and l ast organizing job fo r t h e commiss i on
was to r evise the bylaws in accordance with comments
from revi ewe rs . Most of the r evisio ns were minor, but
one involved a technicality f r o m the v i ewpo int of the
l egal office of FAO. Our State Departme nt was advised
b y FAO that we could not u se t h e te rm sec r etary becau se that term would imply, acco rding to the FAO
constitutio n, an FAQ commitme nt to provide the
i ndi cate d se r vice . The term rapport e ur was suggested
as an FAQ acceptable alter native.
We agree d.
Followi n g the 1960 Wo rld Forestry Congress in Se attle,
McArdl e and I met with Enrique Be ltran of Mexico to
plan the sequence of meeti n gs of the n ew commissio n .
Beltran agreed to host the first meeti n g in 1961 in
Mexico City and thus s tart the r otat ion which would
I
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then make Canada host in 1963 and the United States
in 1965, according to the schedule that I had proposed.
I was to serve as rapporteur for the commission
until its meeting in Mexico City and I promised to
initiate the establishment of at least three committees
who would report their respective proposals for work
programs at the first commission meeting in Mexico
City.
ERM:

The Fifth World Forestry Congress was held in Seattle,
Washington , in 1960. How was the decision made to hold
this congress in the United States?

VLH:

The final decision to recommend to the FAQ council
that the United States was willing to host the Fifth
World Forestry Congress was, of course, made by the
U.S. State Department. The FAQ council approved the
recommendation. The U. S. decision was preceded by a
number of steps.
As early as 1952, Lyle Watts asked me to arrange a
meeting of representatives of public and private
forestry organizations to consider whether the United
States should offer to host the next congress. He
predicted that their reactions would be negative;
nevertheless, he felt we should give them a chance to
formally consider the matter.
I prepared background
material on procedures and costs, including the hard
fact that the private sector would have to bear some
of the costs. As Watts anticipated, the responses at
the meeting were nearly all negative . The costs were
seen as far exceeding benefits.

ERM:

Who were some of the nongovernment people at the
meeting?

VLH:

I can't recall their names from memory. However, we
invited r e presentatives from all national conservation,
forestry, and forest products organizations .
Included,
of course, were people from the Society of American
Foresters and the American Forestry Association.
In
fact, Henry Clepper helped prepare the list of invitees.
The results of this meeting showed quite plainly that
a promotional program would be needed to d evelop public
sentiment in favor of bringing a world forestry congress
to the United States. Such a program began in 1955
when the Western Forestry and Conservation Association
urge d that the Fifth World Forestry Congress be
invited to the U.S. As the newly appointed chairman
of the Int e rnational Affairs Committee of the Society,
I encouraged other organizations to consider the
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question. The results were similar resolutions in 1956
by the Society of American Foresters, the American
Forestry Association, and the Forest Farmers Association.
At Henry Clepper's suggestion, I also prepared
informational flyers about the World Forestry Congresses
that could be distributed at meetings of various
organizations; also an article for publication in
American Forests.* Sentiment in favor of bringing the
congress to the United States soon began to mount,
and the U.S. government in 1957 made the official
offer to host the Fifth World Forestry Congress in
1960.
It was promptly accepted.
Accompanied by E . F . Heacox of Weyerhaeuser Company
and a member of the council of SAF, Stuart Moir of the
Western Forestry and Conservation Association, Corydon
Wagner of St. Paul and Tacoma Lumber Company, and
Dean Gordon D. Marckworth of the College of Forestry
at the University of Washington, I called upon Henry
Schmitz, a forester and then president of the University of Washington, in search of a site for the
congress. Schmitz offered his uni ve rsity facilities,
and thes~ together with the Seattle hotels, seemed
adequate to accommodate the two thousand participants
which I had established as a key planning statistic.
Ted Haig took early retirement from FAO to rejoin the
Forest Service for a couple of years in order to help
us organize and operate the congress. The story of
the congress itself is contained in its proceedings.**
ERM:

Were the proceedings of this congress published?

VLH:

Yes, in three volumes.

ERM:

Who published them?

VLH:

The Organizing Committee of the Fifth World Forestry
Congress was responsible for this task.
Actually,
the Executive Committee of the organizing body, of
which I was chairman, made the arrangements to have
this done.
The work of compiling, editing, design,
and other things one must do was contributed by staff
members of the Forest Service under the leadership of
*V. L. Harper, "The Fifth World Forestry Congress, "
American Forests 62 (November 1956): 6 - 55.
**Proceedings of the Fifth World Forestry Congress,
3 vols. (Washington, D.C.: Organizing Committee of
the Fifth World Fores try Congress, 1960).
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Clint Davis, director of the Division of Information
and Education. Printing was contracted out to a
private printer in Washington, D.C .
ERM:

Did the published proceedings go only to members of
the congress who had paid registration fees or were
some copies also made available for sale to the
public?

VLH:

Several hundred extra copies beyond those needed for
fee-paying members of the congress were printed and
we tried to sell them to the public. We had little
success. The cost of printing and mailing the three
volumes of the proceedings to members of the congress
greatly exceeded the funds we had available from all
sources--registration fees, industry and other cash
contributions, and sales to the public. This deficit
was met through purchase by the Forest Service of the
entire stock of unsold copies, which then enabled the
Executive Committee to pay the remaining balance for
printing and mailing. Some of the acquired copies
were sent by the Forest Service to its field units and
the rest were held in stock to fill special requests
from libraries and other organizations.

ERM:

Do you think the Fifth World Forestry Congress performed a service in bringing so many participants
from other lands to this country?

VLH :

Yes, I'm sure it did . And it was widely appreciated and
applauded by the participants . It was the first such
congress to be held in the western hemisphere and in a
measure helped repay an earlier debt to European
forestry from which we had gained so much.
On the domestic front it was a success also . For the
first time that I could remember, everyone, private and
public, individuals and organizations alike, with an
interest in forests and forestry worked harmoniously
as they prepared and conducted field tours, provided
home entertainment, sponsored social functions, and
did all the other things it takes to stage a big
international meeting . The only jarring note of any
consequence c ame when Patrick Goldsworthy, president of
the North Cascade Conservation Council and an active
member of the Sierra Club, distributed Sierra Club
anti- multiple use literature at one of the meetings.
The incident was more upsetting to some of the Americans
than to foreign participants, who were not unaccustomed
to anti-tactics from dissenting segments of their
respective peoples. The incident is noteworthy since
it foreshadowed a barrage of p r o t es t ye t t o c ome in the
ensuing years of the 1960s as the era of environmental
activism unfolded.
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ERM :

You laid the g roundwork which permitted the Forest
Service r esear c h organization to r e j oin the Internat i o n a l
Union of Forestry Resear c h Organizations in 1 956. What
provoked your activity in that area?

VLH:

My b e li ef that Forest Service r esear chers neede d the
opportunity to exc hange ideas and information with
r esearch sc ientists of other coun t ri es . Th e Forest
Service had b een a member of IUFRO for several years
prior to World War II. Aft e r th e war and the advent
of FAO it became the poli cy of FAQ to abso rb the work
of all international forestry bodies, including I UFRO .
Whe n I became Chief of Resear c h in 1951, I was told
by Ly l e Watts that i t was Forest Service and U . S.
gove rnme nt po licy to support FAQ's a ttempt at taking
ove r int e rnati o nal forestry r esearch and that t h e U.S.
For es t Service was n o t to r ejo in IUFRO.
It took a
few year s of inquiry a nd probing fo r me to di scove r
that IUFRO was not to b e absorbed b y FAQ a nd that the
State Departme n t n o longer o bj ected to our r e j oi ning
the research organi zat i o n.

ERM:

Th e U.S. State De partmen t h a d droppe d its support for
the tak eover of IUFRO by FAO?

VLH:

Yes, that apparently happe n e d in 194~ unknown to Watts.
In 1948 there was a confe r e n ce of I UFRO delegates in
Helsinki calle d fo r t he purpose of consi deri n g a
p roposal of FAQ that IUFRO me r ge with FAQ. The
confere n ce r e j ected the p r oposal with indignation.
Th e de l egates co n s ide r ed it quite impossible for a
p ure ly sci e n tific association such as IUFRO to be
merged with a political o r ga ni zation lik e FAQ . As
Julius Speer wrot e in 1972 in hi s bri e f history of
IUFRO:
" Experience had shown that sc i ent is ts we r e
quite capab l e of arranging their own contacts and
exchan ges of expe rien ce."*
After this r e jection , an agr eeme n t was conclud e d
b etwee n the two o r gani zations in 1949 t hat guaranteed
t h e co ntinue d identity of IUFRO and p r ovided t h at
secr etariat se r vices to the uni on would be p r ovided
by FAQ . The agreement a lso specifie d t h at the union
would invite FAQ observers to all I UFRO meetings . **
*Julius Spee r, I UFRO: 1892- 1972 , (As, Norway:
International Union of Forest r y Research Organizations,
1972), p . 14.
**Ibid.
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The rejection of the takeover and agreement between the
two organizations undoubtedly was reported at the 1949
FAO conference, and accordingly there no longer was
any reason for U.S. government support for the FAO
takeover.
ERM :

The rejection by IUFRO ended the matter.

VLH:

It did not end the conflict between the two organizations.
For a full decade and more after the 1949
agreement there were occasional maneuvers by FAO to
gain a measure of control over IUFRO or its domain,
and there was almost constant tension and suspicion
on the part of IUFRO over imagined or real threats
against its interests. After bitter complaints about
an alleged dictatorial attitude of FAO by members of
the International Council of IUFRO at the Union's
congress in 1956 in Oxford, England, FAO requested ,
in writing, release from its obligation to provide
secretariat services to IUFRO. The request was
readily agreed to by IUFRO's Permanent Committee in
1957.
Severing secretariat arrangements, however, did not
arrest the suspicions of IUFRO regarding FAQ'S
intentions. For example, it was difficult for Andre
Metro (who r e placed I. T. Haig in 1957 as the FAO
representative to IUFRO meetings of its Permanent
Committee) to make the slightest suggestion without
being rebuffed by the committee. Because of this,
Metro and I used to discuss his proposals in advance
so that I could prepare the way for their reception.
In this way we initiated such things as the concept
of jointly sponsored specialized international workshops for certain fields of research, such as forest
genetics. These jointly sponsored meetings by FAO
and IUFRO became quit e popular.
The real turning point toward more cordial relations
came in 1963 as a result of a speech I made at a
meeting of IUFRO's Section 41, Forest Products, in
Madison, Wisconsin.* The speech discussed the proper
roles of IUFRO and FAO and declared that both were
essential and that one was complementary to the other.
*USDA, Forest Service, The Roles of International
Union of Forestry Research Organizations and Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations in
World Forest Products Utilization, by V. L . Harper
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1963), processed.
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This speech, which was widely distributed, was
favorably received throughout both organizations.
As reported by Julius Speer, president of IUFRO , at
the Sixth World Forestry Congress in Madrid in 1966,
there was now good "correlation between FAO and
IUFRO."*
ERM:

Forest Service failure to reJ01n IUFRO prior to your
time as head of Research was based on the State
Department policy of supporting FAO in its desire to
take over IUFRO, is that correct?

VLH:

Not quite correct.
I think that, from what I
learned from the State Department represe ntative on
the FAO Interagency Committee, Lyle F. Watts and
E. I. Kotok initiated the U.S. policy of supporting
the FAO in the takeover.
Thi s initiative was in the
early years of FAO, prior to 1949. The FAO Interagency
Committee adopted the Forest Service recommendation ,
and that is how it became U.S. government policy.

ERM:

Did IUFRO encounter the same problem in relation to
getting government forestry research agencies in
other countries to come back in as members after the
war?

VLH:

No.
As far as I was able to learn, most of the former
members returned and some new members had joined by
1953 , as reported that year during the IUFRO Congress
in Rome.

ERM:

Your research organization did not rejoin until 1956.
What caused the long delay?

VLH :

First of all, it was 1953 before I got all the facts
together about the who and why of the opposition to
our rejoining IUFRO. When the State Department
learned that the Forest Service wished to join the
unio~ I was first told that there was no problem.
I
was to make a formal application to State and it
would be approved.
Instead, it was turned down by
the budget o ff ice of the State Department because the
congressional allowance for international membership
dues had been exhau sted for that year.
According to budget procedures then in effect, all
memberships of federal governme nt bodies in
*Julius Speer, "Forestry Research ," in Proceedings of the Sixth World Forestry Congress, 3 vols.
(Madrid: Organizing Committee of the Sixth World
Forestry Congress, 1966), pp. 929-935.
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int e rnational organizations that required payment of
dues , regardl ess of the source of f unds fo r the
purpose, h a d to b e approved by the State Departme n t
and such approvals r e ported t o Congress annually.
Th e r e h a d b ee n great expansio n in the number of fede r al
me mbe r s hi p s during the l ate 1940s and earl y 1950s with
a cons equence that Congress b ecame h igh ly c r itical of
t h e Stat e Department's lac k of r est raint in such
matt e rs.
To force a tighter r e in, a st ri ct mon ey limit
was impose d on the total allowance for membership
cos t s . The limi t virtually prevented a n y new member ships.
Eventually, I worked around that obstacl e by explaining
to Stat e that the cost of membership in I UFRO was r eally
not f o r dues but for subscription to the union's
docume nts and r esear c h papers, which we r e issued b ot h
annually and p e riodi call y . On the basis of this
technicality, our application was clea r e d by the State
De partme nt.
We were tol d to proceed wit h r ejoi nin g
IUFRO since o ur case did n ot come unde r the provisions
of mandat ory reporting to Congress . Th e fact t hat the
annual subscription cos t was s mall was a factor in
getting this favorable d ecision .
ERM:

Th e U.S . r esear c h o r ganizations had considerable impact
o n IUFRO' s d evelopme nt durin g the time you were
personally active in it s affairs. As you look back
o n t hat period, what d o yo u see as t heir signi ficant
impacts on t h e union ?

VLH:

There were, o f course, federal, university, and
private forestry res ear c h organizations f r o m t h e Unite d
States wh o h e ld membership in IUFRO.
Th e r e we r e many
impacts at the section l ead e rship and scientific
l evels from all of these U.S. o r ganization s . My own
r ole was at the policy a nd govern ance level. Speaking
from this vanta ge point I could name several impo r tan t
developments which I was deeply involved in , but n one
stands o ut in my memor y as more important t han e ither the
achi eveme nt in the multilingual forestry terminology
a r ea or the r ejuve n a ti o n of the for est products section
of IUFRO.

ERM:

He nry Cl eppe r was invol ve d in the terminology p r oject,
was he not?

VLH:

Yes, as executive secretar y of the Society of American
Fo r esters, hi s Society was t h e managing contractor
fo r the t e rminol ogy p roject durin g its English-version
phase. The pro j ect was f unde d at my inst i gation by a
gr a nt from re sear c h funds of the U. S . Forest Service
an d the Canadian fo r est se rvic e in the proport i o n

154
roughly of $75,000 and $25,00Q respectively, for a
five - year period. F. C. Ford-Robertson of Oxford,
England, whom I persuaded to take the job, was the
full-time project leader in the work and editor of
the finished publication.*
ERM:

What made the forest products achievement especially
significant?

VLH :

In the first place, the achievement wasour success
in retaining forest products in IUFRO against a
politically maneuvered attempt by FAO and an ambitious German professor of forest products to lure it
away.
Secondly, the remarkable recovery from dormancy
of the forest products section of IUFRO was a demonstration of the value of the selection of a dynamic
section leader by the Permanent Committee and of
giving him guidance and support from the top echelon
of IUFRO.
All this started when Julius Speer announced at the
I UFRO Permanent Committee meeting in 1960 that a new
international organization for wood science was
being organized with headquarters in West Germany
but under FAO sponsorship and secretariat services .
Reason:
the forest products section of IUFRO was
inactive and incapable of doing justice to that
important field of international concern.
The announcement precipitated a heated debate within
the committee over whether to try to stop the move ment to divest IUFRO of its forest products work or
do nothing and thus let the union's forest products
section die. By majority vote, the Permanent
Committee agreed to try to rejuvenate the forest
products section and elected me as leader of whatever
strategy I could devise to persuade f orest p roducts
laboratories to join IUFRO Section 41 ( f orest p roducts)
and to make Section 41 an effective unit of the organization .

ERM:

Was the view that forest products should share the same
organization as forest production generally held in the
United States?

VLH:

Not as a general rule, I'm sorry to say.
I was told by
Egon Glesinger, then director of the Division of
*F. C. Ford-Robertson, ed . , Terminology of Forest
Science, Technology, Practice, and Products, EnglishLanguage Version of the Multilingual Forestry Terminology
Series, no. 1 (Washington, D.C.: Society of American
Foresters, 1971).
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Forestry and Forest Products of FAO, that he had
canvassed opinions on whether forest products belonged
in IUFRO from several U.S. universities with wood
utilization research programs, as well as from the U . S.
Forest Products Laboratory in Madison, Wisconsin, and
the answer was an overwhelming no.
ERM:

Isn ' t it true that forest products is usually in
organ izat ions separate from forestry here in the United
States?

VLH:

Yes, to a large extent.
The Society of American
Foresters has some members whose primary professional
interest is in the products field.
Nevertheless, by
and large, professional products people do have their
own national organizations:
Society of Wood Science
and Technology, Forest Products Research Society,
Technical Association of Pulp and Paper Industry
(TAPP I) and perhaps others.
I believe this situation
holds for other countries also.

ERM:

What was IUFRO's rationale for wanting to retain forest
products?

VLH:

The rationale that I presented to the Permanent
Committee in 1960, which won agreement to try to retain
forest products in IUFRO , was that I deplored the
splintering of forestry organizations--n ational or
international -- into specialties that became independent
and separate from their parent organizations for lack
of attention to the fact that there is a natural,
common bond of interdependence that should tend to
hold them together, even though loosely.
I pointed
out t hat we h ad been remiss in neglecting our forest
products section, in allowing it to wither on the vine
without any guidance or help from the top level of
IUFRO to prevent that state of affairs . Lastly, we
were then faced with a challenge to our leadership and
international influence; the test was whether we had
the desire, will, and ability to regain and build a
strong forest products section of IUFRO in a contest
with FAO aimed at taking forest products out of IUFRO.
I predicted that if we failed this challenge we could
look forward to further inroads and deterioration of
IUFRO.
I wasn't at all surprised that the committee wanted me
to take on the task that I outlined.

ERM:

What actions did you take on this assignment?

VLH:

First I enlisted the help of Edward Locke, then director
of our Forest Products Laboratory in Madison ,
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Wisconsin.
Between us we visited most of the forest
products laboratories and institutes in northern and
central Europe on our way to the 1961 congress of IUFRO
in Vienna.
Along the way we gained large support for
a reorganized section of forest products in IUFRO and
commitments that forest products delegates would
attend the upcoming congress.
At a well-attended and enthusiastic meeting of forest
products specialists at the congress, Ed Locke was
elected the new leader of the section.
To help prevent
ruffled feelings, the former leader of the section, who
had defected to the FAO idea , was offered a seat on
the Permanent Committee .
Egon Glesinger was at the congress and witnessed the
rebirth of the IUFRO products section, which he
acc epted in notably good grace and spirit. His only
comment to me personally was:
"A job well done; you
should be elected president of IUFR0. 11
ERM:

How would you rate IUFRO's value to forest scientists
here and elsewhere in the world?

VLH:

Its value is strongly related to the participation of
scientists. Those countries with large programs of
research--federal ,
university, and private--and
having policies allowing and encouraging a liberal
participation in the work of IUFRO will profit the most
in total, but not necessarily most per scientist,
over the smaller countries.
Forestry scientists of
the United States have strong reasons for belonging to
IUFRO.
I know for certain that our Forest Service
researchers and their research programs have benefited
to a large degree from their association with IUFRO.

ERM:

What role did you play in getting funds to finance
foreign scientists on forestry problems of interest
to the United States?

VLH:

I played no direct role in that process; the funds
came from the sale of agricultural products in
countries of soft currencies.
Under P.L. 480 as
amended, cooperative agricultural and forestry
research between the United States and a given
country could be financed out of soft currency generated by sale of agricultural products to that country . *
*Public Law 480, Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistan ce Act o f 1 9 54 , was a me nde d Jun e 30 , 1958 to
permit use of soft currencies for research purposes of
benefit to the United States.
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The research, to be performed by a country's own
scientists, had to be basic, of benefit to the United
States, and related to U.S. agency research.
The
department's research program in this area was
administered by the Agricultural Research Service . My
role was to establish forestry as an important segment
of the program.
My activities in IUFRO, which had put
me in touch with many heads of forestry research
institutes in other countries, was an important factor
in arranging cooperative projects .
Supervision of the foreign research grants in forestry
was done by Forest Service Research personnel drawn
from our Washington office staff and stations. Bert
R. Lexen of the Forest Management Research Division
was transferred to ARS as assistant director of the
Program for Forestry.
ERM:

Where is Lexen now?

VLH:

He is retired and living in Michigan. He is more
knowledgeable than anyone else about the problems and
successes of the cooperative foreign forestry research
during its early years.
By the mid-sixties the forestry
part of this program had reached about one million
dollars annually and forestry res e arch grants had been
made in countries of Europe, Middle East, Asia, and
Latin America.

ERM:

This gave a lot of people in the Forest Service a
great chance to broaden their own horizons, didn't it?

VLH:

Yes, travel by our research scientists to foreign
countries to negotiate grants and supervise the
administrative aspect of the cooperative research
added a new dimension to their work which was stimulating to them.
I'm sure our own programs benefit
from the contacts they made during these trips beyond
the results alone of the cooperative projects .

ERM:

You and Tom Gill were cofounders of the International
Union of Societies of Foresters. What prompte d you
to undertake that task?

VLH:

I suppose the main reason was that I believed in the
objective of an international body to promote professionalism in forestry on a worldwide basis and
that I was offered a leadership job in that regard that
I couldn't refuse. The initiating body for this
undertaking in 1964 was the International Relations
Committee of the Society of American Foresters, of
which I was chairman and Tom Gill was a member and
strong advocate of the conce pt.
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At a meeting in Madrid in 1966 I was elected president
of a provisional international union of national
societies by a small group of colleagues with whom I
had worked i n I UFRO and FAO and who were also leaders
in their respective national professional societies.
In fact, our going ahead with the formation of the new
international organization at that time appeared predicated entirely on my willingness to personally lead
the effort.
Tom Gill was elected executive secretary of the
organizing group, and he and I were empowered to
select representatives from other societies to serve
with us.
In 1969 I was elected president of the formally
launched IUSF at an organizing congress of eleven
national societies held in Washington, D . C . ; R. Keith
Arnold was elected executive direct o~ replaci n g Tom
Gill, who had requested retirement because of health
reasons.
In 1974 , at Helsinki, Finland, IUSF held
its second congress, replete with plenary and commission sessions and field- study tours. The Proceedings
of the Second Congress show that IUSF had made a very
good beginning.*
Lead ers hip for the establishment and beginning pe rio d
of IUSF came from a relatively small numbe r of
American forester~ who worked with only uncertain
support of the Society of American Foresters. The SAF
Council in 1964 granted Gill and me, at our request,
permission to exp lore, under auspices of the SAF
International Relations Committee, the feasibility of
establishing an international association of national
societies of foresters.
But from that date until a
membership ref ere ndum in December 1969, which strongly
favored joining IUSF, the SAF leadership cont inuall y
expressed doubt about the wisdom of the venture and
gave no financial support to it. Tom Gill and I paid
all of our travel and operating expenses out of our
own pockets during the organizing period, 1964 to
1969, and we rai sed the money to support the 1969
organizing congress, with muc h of it coming from our
personal funds .
*Proceedings of the Second Congress of the
International Union of Societies of Foresters, 2 vols . ,
(Helsinki, Finland: Society of Finnis h Foresters,
1974).
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With natural and characteristic action the Forest
Service came to the aid of IUSF during the critical
period of 1969 to 1974, when the new organization was
beginning its formal international role.
R. Keith
Arnold, executive director of IUSF for that period,
was Forest Service d e puty c hief for Research and he
a nd his able assistants, Bob [R . Z . ] Callaham and
Amy [E . ] King, received much material as well as moral
support f r om their agen cy in carrying out IUSF duties.
Some seventy years earlier the Forest Service had pro vi de d the leadership and r elated support that established the Society of American Foresters.
The seat of govern ance of IUSF passed to Finland in
1975 when Veikko J . Palosuo and Mauno Melvasao, both
of the Finnish Society of Foresters, were elected
president and executive director, respectively.
Bob Callaham of the Society of American Foresters
was elected to the executive board. The membership of
I USF had grown to nineteen national societies of
which the SAF was by far the largest. Much of the
future of I USF quite understandably will depend on
the future official attitude and active participation of
the SAF .
ERM:

Do you think the prestige of American forestry has gone
up in the world as a result of t h is?

VLH:

I'm sure it has, with the result of IUSF plus IUFRO
and all the other international ventures participated
in by American foresters .

ERM:

Eur opean foresters generally used to hold themselves
rather superior to the rest of the world in forestry.
I'm not so sure that they do any longer, but there
certainly was a time when they felt the sun rose and
set on their superior knowledge in the field.
Does
t h at conform with your own observations?

VLH:

I think t h at is correct. Certain l y the profession of
forestry in Europe is much olde r than it is in America
and t h ere wasn't any question about their superiority
for a long time .
I suspect European foresters no
longer feel all that superior . American foresters
have become very active and visible since World War
II in the world forestry community .

ERM:

Have you been aided at all in your duties by facility
in other languages?

VLH:

No, I 'm sorry to say that I don't handle foreign
languages with facility .
I know some French, German,
and Spanish and can make o u t with difficulty in reading
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these languages, but that is all I can do save for a
few phrases of the spoken word.
ERM:

It's on an un , deux basis .

VLH:

Oui, Monsieur. Probably one reason that I and many
other English-speaking persons don't use other
languages is that there are so many of us at international gatherings.

ERM:

Or they have interprete rs at meetings.

VLH:

Right.

ERM:

I would imagine in IUFRO meetings that earphones are
on many of the participants.

VLH:

At opening and closing sessions and other plenary
meetings this would be true.
Many smaller sessions
are apt to be in English.
Unlike IUFRO and other
nongovernmental organizations, meetings of the United
Nations agencies always have simultaneous interpretation in all official languages, except in very small
working parties, and then they provide individual
shoulder interpretation where needed.
At such meetings
national prestige is at stake.

ERM:

Nationalism raises its head.

VLH:

Yes.
The French are good examples. Many of them speak
very good English or German but still they usually
insist on delivering a paper in their native tongue.

ERM:

The French never bow the intellectual knee to anyone.
They feel their tradition--academic accomplishments
and culture--is indeed inferior to none and superior to
most.

VLH:

They are a proud people. Perhaps the French are a bit
too sensitive about what they consider their due
respect from others at international gatherings. Nevertheless , they and the British delegates are dependably
good in any international undertaking.

ERM:

How did the State Department view your work?

VLH:

With enthusiastic approval during my time . The State
Department considered the Forest Service among their
more able cooperators in the scientific and technological aspects of foreign policy.

ERM:

Are there any forestry attach~s in the various embassies?
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VLH:

There we r en' t any during my time and I don't believe
t h e r e are any now.
Before agricultural attach es were
transfe rre d from the State Depart men t t o the Departme nt o f Agriculture in the 1950s , I initiated di s c ussion s within Agriculture over the appare n t need
for forestry attaches in some count ri es.
But nothing
was do n e about it then.
After the trans fer, it b ecame
eas i e r to work out fo restry n eeds along with t h ose of
agriculture, all to b e handled b y our agricultural
attaches .

ERM :

Some European coun t ries h ave for estry attaches i n their
embassies in Washington.

VLH:

Yes, Germany and Swe d e n.

ERM:

How would you rat e t he value of international exper iences and wo rk to the Fo r est Service? You h ave
alluded to thi s before . Did it h elp t h e Forest Service
in general or o nly i n some specific ways?

VLH:

I think there were a numb er of specific ways in which
the Fo r es t Service b e nefit e d and in total these ways
b e nefit e d the Se r v ice in ge n e ral.
Certainly the active
participation of o ur r esearch people in IUFRO was a
g r eat he lp to Fo r est Service resear ch as wel l as a
co ntributio n to sc i e n ce in ot her count ri es.
The
invo l veme nt of Forest Service people in technical
ass istance assignments t o other coun tries and in
internatio nal meetings ha s b o th broadened their
expe ri ence a nd brought r ewardin g values to the Fo r est
Service.
The Forest Se r vice has gained added p r estige
abroad for its support of international undertakings
a nd its substantial contributio n t o wo rld fo r est r y.
In a ll this, the Forest Service h as a lso se rved U.S.
fo rei g n policy.

George M. Jemison

A fascina t ion with the subject of fire as it relates
to forestry has been central to the long Forest Service career
of George M. Jemison .
As a junior forester, he worked on fire
danger measurement studies in Montana, continued in forest
fire research in North Carolina and throughout his twelve year tour of duty at the Forest Serv i ce Branch of Research in
Washington, D . C .
Jemison led the first group of U. S . foresters
eve r to visit Russia for the purpose of observing forest
conditions and forestry practices.
As another indication of
his involvement on the international scene, Jemison served for
three years as president of the International Union of Forest
Research Organizations .
He is the author of over fifty
research papers on fire control techniques and silviculture,
and is now a Professor Emeritus of Forestry.
After waiting a long time for acceptance of his fire
danger rating system by federal and state agencies , Jemison
was eventually requested by the Washington branch of the Forest
Service to develop a national fire danger rating system.
One
of his chief efforts over the years was to obtain sources of
financia l support for fire science programs at universities,
and fire research in general.
His emphases as an administrator
were on sound program development and problem selection and
analyses.
Other of Jemison ' s interests were developing support
for the research center field organization, and establishing
cooperative relationships between the Forest Service experiment
stations, state boards of forestry, and industry .
He testified
frequently before congressional committees and acted as congres sional liaison during his years as Assistant Chief and then
Deputy Chief of Research in Washington .

Earl y Fores try Research Topics
Forest fires,

fire danger r atings, fire science and insects

Elwood R . Maunder: This is Elwood R . Maunder speaking
from the Seminar Room of the School of Forestry
at Oregon State University , in Corvallis,
Oregon.
It is Tuesday, August 23, 1977.
I am
here to interview Dr. George M. Jemison , who is
associated with the School of Forestry here and
a retired former Deputy Chief of the Forest
Service for Research .
Your early experience in Forest Service work
came even before you finished school.
I under stand you worked in the summers when you were
going to the University of Idaho getti ng your
bac helor's degree.
Could you briefly tell
some o f that experience and what you feel its
impact on your later c areer might have been?
George M. Jemison:
I worked for three summers on the
Coeur d'Alene National Forest in No rthern Idaho
at various jobs , first as a trail c r ew laborer
in 1927 , then in 1928 as a for e st fire lookout .
I stayed out of school in 1928 and 1929, and
worke d in the woods of the Coeur d'Al e n e Fo r es t
at a number of other jobs during a prolonged
fall, followe d by an early spring. These in cluded packing, telephone lin e maintenan ce, and
a whole vari ety of administrative c h o r es that
were common to a range r distri ct in the 1920s .
Durin g the s umme r of 1929, I was f o r eman o f a
small surveying crew, r e lo cating section lines
and section co rners in burned-over country preparatory t o a remapping job . That, in a nutshell, constitut e d my e xp e ri e n ce o n the fo r est
during my college years.
ERM:

You were exposed ear l y in your life to fo r est fire ,
whi c h became a major topic of your r esear c h . Did
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that early experience have any important impact on
you, or was it only incidental?
GMJ:

I think you might label it as inc ide ntal, although
I did work on small and large fires as a fire
fighter and a smoke chaser. What really got me
interested in forest fire meteorology and fire
research in general was a visit to th e University
of Idaho and Harry T. Gisborne, who was the father
of forest fire research, you might say. A very
extensive forest history report authored by
Charles E. Hardy has been published on Gisborn e 's
career by the University of Montana in c ooperation
with the Fore st Service .* A great deal o f my
experience with Gisborne is containe d in this
report and in a taped interview deposited in the
archives at the University of Montana in Missoula.
But t o get back to your question, Gisborne was a
very inspiring person. When he came to the
University of Idaho and gave talks on the outlook
for progress through forest fire researc h, I was
so intrigued that I applied for and got a summer
job in 1930 under Gisborne at the Priest River
(Idaho) branch of the Northern Ro c ky Mountain
Forest and Range Experiment
Station. Subsequently
in 1931 I receiv ed my first profe ssional appointment
there under Gisborne in forest fir e me teorology
work.

ERM:

What did you do in that assignment?

GMJ:

Well, I did a lot of menial work whil e learning
the rudiments of the research metho d. My principal
job was to take fire weather observations at four
forest locations three times a day and to learn how
to operat e , maintain , and repair various instruments.
I had the experie nce of climbing a tree topped at
150 feet, in order to maintain the weather instruments placed there . This was not only a thrill but
a lot of fun , too .
I also built weathe r shelters,
put up fences , things of this kind.

*Ch a r les E. Hardy, The Gisb o rn e Er a of Fo r est
Fire Resea r c h (Un ivers i ty of Mo nt a n a Fo r es t a nd
Co n ser vati o n Exp e rime nt Stat ion and USDA Fore st Se rvice,
1977), processed.
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But the main recollection I have o f those first
years is of the extremely stimulating role that
Gisborne played in my life. He was a very dynamic
person. When I dug fence post holes , he would not
only grab the shovel and help but at the same time
talk about the program, its objecti v es and goals,
why we were doing certain things, and what the
payoff would likely be . He was an extremely
helpful man to take a young person like myself,
get me all fired up, and try to give me an under standing of what research was about .

ERM:

Gisborne's story, I suppose, is rather carefully
drawn in the work you say has been published by
the University of Montana and the Forest Service.

GMJ:

Yes, that's correct.

ERM:

Do you thi n k that story is c omplete? Can you
think of anything that might be added in the way
of an anecdote or an insight?

GMJ:

This published report on Gisborne's life was built
from interviews with a number of people, including
myself.
I believe it is quite complete , and it
does include many anecdotes to illustrate the
c h aracteristics of the man . He was a fiery,
intense person, quick to point out de f iciencies
but also to praise when someone did good work .
He demanded very high standards and kept them
himself. Physically, he literally drove himself
to the grave; you may recall that he died of heart
failure while examining the Mann Gulch fire in
Montana after fifteen smokejumpers had been
incinerated. He was a great person and i t wa s a
p ri v ilege t o work under under him.

ERM:

In 1932 or 1933, you studied under another man,
F. X. Schumacher, where you had a somewhat different
training , in statistical methods. Would you relate
that part of your story and the influe nce of
Schumacher on your life?

GMJ:

In 1932 most of us did field research by accumulating large numbers of data without really
knowing how to design field experiments or how
to test the reliability or signific anc e of
statistical measures obtained. So there had
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arisen in the Forest Service nationally a strong
belief that this deficiency had to be c orrected.
I was fortunate to be selected as one of the young
trainees to go back to Washington and study under
F. X. Schumacher, who was probably the leading
forest statistician in the country at the time.
Schumacher, like Gisborne, was a very dynamic
person, and a very likable chap. He was fun to
work with and an excellent teacher.
Those of us who were detailed there for a nine month period to study statistical methods had our
own mass of data, which became the learning vehicle.
We analyzed our data under Schumacher ' s direction
and in the process he taught us the basics of the
statistical method. We were also required to take
night sch ool courses in the Department of Agriculture Graduate School, whi ch added to our understanding of statistics.
I think I came away from
that training, as did the other trainees , with a
fairly good basic understanding of the statistical
method as it should be applied in field research.

ERM:

Who were some of your associates at the time?

GMJ:

Charlie Connaughton, Bill Hornibrook , Roy Chapman,
and Luther Schnur were with me, I think .

ERM:

Were you the first group brought to that intensive
study?

GMJ:

I believe that Roy Chapman preceded us by one year,
but we were the first group of trainees that
entered t his program, and it continued for many
years.

ERM:

During the thirties and forties, little of the
forester's field knowledge had been translated
into formulas or graphs so that it could be
readily applied by anyone dealing with the problems .
At what point during your career was the scientific
basis for field projects generally understood by
men in the field who had no education or training
in advanced mathematics and forest science? Can
you cite evidence of the old-timers' distrust of
the new professionals?

GMJ:

When I came back from the detail in Washington ,
Gisborne, although he was not old in years , was
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an old-timer in terms of his rank in the fie ld
of fire research. He was frankly quite distrustful of the "new" statistical method approach, and
very cautious about applying it.
I guess it was
probably in the early 1940s and fo l lowing World
War II, when there was great expansion in research,
that the value of a statistical basis for planning
and conducting research was generally accepted .
There were, as you suggest, old-timers who doubted
that all this newfangled stuff really was worth
anything. But by that time, you see, about eight
or ten years later, there had been e nough good work
done to demonstrate that these methods r eally paid
off .

ERM:

Did the stimulus come out of the Washington
office or from some other quarter? Was it influenced to any extent by what was beginning to
happen in some of the better fo restry schools in
the country?

GMJ:

Certainly , forestry schools played a big r ole .
As a matt er of fact, Schumacher left the Forest
Service, as you know , and went to Duke University
as a professor in forest statistics and mensuration
in 1938 or 1939 . And I think the acceptance of
statistical met ho d s grew partly because of people
like Charlie Connaughton, who certainly had b een
well-trained. He b ecame a station di r ec tor and
therefore had an opportunity to influence the
met hods u sed.
In my own case, when I wen t back
to Missoula, I was a s ked to hold a statistical
training course for the r est of the staff .
Incidentall y, Lyle Watts, later c hief of the Forest
Service, was one of my students . He was our
s tation d irector at the time . Gradually, through
things like that cour se, understanding and knowledge of statistics spread.

ERM:

How long did it take before statistical training
got into the mainstream of forestry education?

GMJ:

In 1930 or 1931, I took a course at t h e Unive r s it y
of Idaho in what was called research methods.
It
touched on some key principles of statistics, but
it was so poorly taught and v ague that I don't
believe many of the students really understood the
subject. By the late thirties, there were enou gh
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well-trained statistics teachers so that the courses
began to develop valuable breadth, intensity, and
background.
ERM:

Were there any papers presented through the professional group SAF [Society of American Foresters]
or its journal, or any special lectures in the
universities that perhaps you see as benchmarks
or beginning points?

GMJ:

The Forest Service organized seminars beginning
in, oh, I'd say the mid-thirties, at which the few
national experts , like G. W. Snedecor from Iowa
State University (who was not a forester), and
R. A. Fisher from England, came and h eld seminars.

ERM:

Did we gather important help from foreign sources,
then, in the beginning?

GMJ:

R. A. Fisher was the author of a prominent book
on analysis of variance. While he was very
difficult to read and understand, he certainly
had a strong influence on getting better experimental
design and analytical methods instilled into the
field of forestry.

~M:

Major forest fire research contributions during
this period were analyses relating forest fuel
moisture to weather factors.
Who were the people
most involved in that research?

GMJ:

This particular ar ea of research was my principal
assigned responsibility under Gisborne. He was
probably one of the first researchers in forest
fire meteorology to recognize that a systematic
method of measuring the key factors in critical
fire conditions was necessary to predetermining
what kind of action to take in increasingly severe
fire weather. Measuring factors such as precipi tation, wind velocity, temperature, humidity , and
the inflammability of lightweight fuels was the
key to knowing what was like ly to happen if a fire
started.
With the urging of Earle H. Clapp, in 1931 or 1932
Gisborne conceived the first fire danger meter,
which was a slide rul e typ e device t h at inte g rat~d
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these basic fuel moisture and weather factors into
numerical ratings call ed fire danger.
This system
of measurement insured uniformity of evaluation
for similar conditions measured simultaneously.
And, if co nditions varied from place to place,
there would be different evaluations based on a
se ri es of instrumental measurements and a corre lation of weather and fuel factors.
This early
work was the birth of the fire danger rating system,
later great ly refined by others, which is now used
worldwide.
ERM:

Do I recall correctly that Bush [William B .] Osborne
had something to do with this?

GMJ:

No, I do not believe so.
I knew Bush Osborne, a
ve ry ingenious person.
He invented the Osborne
Fire Finder, which is still in use today, and he
developed other devices very useful in fire control.
Julius Larson probably coi ned a phrase in the lat e
1920s that h ad the greatest impact on the recognition of the influence of weather on fire.
It went
something like, the infinitely small is the all powerful.
He was talking about relative humidity.
Then Gisborne began to develop new knowledge in
this area, such as the effect of humidity on fuel
moisture.

ERM:

Were there any other centers of research in your
field besides the one that Gisborne led?

GMJ:

Yes . McArdle, of course, began work in this same
fie ld in the early 1930s. He too was interested
in developing the fire danger rating system, and
some of the men working with him were very productive in developing low-cost instruments that could
be used by organizations wit h little funds to spend
for that type of equipment. McArdle was behind
the development of a cheap precipitation gauge,
and a wind measuring device. He also helped
develop fuel moisture indicator sticks and a
weighing device.
The work was done principally
by George M. Byram and his associates, although
McArdle led the program and probably had the initial
ideas.
Another one of the early developments under
McArdle was the haze meter, which measured the
vis ibi lity of smoke from a small forest fire.
It
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enabled lookout men to determine how far they could
pick up such a smoke, and how intensive the detection
network ought to be as visibility conditions changed
daily or weekly.
ERM:

This was all happening in the early thirties, in
the depths of the Great Depression when, I suppose,
getting money for research was not the easiest
task.

GMJ:

As a young forester, I was conscious of our lack
of funds, but we got by mostly because we did the
work ourselves over long hours . One time Gisborne
had an idea for developing a very cheap wind
measuring gauge that copied the old letter S-shaped
galvanized metal sign that twirls in the wind. We
had 160 of them made by a local plumber for two
dollars apiece.
Each instrument required a separate
calibration because no two were made alike.
My wife and I spent many evenings driving up and
down the Jack Pine Flats on a level road near
Priest River. She would drive at five, ten, or
fifteen miles an hour while I lay on the fender,
counting and timing the revolutions of the
instrument mounted out front in order to develop
a calibration curve. This was the way we overcame
the financial problems . It was primitive but very
effective compared with other methods that we had
in those days.

ERM:

When did you meet and marry your wife?

GMJ:

We met at college .

ERM:

In Idaho?

GMJ:

Yes.
In the year I stayed out of school, 19281929, before I went back to work in the woods in
April, I went down to visit my roommate, who was
engaged to the president of the Delta Delta Delta
sorority . He wasn't about to forego his weekend
of dates with his betrothed because I was visiting
him, so he got me blind dates for that weekend.
My wife, Bea, turned out to be one of them. We
went together after that and eventually got married
in 1931, after I was through undergraduate school.
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ERM:

You went on to Yale to get a master's degree in
1936. Were you encouraged by your superiors in
the Forest Service to do this , or was it your own
idea?

GMJ :

I had always had in mind a plan to get my doctorate
someday. However , my plan included, quite unlike
many young people's today , getting experience on
the job before I went back for graduate work.
I
felt, having done that, I would have a better basis
for a more serious selection of study are as.
However , I was strongly encouraged b y both Gisborne
and Lyle Watts , who by then was director of the
s tation where I worked , to seek graduate study.
I
had been assigned a phase of fire danger rating
that was to incorporate the effect of living
vegetation on inflammability and fire behavior.
I had started some field studies and so, when I
went back to Yale , I felt a strong need for training
in areas that I had not had a chance to study before,
namely, organic chemistry, plant physiology, and
forest soils, which is really what I emphasized
during my year at Yale . This led, of c ourse, to
a master ' s degree, and I wrote my thesis on a
fragment of data I had on the effect of living
vegetation on fire behavior.

ERM :

Who did you think of as your mentor then?

GMJ:

My major professor was Harold J . Lutz , but I took
work from Pop [Ralph Chipman ] Hawley.
I also did
a great deal of work over in the Osborne Botanical
Laboratory under a physiologist and plant chemist
who was not associated with the forestry school ,
Professor Carl Duber.
I got to know and respect
Dean [Henry S.] Graves very much there , and of
course H. H. Chapman.
Although I didn't take any
work from him, I got to know him quite well.
I
took forest pathology from Professor Jack Boyce.
We became well - acquainted and I admired him a
great deal.

ERM:

From Yale you returned to the Forest Servic e and
went to the Appalachian Forest Experiment
Station
[name c hanged to Southeastern Forest Experiment
Station in 1947] in 1937. Did you go straight from
Yale to that appointment?
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GMJ:

No, I was back at Priest River for the 1936 field
season and the winter in Missoula.
I went to the
Appalachian Station , Asheville, North Carolina, in
April 1937.

ERM:

What were your responsibilities in this new assign ment?

GMJ:

By that time, the fire danger rating system h ad
become rather firmly established in the West. The
Southeastern and Appalachian regions were plagued
by a great many fires, a n d their fire administrators
thought this new system of measuring fire danger
held great promise. After this transfer, I was
put in charge of developing the fire research
program at the Appalachian Station. They had a
small program under way, but it was expanded to
include development of a fire danger rating system
for the South and the Southeast. Subsequently this
system was established in twenty-thr ee eastern and
southern states.

ERM:

How did you and Bea look upon this move from the
West, where you had lived most of your lives, to
Appalachia?

GMJ :

We were both westerners and we left with some
nostalgia , I guess you'd say, but very willingly .
I realized that I needed new challenges, new
contacts, a broader understanding of forestry .
This region certainly gave me all those opportunities, and we had no trepidation whatsoever
about leaving.

ERM:

This is a part of being in government service ,
isn't it?

GMJ:

Yes. We moved about a good deal in our lives. We
were always fortunate, I think, to land in one of
the better places that could be found, and my wife
and family never hesitated to gather up our belongings and move when the time came.

ERM:

It must have been in Appalachia that you first
encountered Clarence Forsling?

GMJ:

Yes, he was the director of the station in 1937
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when I got there and transferred away soon there after.
ERM:

Do you have any vivid recollections of Clarence or
of your association with him?

GMJ:

He went , as you k now, i n to the Washington office to
head Research . When I had occasional job offers
from outs i de, or perhaps different assignments
inside, the Forest Service, I recall counseling
with him, and he was very helpful. He didn't tell
me what to do, but he always laid out the pros and
cons for each possible change, which I appreciated.
I always admired Clarence for his ability to take
a young guy and give him direction .

ERM:

Did you encounter others in the Forest Service who
have had somewhat similar experiences in dealing
with Forsling?

GMJ:

I guess the answer would be no to your specific
question, but I am very co n f i dent that others
associated with Clarence Forsling admired him
greatly , undoubtedly because of his ability to
work with people, understand their problems, and
give them soun d advice .

ERM:

You soon encountered Dick McArdle, who s u ccee de d
Forsling in 1938, so your assignment carried over
into McArd le's regime?

GMJ:

That's right.

ERM:

Dick also had the reputation of being a very personable leader-- a man who established rather close
friendships with many people.
I wonder if you'd
care to comment on McArdle's personality?

GMJ :

Without any question, he was one of the finest
bosses I've ever had . What you said is true.
Just
a marvelous person. He was not only technically a
sound leader of research and a man who understood
the basic principles and problems of organizing
and doing his job, but he was one of the most helpful
and kindly perso n s I've ever been associated with.
For example , he would take one of my early, very
terrible attempts at writing a technical report and
he would sit down to help me. Here he was, a busy
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man, director of a big station.
He would not only
show me what I did wrong but how to do it right,
and the reasons why.
In addition to this, he was extremely concerned
with the personal lives of his folks.
He went out
of his way to make adjustments easy and to be sure
that the job was not unne cessarily a burden. During
a prolonged assignment fo llowing the New England
hurri can e disaster of 1938, and during World War II
when I was away from home, McArdle was the one who
found reasons for me to get back to Asheville now
and then to be with my fami ly--perfectly legitimate
reasons, but it shows that, although I was out from under
his immediate a rea of responsibility for months on
end, h e did not forget I existed. He was the
kindest and most thoughtful person; I couldn't say
enough about McArdle.
ERM:

At the Appalachian Station you assumed the leadership of fire dange r rating re search and developed
a system adopted by federal and state agencies in
twenty-three eastern and southern states. How did
you achieve acceptance of this system? Was it
arrived at piecemeal or all at once?

GMJ:

It had to be achieved piecemeal.
And, as you know,
the great difference between the South and East and
West is in the responsibility for fire protection
that goes with jurisdiction of the land.
In the
South a nd East, it was a private and state fire
protection program rather than federal.
Of course,
there were federal programs, too, in limited areas
of federal lands, but the job of selling and understanding the use of the fire danger rating system
was p rimarily through the states.
This meant that
we had to work with twenty-three state foreste rs
and their staffs. We found some, of cour se, who
were r eady and willing to accept this system and
try it; others thought it was fo r the birds.

ERM:

Can you remember the state foresters wh o were most
easily and quickly persuaded?

GMJ:

Yes. One was State Forester Peterson in Virginia.
Another was Bill [William J.] Hammerly , wh o was
assistant state forester in South Carolina . Later
on the folks in Maine, Connecticu~ and Maryland
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were ve ry quick to accept it.

ERM:

Who were the most reluctant?

GMJ:

I won't name names b ecau se I don't r emembe r some
of the state foresters, but De laware, New York
state, oddly enough, Kentucky, and Louisiana .
Hux Coulter in Flor ida came along fine; no problems
i n Geo rgia o r New Hampshire.
It varied , but with
twenty-three states we had so much to do t h at we
worked o n the o n es who were more willing until we
got those systems going. Gradually, the ot her s
saw their neighbors using this system, and we
r eally didn't hav e all that much trouble wit hin
our allotted time span.
A couple of events that
perhaps we'll get to later, really sold the program.

ERM:

In other words, personalities, mor e than ot her
factors such as differences in state government ,
were t h e most important?

GMJ:

I don't believe any state gove rnment policies
said, we are not going to fool a r ound with fire
danger ratings .
I think it came down to
personalities and the belief of the leaders in
somet hin g new. When they saw their fellow state
foresters u si ng and making a success of the system,
t h ey began to wonder, maybe that's somethi n g we
should look into. We soon found that t h ey were
anxious to go along.

ERM:

Was your time largely spent spreading the gospel
t hroughout the r egion?

GMJ:

I wouldn't say spreading t h e gospel, exactly .
I
did a lot of r esearch, along wit h my colleagu es,
to get the basis for a danger rating system that
worked in t he Appalachians and in the southern pine
r egions .
Incidentally, there was also a development
of the inst rume nt s and field moisture indi catin g
materials, things that were n ew and different fro m
what we had in the west .
I did a lot of research
that required my presence in the field, establi s hing measuring stat i ons to c h eck a nd test our
product. Through this process I gradual l y got
acquainted with the principal state fire protection
officers.
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ERM:

What events worked favorably in behalf of this
program?

GMJ:

I'd have to go back to the West to give the best
illustration.
The measured forest fire danger
system in 1934 showed that we were in the beginning of one of the most hazardous per i ods of fire
weather that we'd ever had in the Selway- Nezperce
National Forest and Clearwater regions of North
Central Idaho. The supervisor of the Selway
Forest had been asking desperately for additional
funds to beef up his pre-suppression force in
anticipation of blow- up fire conditions. On
August 10, 1934, a small local thunderstorm
started about ten lightning fires in the Selway
Forest . All were suppressed but two that got
away.
Two days later the Pete King and McClendon
Butte fires were burning.
Subsequently, they
burned together to create a burned area of upwards
of two hundred thousand acres.
Witnessed by Roy Headley, fire c ontrol chief, and
assistant chief Stockdale from the Washington
office, that incident convinced them that it would
have been far better to have allowed the use of
the Forest Fire Fund for pre- suppression purposes
than to wait until there was a conflagration to
open the purse strings and spend thousands of
dollars on suppression.
So in 1935, with permission
of Congress, the Forest Service issued authority
to the field for using the Forest Fire Fund to
beef up prevention and pre-suppression activities,
if a forest fire danger system indicated that such
was necessary.
Of course, that sold the fire danger rating system
right there.
If a superviso r had no fire danger
rating system, he would not be authorized to use
these funds in advance.
It was hot stuff--let's
get on the bandwagon, and it was a sound decision
to urge the forces to stop the fires before they
got to be conflagrations.
The states did not have the authority to draw on
public funds in advance of fires.
But that good
idea, measuring present conditions in some systematic
way in order to judge what might happen in the
future, carried over into the South and the East,
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and certainly helped sell the principle of fire
danger ratings.
ERM:

It seems unfortunately to be true that we have to
almost face disaster before we see the light .

GMJ:

That's perhaps true but, since those early years,
I think the system has paid off handsomely, since
we've saved millions and millions of dollars as a
result of having a measurement system. But it was
kind of a disaster that brought it about, you're
right.

ERM:

Were there other factors working in favor of this?
For example, did the advent of the Civilian Conservation Corps have any impact?

GMJ:

In its way. You know, two difficulties in those
days were always money and manpower.
The Civilian
Conservation Corps placed many more people in many
more forest areas, which meant that we had an
opportunity to establish and staff fire danger
measuring stations. Without this manpower and
without the locations, we never could have done
it. Many fire danger stations were located at
CCC camps, and men there took the necessary readings several times a day and accumulated them at
central points . Another impetus toward the spread
and use of fire danger rating systems further north
was the 1938 New England hurricane disaster.

ERM:

The big blow- down.

GMJ:

Yes.
It set up such a fuel hazard that the state
people in that area quickly recognized the benefits
of a danger rating system. One of my assignments
was to establish fire danger rating systems there.

ERM:

I n Connecticut and Massachusetts and areas where
the blow-down hit the hardest, had they been convinced of the need for the rating systems before
the big blow-down?

GMJ:

I think it took the blow-down to bring them around.
There were one or two people-- ! mentioned New
Hampshire- - and there was a man in Massachusetts,
whose name escapes me now, who had done preliminary
work in getting fire danger ratings established.
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But the hurricane damage really sold the New
England states on fire danger measuring systems .
ERM:

Did you have any outstanding spokesmen who
championed your cause in the political realm or
i n the media? Or was this a subject that didn't
attract much attention?

GMJ:

I don't really believe there was much coverage in
the media at that time . There were, of course,
feature articles in newspapers . That is, we worked
to get a story in the Sunday supplement now and
then. But I can't recall any voluntary effort by
the media to spread an understanding of this system.

ERM:

I seem to remember a book entitled Fire by a man
named George Rippey Stewart.

GMJ:

Oh, yes.

ERM:

I t was published, as I recall, during the Depression.
I wonder whether it had any impact on the public's
thinking and on the support that you needed from
Congress or the hierarchy in the Department of
Agriculture or the Forest Service.

GMJ:

I suppose it had some impact. There were many
things going on during that period.
I think the
creation and program of the Civilian Conservation
Corps helped focus public attention on the forest
and forestry, and of course fire control was one
of their more spectacular activities.
I think
that certainly had an effect on public understanding.
There was quite a bit of publicity associated with
the prescribed burning program in the South in the
early and middle forties.

I remember that book very well.

It was almost traumatic for the fire protectionists
who had preached fire exclusion all these years- this includes the federal Forest Service and the
state agencies--to accept the findings of research
and others in the forest industry that burning,
under certain conditions, was a necessary silvi cultural and fire protection tool.
It was quite
a wrench to get off the stump, stop preaching fire
exclusion, and admit that there can be intelligent
use of fire.
This got into public attention, too,
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and it was interesti ng that many foresters feare d
if we started burning the woods on purpose we were
going to unleash a tremendous pub li c fire - starting
program. People would say, "Wel l, i f you fo resters
are burning woods, why, we are go ing to burn them,
too . " But the r eact ion was almost the oppos it e.
People said, "If those foresters who have been
preaching fire all these years are burning the
woods, there must be some good reason.
I wonder
what it is . Why do they burn here and not there?"
Pretty soon they had a better understanding of
fire, its damages, when it is beneficial, and so
on.
It did not solve the incendiary problem , b ut
it helped.

ERM:

You were assigned in 1938- 1939 to establish and
direct fire danger rating systems fo llowin g the
New England hurricane. Could yo u d esc ribe what
that assignment e ntail e d?

GMJ:

Well, you rememb er that it happened in September
1938, and immediately the Forest Service was given
two responsibiliti es . One was to salvage the fallen
timber, and, to handle this, an organization call ed
the Northeastern Timber Salvage Administration,
NETSA , was set up. A parallel organization, New
England Fire Emergency Program, NEFE, was set up
to handle the fuel hazard and the fi re protection
problems that arose .
I was assigned to the latter, and my respo nsibility
was to establish a network of fire dan ger measuring
stations and a cooperative program with the United
States Weather Bureau for improved fi r e weather
forecasting services.
I was headquartered in
Boston for the bette r part of a year and a half
to do this.
It involved assessing the fiel d hazard
situation, determining where and how many fire
danger stations needed to be install ed, writing
special handbooks and guides for t h e fiel d on how
to apply this system , physically assembling the
equipment and setting it up, training obse rvers,
and then workin g with the officials in the Weather
Bureau to establish and improve a fir e weather
forecasting service.
I also worked to establ i s h
a communications network and chann el the information
to a central point, anal yze it, and distribute it
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daily to the fire protection agencies.
As I
mentioned earlier, this aisaster gave a big boost
to fire danger rating in New England because of
the tremendous fuel hazard that had been created
by the storm, and the fear of conflagrations that
might occur .
ERM :

You mentioned cooperation with the Weather Bureau.
To what extent had this agency been engaged in
fire research?

GMJ:

I don't think they had engaged in what you'd call
fire research, but from the very earliest days
Gisborne had worked closely with the Weather Bureau
in the West to improve the quality of their fire
weather forecasts, particularly the prediction of
orographic thunderstorms, local developing thunderstorms. Ninety percent of the fires in the West
are lightning-caused.
In the East and the South ,
the forecasting situation was a little different.
Most of the fires there came with frontal storm
developments that created high winds.
We worked
with the Weather Bureau there to improve their
forecasts, not only of low humidity and drying
conditions but also of high wind situations.
But if they did any research, it was r e lated to
improving the accuracy of forecasting, not dealing
with any results of weather on forest fires.

ERM:

I take it that your relationship with the Weather
Bureau was always rather good?

GMJ:

Well, it was good in the sense that we worked well
with the few local fire weather specialists .
It
was not always smooth sailing with the top people
in Washington--I'm talking now about the early
years.
I even remember accompanying Gisborne on
trips to Washington where he really tangled with
the leaders in the Weather Bureau over their
reluctance to support a strong fire we ather forecasting service.
I guess, like all agencies, they
didn't think they had enough money , and at that
time, this was not one of their high priorities.
Today I think the situation is quite differ e nt.

ERM:

From this you moved to attempts to establish a
national fire dange r rating system at the reque st
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of Roy Headley .
GMJ:

Can you give us a picture of him?

Roy Headley was ch ief of Fir e Control for the
F o re st Service in Washington . He was a ver y fi n e,
crusty o ld firefighter.
He re ally knew the f ire
game, a nd, while he was an o ld- timer in the sense
that h e 'd come up through the sweat - and -muscle
approach to f ire problems, he was one of the first
to re cogni ze the va lue of the more systemat i c
attempts to measure fire danger and d evelop f ir e
co ntrol pre-suppression fo rces in fluctuat ing
conditio n s. And h e was one I mentioned who had
a h a nd in c hangin g the authorization to use t he
F o rest Fire Fund for pre-suppression fol l owing
the disast e r in 1934 in Ida ho.
My rol e h e re was n ot very exte n sive in terms of
time , but I think it came out of a meeting that
was held in Ogde n , Utah, in the late 19 30s.
All
of the f ir e people met to discuss h ow fire control
could be improved.
At t hat meeting I h ad the
temerity, after many dis cuss i o n s, to propose on
the blackboard a schematic di agram of h ow the
basic f ir e weat h e r and other co n stant fire factors
could be put together into an overall r ating .
Headl ey g rabbed that and said , "Well , if you can
put the basics out in a rational form, wh y can't
we have a national danger rating system?"
By t h is time individual systems had g r own up in
the dif fe r e nt regions--some rat ed danger o n a scale
of one to seven, others rated o n a scal e of o n e to
a hundr e d , and no n e of these systems wer e compat ibl e .
Basicall y t h ey were all s h oot ing for the same thing,
so Headl ey aske d me t o come to Washington on a
detail a nd attempt to d eve l op a national danger
rating sys tem--at least the principles for o n e -which I did .
It was kind of a d esk exe r c ise, n ot a r esear c h
exer c i se .
It d ealt with principl es of assoc iat ing
differ e nt fue l and weather factors, con stant and
variab le factors, into a nat i o n al sch eme.
But the
r eg i o n al foresters wouldn't buy it and that was
the e nd of that.
I think they saw that, wit h
limited funds, there would be some regions that
would suffer b ecause they wouldn ' t rate as high
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as others o n a scale of danger, and they felt they
were b ette r off with the get - in-there-and- fight for-my-portion approach r at h er than a more cut and
dried system. But that was a n interesting first
attempt at a natio nal rating. Of course, they
have a national system now.

ERM :

Of course, I d o n' t suppose they a r gued on those
g rounds. Th ey must have had some rationalization
of their position.

GMJ:

Yes.
I think they a r gued that we didn't know
e no ugh , that no system could apply to every area- you can 't apply o n e system to the grass fuels of
the d eep South, to dry leafy fields in the
Appalachian mount ains, the h eavy logging slash
of the Pacific Northwest, and so on.

ERM:

In an art i cle for the Journal of Forestry in 1942
you disagre e d emphatically with those who maintained
that fire protection was a subject t h at coul d not
b e taug ht , o n e that was best picked up on the job
and went by rules of thumb. You advocated then
that s ix to e ight semeste r hours be devoted to the
subject in forestry sc hools. When was your v i ew
generally adopted in those schools, and are ther e
any changes in professional attitudes o n the subject
s ince then? Big quest i on. Take enough time.

GMJ:

I 'm not sure I can give you a r eally explicit
answer.
I think this- -I 'd had this feeling fo r
a numb e r of year s, but it was in about 1941 that
I rememb e r tangling with Clarence Korstian, dean
of the forestry sc hool at Duke Un i versity, on th i s
subject.
I don't think my attitude was that ever y
school should d evote a co n ce ntr ated part of its
curriculum to fire prevention a nd control problems,
but I felt that the r e ought to be, and could b e,
certain center s, o r universities, wh e r e people who
wer e inte re sted in fo r est f ire problems as a pro fessional car ee r could r eal l y get a sound , well
coordinated series of instructional courses in
meteorology, fi r e physics, f ir e control technology,
and so o n . And there weren't any at that time .

ERM:

In ot h er words, this wou ld h ave to be done at the
g raduate sch ools of fo r est r y, is that right?
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GMJ:

I would think so. Well, since that time others
have come along, like Jack Barrows--recent
chi ef of the Division of Forest Fire Research -who began to talk of fi r e science, and there are
institutions now which have programs that provide
very fine opportunities.
It's a lot more sophisticated now than I ever thought it could be, with
computer science and other subjects built in.
A
person who is int erested in graduate work in the
fire field can go to an institution like the
University of Washington and get a very soundly
developed program in fire science . My role was
one more of bringing the idea out than of
implementation.

ERM:

You have mentioned Barrows, but were there people
at other schools who picked up this idea? Where
did it catch on most effect ively?

GMJ:

I mentioned the University of Washington.
It
probably had one of the first and strongest
programs in fi r e science.
Today one could go to almost any good univers ity
and, with the leeway in graduate programs, construct a curriculum in the f ire science f i eld.
Where they would fall down would be in techniques
and principles of fire control. You might argue
that a person can get that o n the ground, and
to an extent that's true, but even today many
university forestry schools do not have a good
general program in that area.

ERM:

I'm interested that you should say that University
of Washington was then in the forefront . Would
you comment on others in Washington state who
might have been influential in getting things
goi n g?

GMJ:

This goes back to the influence of the Forest
Service research branch , in the case of fire
studies at the University of Washington, in the
case of watershed studies at Colorado State,
recreational res earch at New York State College
of Forestry, University of Washington, and
University of Montana.
[V. L.] Harper had the
idea that in research areas where the Forest
Service had a hard time recruiting skilled, well
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educated people, it was to the advantage of the
Forest Service to stimulate study and give
financial and other aid to certain interested
universities. At the University of Washington,
by transferring some skilled Forest Service
research people to that area, in cooperation with
the university and the school of forestry, we
created a nucleus of interest and skills that
began to attract graduate students.
In this way
way the program built up.
The same thing was done at Colorado State. We
put a full -time man there, Charles Lathrop Pack,
and the P ac k Fo unda tio n in th e fir st y ear s a ll ocated
some funds to develop a strong watershed program
t hat would turn out graduate students in forest
hydrology.
The university responded by giving
better courses and hiring good people to counsel
and work with graduate students.
It was very
successful.
ERM:

Did you get a n y good help from enlightened out siders? To what extent did a man like Charlie
Cowan influence this effort?

GMJ:

I think Charlie had probably left before this
particular program developed at the University
of Washington, but he had tremendous influence
in stimulating fire activities across the whole
spectrum, including research . He was very skilled
in the fire field, and willingly promoted and
stimulated work in every fire area.

ERM:

A great raconteur, too .

GMJ:

Yes, he surely was.

ERM:

He and Cap [Inman F.] Eldredge, I think, were two
of the most articulate foresters I 've ever
encountered.

GMJ:

They were great ones .

ERM:

What about the private sector? Did any people
in industry or in industrial forestry ever contribute importantly to this idea of training
people in t h e universities?

One of the better ones.
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GMJ:

I can't be specific.
I'm sure that in a general
way they were sympathetic and supported the
idea, but I can't recall any incidents whe re
they may have put men and money into the program.

ERM:

Now research in entomology grew in the West
with substantial encouragement and support from
certain segments of the private s e ctor. Triggered
by the work done on the Black Hills beetle, it
gathered steam and got some real help from
interested people.
Was that ever true in fire
research?

GMJ:

If you go back to the fire control problem,
industry was concerned, interested, and helpful .
For example, Bert [Albert Bruce] Curtis was
the longt ime h e ad of tn e C l e a~wa t e r Timbe r
Protective Association, and responsible for
the protection of the Potlatch Timber Company
lands and adjacent private land.
He was instrumental in pushing fire research and was always
willing to try something new. And there were
others like him who were industry employees , in
the sense that industry financed the Timb e r Protective Association activity. Of c ourse, the
association's program was closely c oordinated
with that of the state.
The same was true in California , perhaps a
little bit different from the illus tration I
just gave with the Timber Protective Association
in Idaho.
Keith Klinger, fire chief of Los
Angeles County, was one of the staunche st
supporters fire research ever had.
He'd go back
to Washington and testify in support of additional
funds.
He was also an outstanding cooperator in
terms of physical help--manpower, e verything, from
helicopt e rs down to small equipment . He had a
twenty million-dollar fire control program for
Los Angeles County in the 1950s. Be cause of the
hazardous, dry brush condition o f that area of
California, part of his responsibility was to
protect homes in suburban Los Angeles.
We got
a tremendous amount of cooperation from people
like him.

ERM:

Phil [J.P., II] Weyerhaeuser had the reputation
of being a company president with more than usual

186

interests in forestry and fo r est r y problems.
you ever e n count e r Phil Weyerhaeuser?

Did

GMJ:

I just met him, so I co uldn't say more than t h at .
I knew of him, of cour se, but I n ever wo rked with
him or had any reaso n to contact him, more than
just an occasio n al greeting.

ERM:

You me ntione d the big f ire up in Idaho in t h e
thirti es. You must r e me mber the big Tillamook
Burn in Oregon in 1933.
I wonder to wh at exten t
that influe n ced the work in fire r esear ch?

GMJ:

Of cour se, every o n e of those major con flag r at ions-and there we r e a g r e at many of them--perhaps
indirec tly s timul ated f ire res ear ch . However, I
can remembe r that in 1937 when I transferred to
the Southeast from the West, the total gross
allocation fo r fire r esearch n atio nwid e was
$108 , 000 and we had about eight o r nine r esear c h e rs.
So we didn't reall y experience a n y g r eat growth
in f ire r esearch un ti l probably after World War
II, when we b egan to get increments that enab l e d
the program to grow. Now what effect the original
Tillamook fire and several subsequent o n es h ad on
this i s a little hard to say .
I 'm sure the co nsciousness of p eople wherever these fi r es occu rr e d
was certain ly s harpe n e d to the severity of the
situation. Of cour se , Smokey Bear came alon g a b o ut
then, and that had a tremendous impact o n national
awareness of fire, a nd probabl y on app r op ri atio ns.

ERM:

Forest Service appropriations in ge n eral were
going up at a r a ther steep r ate aft e r the war.

GMJ:

That is corr ect.

ERM:

Was the in c r ease in the f ire r esearch program
proport i o nate to the overall increase , o r were
you inc r easin g your oper at ions at a swifte r r ate
than most other areas of the Fo r est Service?

GMJ:

I would say probably it was s l ower at first and
proportional after the f irst few year s . The
r ea l whopping increases in r esear ch came in the
late 194 0s when the co n cept of t h ese research
cen ter s sold , largely through the effort s of
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Senators [John C.] Stennis of Mississippi and
[Richard B.,Jr.] Russell of Georgia, and a few
other influential southern congressmen. Those
increases were primarily for silviculture and
related research, timber oriented for the most
part. Then in the fifties the programs in all
forestry fields of research were better funded.
In fact, the increases were really quite
spectacular.
ERM:

Was this due to the growing sophistication of
the Washington office in selling its program up
on the Hill, or was it because more allies had
been recruited among important congressmen and
senators, like Stennis, who could be your
spokesmen?

GMJ:

I'm not sure that any one cause ought to be
emphasized more than others. But, for example,
after World War II, around the mid-forties, the
kraft pulping process really began to take hold.
A huge expansion in pulp mill development in the
South and Southeast came about, and along with
this, the pulp mill owners began to be concerned
with supplies. And so fire protection tightened
up and became quite effective in the South. This
was obviously essential to insuring a perpetual
supply of wood; you could afford to plant and
manage timberlands if you could guarantee protection.
At the same time , these pulp mill owners began
to see that they could make money not only
manufacturing paper or cardboard cartons but
also growing trees, and, as soon as they saw
this, they saw the value of research. This is
when they got behind the research program and
said, "Let's get some decent programs out here
where the results will apply to us and where we
can see them and use them."
And that was when Stennis and Russell, Congressman
[Robert Lee] Sikes from Florida, and many others
really got behind the program and gave it a big
push. Then there was a program to build adequate
facilities like laboratories, in which Stennis was
very instrumental.
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Getting back to your question related to fire,
[Senator] Mike Mansfield was instrumental in
providing funds to build the first major forest
fire laboratory at Missoula. Now here was a
mil l ion dollar laboratory--every fire r esearcher's
dream-- with two wind tunnels and a control burning
facility and the finest of laboratories , but to be
effective, this program had to be funded.
Then,
along with the realization that we needed better
facilities and better equipment, we began to
recruit scientists of high quality in many fields
like physics , chemistry, meteorol ogy, and this
began to pay off, which in turn stimulated more
favorable consideration b y congressional
appropriation committees .
ERM:

Would it be fair to say, George, that the coming
of the pulp and paper industry, and its effect
on the South , was related dire ctly to res earch
done b y the Forest Service? Herty's work was
Forest Service- related, wasn't it?

GMJ:

Yes. The development of the kraft process that
he brought about certainly made southern pi ne a
pulpable species and that obviously was a
tremendous breakthrough.

ERM:

Up to that time there were probably no more than
ten pulpable woods in the South.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

And t he Forest Survey was a wo rk of statistical
researc h that made clear the tremendous potential
of the South as a pulpwood source.

GMJ:

Absolutely.

ERM:

And these two factors plus, I suppose, the
diminution of the supplies in areas that had
been the principal sources of the industry up
to that time, converged to draw the industry
into the South. From that, as you say, came
the interest in a wide variety of researc h.
Would you agree with that analysis?

GMJ:

I think so. Of course, industry c lamored co n tinuously for more localized statistics on
supply than the Forest Survey was ever able to

No question about it.
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give. Even so, they depended very h eavily on the
inventory data to locate mills, to establis h their
sources of supply, to develop their own management
programs with landowners that would guarant ee
their supplies, even to locate and purchase land.
No question. The Forest Survey had a tremendous
influence .
ERM :

Let's move now to that period of your experience
f rom 1 938 to 1943 when yo u were working cooperatively with George M. Byram on incorporating
theoretical mathematical approaches to refine
fire danger ratings.

GMJ:

I was concentrating o n developin g a fi re dange r
rating system for the East and South.
I think I
mention e d earlier that George Byram had been a
fire r esearcher in Portland under McArdl e. He
was transferred to the Appalachian Station to
work with me . Byram was a trained physicist,
and a very ingenious person when it came to
applying mathematical principles to a f ield
problem .

I think we made a fa irl y good team, in that I
understood the desi g n of expe riments and the
statistical approach necessary to get sound
answers to them, and Byram, a very fine mathematician, was able to develop theories as to
the outcome of many experime nt s . He could
often project the formula that would describe
the r elations hip between the variabl es we were
studying. His skill e n abled us to sho rtcut
immensely the field trials n ecessar y to estab lish
these r elatio nships. He would develop a mathe matical exp ression, a nd then, by p r ope rly spotchecking it with suitable field experime nts, we
cou l d quickly determin e whether o r n ot it was
corr ect.
We us ed this app roach in working on the effect
of solar radiation o n forest fuel inflammability,
and the effect of wind as an agent that was
correlat e d to the rat e of drying of radiated
fuels.
Thi s led qui c kly to some major publications
that we were able to work out toget h e r. Byram
later went on to do excellent work in fire physics
r elat ing the effect of wi nd direction a nd velocity
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to vortex, whirling actions that were very severe
at times in the South, and spread fire rapidly.
ERM:

To what extent does a fire itself generate this
action?

GMJ:

We have what are known as fire storms, and the
intense heat of fires does generate a storm
action within itself, which causes some major
conflagrations.

ERM:

What you are describing as a part of Byram 1 s work
was understanding the physics and the mechanisms
of this sort of thing.

GMJ:

Byram and I also collaborated on a number of
other closely related projects. For instance,
one of the problems I 've mentioned before in
fire danger measurement is instrumentation . We
were always on the lookout for inexpensive but
effective measurement devices. Byram invented
a fuel moisture measurement scale, a weighing
device.
You see, we determined fuel moisture
by th e u s e o:r· indicator s ticks o r ma terials e xpo sed
in the forest and then weighed. By predetermining
the oven-dry weight, when the sticks were weighed
after exposure in the forest, we could calculate
the moisture content.
Well, Byram developed a device that would automatically g i ve a direct reading of moisture
content, t hus eliminating the need to calculate
moisture content every time.
He had the
principle, but it was a crude device.
I took
it to Julien P. Frieze & Sons, Inc., in
Baltimore, a manufacturer of fine weather instruments, and together with their skilled
designers we made a very low-cost measuring
scale that worked beautifully and has been a
big seller.

ERM:

What precisely was this scale?

How did it work?

GMJ :

I don 1 t know how much detail you want to go into
here, but in the first models, you set on the
arm of the scale a slider that was equivalent
to the oven- dry weight of what you were weighing.
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The pointer on the scale, just by pivoting,
would read directly in percent. Later on we
went to a stand ard, one-hundred-gram stick or
st i cks, wh i ch simplified the construction of
the scale and eliminated t h e sliding device.
All scales could then be made exactly alike.
The only part the Frieze Company played was
to improve the design of the instrument itself
to make it more sturdy and less costly. Then
they mass-produced it.

ERM:

Also you standardi zed the st i cks .

GMJ:

Right. They would be exposed, and then weighed
sever al times a day.
These indicator sticks
would pick up and lose moisture in relation
to the natural f u els. Thus, they indicated
moisture change in the lightweight fuels that
first ignite and burn. That was o ne of the
key elements in the danger rating system.

ERM:

This was a ll done wh e n you wer e getting your
doctorate?

GMJ:

Just before . My doctorat e was on a slightly
different subject, but related to the effects
of fire.
Fire protection had become well e nough
established in the South that some of t h e more
thoughtful fire control people began to wonder,
When do we r each the point where costs exceed
benefits? Are we spendi n g too much? Would it
be better to accept some damage and lower f ire
cont r ol costs? Now with those kinds of questions,
you had to be able to say, How much damage
ar e fires doing?
This got us into a n area of r esearch attempting
to quantify or evaluate t h e impact of fire, so
that costs could be judged against damages and
the least cost -plus -damage point d ete rmined.
I
did some work with H. R. Josephson, who was an
eco n omist in Washington and lat er a very close
colleague of mine.
With Bernard Frank, who was
a watershed specialist, we attempted to evaluate
the impact of f ires in the Appalac hians on watershed values . This was not a ve ry productive
job.
I t was highly empirical , but at least it
was a start. Work by George H. Hepting and his
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colleagues gave us an abundance of data on the
effect of basal wounding of Appalachian hardwoods on decay, and we could translate that into
rather specific fire damage evaluation . We had
nothing at all on the effect of basal wounding
on growth rate , which became the subject of my
doctoral dissertation.
ERM:

What about the effect of fire on insect problems?

GMJ :

We were aware of this but were not studying it
at that time.
I did considerable work on the
effect of fire on the growth rat e of important
Appalachian hardwood species, and that was my
doctoral dissertation at Duke. There I took
more formal work in plant physiology and in
statistical methods and sampling under S c humacher.
I took my major in physiology and my mino r in
mensuration at Duke for my doctoral program.
What I found was that basal wounding had
essentially no effect on the growth rat e of
hardwoods because of a quick and interesting
anatomical change that was made in the conductive
tissue, so that wounds in effect were circumvented. The translocation paths for wat er and
food up and down the tree were not really
influenced, even by major fire wounds. This
in itse lf was perhaps not a very outs tanding
contribution, but at least it added some new
aspects and understanding of how this problem
is overcome by the physiology of the tree,
through anatomical changes. This study,
incide ntally, got me into wood anatomy to a
fairly substantial degree.

ERM:

What about the softwoods?
greater damage?

Did they suffer

GMJ :

The s of twoods or conifers are wounded by fires,
but the problem there is more a question of
mortality.
I f they are not killed , the c rowns
are scorched and growth is temporarily redu ce d .
But at the time we were more concerned with
Appalachian hardwood types.

ERM:

After you completed your work at Duke, what was
your next professional move?
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GMJ:

I finished my work at Duke in 1942 and for two
or three years I was heavily involved in warrelated projects--nonmilitary proj e cts, as a
civilian, I should say. But my next professional
assignment was as head of the Division of Timber
Management at the Appalachian Station. Two or
three years after I went there, it became the
Southeastern Station, with a revision in station
boundaries; we gave up Kentucky and Tennessee
and took in Florida and Georgia. The Division
of Timber Management embraced work in silvicul ture, ecology, genetics, naval stores , and
reforestation.

ERM:

You mentioned some frustrations during the war
years.
I assume that this derived from the
fact that the whole momentum of forestry research
was disrupted greatly by the war. Am I right
in that?

GMJ:

This perhaps added to my frustrations, but they
really were due to assignments I had that I
felt were quite nonproductive and very limited
as far as helping the war effort.
I was
classified as a father with dependent children
and, up to the time the war ended, was not in
immediate danger of the draft, although I did
spend virtually all my time on war-related
programs. But none of them, in my judgment ,
was really very helpful to the war , and that
was the source of my frustrati0n.

ERM:

Could you highlight some of the projects you
worked on during World War II?

GMJ:

First I was sent to a training program in
civilian defense given by the Chemical Warfare
Service at Edgewood Arsenal in Maryland.
Following this program that dealt with protection against poison gas, incendiaries, and
bombs, I gave instruction to groups in Asheville ,
North Carolina, where I lived.
I spent several
months working out of Philadelphia expanding
the fire danger measuring network from Maine
to South Carolina.
You see, early in the war, German submarines
were sinking dozens of ships within sight of
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our East Coast. Smoke from forest f ires
greatly hampered aerial d etect i o n and shore
battery attack on these submarines. So fire
dange r measurements gave some added strength to
fire prevention and control activities.
G. Ll oy d Haye s and I also identified , mapped ,
and prepared specific plans for locations where
intentional fires could be used to hamper coastal
invaders. We covered a 50-mile wide strip from
Canada to South Carolina.
I know this sounds
farfetched now, but at the time military leaders
we r e very co n cer ned .
ERM:

I suppose the work you des c ribe d earlier in
co nnect ion with the New England hurricane was
u seful to the effo rt s to improve dange r ratings.

GMJ:

Yes. That program gave us a bi g jump on t he
problem. To complete the account of my war
assignments--! worked o n a War Production Board
survey of sawmills and lumber production in
Virginia and Kentuc k y.
I r etu rne d to Edgewoo d
Arsenal and wo rke d with military perso nne l on
"napalm," then a n ew type of incendiary. They
ho ped it could be us e d in Europe to start small
forest "marker" fires that bombers could follow
to sp ecifi e d targets . This project was unprodu ctive, as were some others that r elated to
f ireb ombing of Japa n ese cities.

ERM:

Could you tell us about the res ear c h in
silviculture-related studies which George
Hepti ng was involved in following the war?

GMJ:

During the latter half of the 1940s, I worked
very c losely with Geo rge Hept ing on a numbe r
of projects. He was a fine person to work with
and we col labo rated o n seve ral scientific reports ,
p e rhaps the mo st important of which was a
bulletin on stand improveme nt practices for the
South e rn Appala c hian fo r est r egio n . We had a
tremendous amount of data from experime nts that
had run over a period of twe nty or more years.
Geo rge had do n e a l ot o f work on the ef f ect s
of fire and various stand improvement practices
on d ecay in for est stands. We compiled a summary
d ocume nt that in effect brought up-to-date
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everything that was known o n the b etter p ract i ces
for improving mixe d young forests in t h e Southern
Appalac hians.
I had a numb er of ot h e r silvicultural-related
studies at that time . One l esser, but I think
quit e important, one was a study in pine seed
disp e r sal that I did with Clarence Korstian.
We published a r e p o rt together. Much of the
wo rk had bee n don e in the Duk e Fo rest and was
tied in with t he d eve lopme nt of improved cutti ng
p r actices for pine, which I got i nvolve d in a
little later. At about this time I b egan some
major experime nts in comparing s ilvi c ultural
systems in Appala c hi a n h a rdwoo d s --s h elter wood,
clear- cutt ing , various select i on systems, and
I also did studi es of the yie ld from t hinnings
in young hardwood forests.

ERM:

Les Ha rp e r says that h e viewed the p r oblem
selection process as the r espons ibility of the
divi sio n c hi e f , at least insofar as initiative
is con ce rne d. Did you assume this responsibility
as h ead o f the Di visio n of Forest Managemen t of
the Southeastern Statio n ?

GMJ:

In the broad se n se, I ma d e more or less fo rmal
problem analyses; I think I would call t h e m
program analyses.
Th at is, let's say I d ec ided
from exp e ri e n ce and study that o n e of t h e mor e
productive areas we s houl d develop would be t h e
gen etics o r t r ee imp r ovemen t of loblolly pine.
The n I would d epend upon the proj ect lead e r i n
that a r ea to d eve l op an analysis of t h e problem
of improv ing loblolly pine t hrough the application
of g e n et i c principles, a nd to out line a priority
cour se of st udy t hat would produ ce t h e pay-off .
Toget h e r we woul d fi nalize t hi s problem a na lys i s
so it became a guide to t h e o n going research
study program.
In ot h e r words, I would se l ect
the main area and t h e specialist who knew
gen etics, si n ce I was n ot a ge n eticist, would
make the problem analysis, and I woul d co llabo rate
wi t h him in solidi fy ing a program t h at cou ld b e
financed and staf f e d with the ri ght kind of
people, which was my r esponsibility.

ERM:

Was the Was hingto n office st aff of the Divi sion
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of Forest Management involved in such decision
making?
GMJ:

If you put your question in the time frame of
the late 1940s, I would say no. Lat e r on, in
the late fifties and sixties, I would say yes ,
because by then, Harper had initiated and
formalized a much stronger control over field
program development. He used his staff
specialist in Washington to r e view and make
decisions on program content to a much greater
degree than in the late forties.

ERM:

But in the early forties the responsibility
and authority to act was decentralized.

GMJ:

Yes. However, in the late forti es as a division
head at a regional experiment station, I was
very conscious of the n eed for sound, careful,
program development, problem selection , and
problem analysis.
I think I wrote the first
problem analysis in the fire field in 1937 or
1938, shortly after I arrived in Asheville.
So
this approach was not new at that time, and
formal written study plans were the rule.
I
spent a lot of my time convincing my co-workers
of the value of careful planning, but this was
an established procedure by the late forties.

ERM:

Did you have any input from people outside the
Forest Service who comprised a regional research
advisory committee similar to the one Dana had
organized earlier in the Northeast?

GMJ:

When I first arrived in Asheville, we had such
an advisory committee.
I think it probably
went back to the time when Frothingham was
director , and subsequently Forsling. Under
McArdle's regime the committee was abolished,
because we didn't think it was productive. We
didn't think the results warranted the time we
spent preparing for them.
But that didn't mean we didn't get outside input.
We worked very closely with forest industry
leaders, state people, other federal agencies ,
and universities in discussing problems. Our
clientele was heavily industrial and state-oriented
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because, comparatively , there were not very
many national forests in the South, although
we worked closely with the Forest Service people
in Regions 7 and 8.
ERM:

Who were some of the leaders outside of the
Forest Service with whom you were most closely
associated? Did you know Bill Oettmeier, by
any chance?

GMJ:

Oh, yes, you bet.
And he was quite helpful
and influential in program selection and
problem analysis. Of course, he had very long
experience in fire and land management in southern
Georgia.

ERM:

He dev eloped some tools for fire prevention and
fire fighting, too, as I recall.

GMJ:

Yes. There were several people of that type
in the South at the time.
Another one we might
me nti on is Tom Bush, who worked for Int e rnational
Paper Company, and was a former Forest Service
man.
Incidentally, he was ingenious in developing equ ipment and tools not just for fire purposes
but for timber harvesting.
And a number of the
more modern systems, like scissoring trees rather
than sawing them, originated with Tom Bush.
McCaffre y of International Paper was anot h er man
that I looke d to for advice and counsel .
I was
very close to people in t h e Camp Manufacturing
Company.
It 's now a part of Union Camp Corporation. Old John Camp was a very c los e friend of
mine. Many times I co nsul ted people of this
kind as well as the state foresters; I knew all
the state foresters well and worked with them
and their staffs. Our r elations with the
universities were generally good.

ERM :

Did you have much to do with Red Bateman?

GMJ:

I knew him but didn't have much to do with him ,
no .
I s hould also mention the Tennessee Valley
Authority. They had foresters and forestry
officials stationed t hroughout the area, and I
consulted with many of them about our program
and the direction it should take.
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ERM:

But the regional advisory committee had been
abandoned before you came?

GMJ:

About one year after I arrived in Asheville.
However, later on, when we developed the work
center concept and had these little enclaves
of research centers located subregionally,
many of them had locally-oriented advisory
committees . We had technical advisory committees such as the Southern Forest Genetics
Advisory Committee, made up of technical people.
But beyond that first year or two, the Southeastern Station did not have a stationwide
committee similar to the one in the Northeast
that you mentioned, at least not during my
years there.

ERM:

There was in the forties, and to some extent
in the late thirties, I believe, a national
debate over cutting practices and a constant
threat of new federal forest regulations.
Before the end of the war, you played a major
role in developing recommended cutting practices
for the South and Southeast.
I wonder if you
could detail some of that story .

GMJ:

As you suggest, the industry, particularly
in the South, and many of the states were
absolutely against any form of federal
regulation, and there was, as you know,
a national furore over the Earle Clapp proposal for regulation . Following a sort of
simmering-down period, it became apparent
that, lacking strong federal regulation over
forest practices, we ought to have good local
or regional guides.
Some of the states had
already begun to think along these lines; I
think Oregon was one of the first states to
adopt state cutting practice rules and
regulations.
At any rate, in the South it was quite obvious
that leadership had to be developed to guide
the states towards adopting and practicing
some form of local regulation over cutting
practices. Well, the Forest Service informally
created a team, made up of Jack Currey, who
was my counterpart then at the Southern Station
in New Orleans-- that is, head of F o rest
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management research division; Eddy Hawes, who
was a specialist with State and p rivate Forestry
in the regional office in Atlanta ; and myself.
We were to study southern forest cutting
practices in both pine and hardwo o d types and
make some suggestions as to what minimal
practices should be. This occupied us for
quite some months.
We traveled extensively
over the region talking to industry people,
state foresters, anyone who had knowledge.
We came up with some proposed cutting practices,
but there were differences in opinion over the
inclusion of a clear- cutt ing provision for pine
forests.
To my knowledge this was the first
time the Forest Service in the South ever came
to the mat on accepting a clear-cutting silvicultural system. The internal d ebate was
really between Jack Currey and myself. He
supported the fine work of Russ Reynolds at
the Crossett Experimental Forest in Arkansas,
who had undoubtedly produced strong evidence
that a selection system of cutting in that
loblolly-shortleaf pine type was very sound.
Our own wo rk further north in the coastal
plain in the Carolinas indicated that a
selection system was not sound in many places
because of the aggressiveness of hardwoods,
and we held out for a clear- cutting provision.
Well , to make a long story short, I finally
thrashed t hi s out with A. C. Shaw, the timber
management assistant r egional forester in
Atlanta under Joe Kircher.
We finally did get
a provision for clear- cutting in our proposed
forest practice rules and regulati o ns.
In
subsequent years, of course, clear- cutting has
been a major silvicultural system applied to
southern pine.
At about th i s same time, I was appointed by
the Appalachian Section of the Society of
American Foresters to head a committee on
cutting practices for the Car olinas, a continuation of the study that Currey, Hawes, and
I had made. The committee subsequently wrote
about cutting practices for the Carolinas in
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the Journal of Forestry.
Korstian and othe rs
worked with me on this assignment. That was the
story of my involvement in developing cutting
practices.
I can't say how influential this
work was on later developments, although now all
southern states have cutting practice rules and
r egulations.

ERM:

At this particular time in the mid to lat e
forties, I presume most of the research under
your direction was oriented toward commercial
uses of the forest, and perhaps some watershed
use.
To what extent were other forest resources,
in the multiple use sense, taken into account in
your research planning program?

GMJ :

At the period of time you mention, other than
watershed and wildlife aspects, production of
timber or timber-related crops like naval stores
was the primary emphasis of our research.
For
instance, we had no co ncept of the importance
of forest recreation as a resource that could
be studied and incorporated into a multiple-use
management program . Foresters as far back as I
can remember have been the best ecologists
around.
Since we were trained in ecology, we
understood the impacts of various activities
on the forest as an ecosystem. However, we
weren't consciously designing research to
measure the impact of people on the forest,
other than on watersheds, of which we were very
conscious, and, to some degree, on wildlife
habitats.

ERM:

Of course, most of the forest land in that area
is not national forest land.
It is privately
owned and that didn't enter very often into
recreational considerations, at least not until
relatively recent times.

GMJ:

Yes, that's right.
Remember, a lot of the land
was coastal plain, and these other uses, while
important, were not excessively damaged by
timber management programs.
In fact, timber
management and burning h elped wildlife, and, as
I say, we didn 't worry too much about recreation
in those days. We were very conscious of the
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impact of logging and other r elated activit i es
in the Pie dmont and mountains on watershed
values, and had major programs there to eva luate
them.
ERM:

How did research in forest entomology r elate to
what you have been involved in? Did you have
any major insect problems in your expe rien ce?

GMJ:

Yes, there were serious insect and disease
problems in the South and Southeast . You may
reme mber , it was not until about 1953 that the
old Bureau of Plant Industry was broken up.
Entomology and pathology res earch programs were
incorporated into the Fo r est Se r vice, and
certain Forest Service programs were t ransferred
over to what then b ecame the Agri cultu ral
Research Servi ce.
So at the times we are talking about, when I was
in the Southeast , I had no direct responsibility
for insect and disease research.
But I did work
c los e ly with Hepting, as we've already mentioned,
and witn Bill W1lford, c hief entomologist in
Asheville . We were ve ry aware of insect and
disease problems , but the researc h was don e by
these other groups.

ERM:

You also assumed a major role in research
administration, with emphasis on developing
support for research center field organization.
Could you delineate what was involved in that
operation?

GMJ:

Well, at this time we were emphasizing d evelop ment of what we called resear c h centers or work
centers.
They were small programs , usua lly
three or four men with a variety of skills - silviculture, ref o restation, watershed management--at numbers of locations throughout the
region.
I worked with landowners o r industries
to obtain lands for experimental forests n eeded
for the research centers.
Then , of cou rse , it
was my responsibility to work out budgets,
recruit staff, to develop programs including
problem selection, problem analysis, study
planning, and to supervise the work .
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ERM:

Was this a new d eparture for Forest Service
r esearch, or had it bee n tested in other parts
of the country?

GMJ:

I would say it was substantially new.
The idea
originated at the Southern and Southeastern
Stations, but not until after the war, when
we began to get funds through the effo rt s
of Senator Stennis, did we begin to have the
wherewithal to develop this type of program.
We worked very hard at coordinating the
d evelopment of these research centers, the
Southeastern and Southern Stations, to cover
needs in an effective but coo rdinat e d fashion.
The additional funds that were made available
to us by Congress during the late forties and
early fifties certainly gave a big boost to
the research center program .
On e of the most interesting jobs I had was
to obtain, through the o pportuni ties offered
by the Camp Manufacturing Company, t h e Big
Woods Experimental Forest in the ext reme
northeastern corner of North Carolina . This
very fine area was made availabl e on a long term, dollar-a-year lease by the company.
I
got to know John Camp well, and a very fruitful
and warm r e lations hip grew up over the years as
a result of that job.
I enjoyed this part of
my r espon sibi lities very much.

ERM:

Georg e, what impact did this r esear ch cente r
idea have on g i ving the Forest Service in
general, and its research program in particular,
a new high visibility?

GMJ:

I t was terrific in that sens e . You see, it
put foresters out into the communities and
the subregions where the customers were.
We
had very carefull y selected men l eading
these programs who talked every day with local
landowners and industry peop l e, and many
p e ople could see thei r work through field
trips. This gave us a basis for support and
for spreading new knowledge to the people who
s hould have it.
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ERM:

They were seen as contributing importantly to
the economic health of each area that they
moved into?

GMJ:

That's right.
It got out of hand after a few
years because everybody wanted his own research
center.

ERM:

How did you put the brakes on this?

GMJ:

Gradually over a period of years. With this
research center approach, we had more or less
complete little experiment stations , small but
covering most of the land management problems.
We found that after a certain period of time
they dealt with the more readily solvable
problems through well done but rather quick
research . It became apparent that for the
longer run the work required deeper delving
and more scientific skills than, say, a general
forester could bring to the job. This was why
Harper, in subsequent years, gradually brought
about a change from the research or work center
to largely university-based , functional programs
on, for example, tree improvement through
genetics or a project in some aspect of forest
products marketing.

ERM:

What you are saying is that the new perception
of the men responsible for the overall planning
was that a new degree of sophistication in
research was necessary and this , in turn,
required an atmosphere where the community of
scholars could come.

GMJ:

Yes, that was it.
move.

ERM:

You mean a feeling that, after having built up
the whole research center program, those at the
top were now pulling the rug out from under
them?

GMJ:

Yes, although time proved that it was a good,
sound move. There have been changes even since
I left the Forest Service, such as a changed
emphasis on organization.

And some were against this
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ERM:

Nothing in this life or world is static; it's
all dynamic .

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

Let's move on.
I'd like you to tackle first,
Geo r ge, the major role you played in field
research administration sta r ting in about 1950
and extending to 1957 , when you went to the
Washington office . Could you take a crack at
your experience at the Northern Rocky Mountain
Forest and Range Experiment Station in Missoula,
Montana , from 1950 to 1953?

GMJ:

That was a small station.
Of course, I was
going home , so to speak, bec ause that's where
I started out, as a junior forester in Missoula
in 1931. Many of the old-timers were gone, but
I did have close friends on the staff there.
One of my main jobs was to try to build support
for a small station with a yery limited congr essional repr ese ntation in Washington.
And I did
this, of course, through improving our contacts
with key p eop le in Mo ntana and nort h e rn Idaho.
At this time I had an opportunity to work
especially closely with some of these co n g r essmen and senators in Washington, because I was
on a d etail to Harper's Washington office to
help d evelop a strategy for a cooperative
program with universities.
[Congressman] Jamie
Whitten, c hairman of the Agri culture and Fo r est ry
Committee in the Ho u se, was very c riti cal of
forestry research for n ot doing more work with
universities.

ERM:

You know, Les had a strong feeling that Forest
Service r esearch h a d a poor standing in the
eyes of Congress and the Department of Agriculture, and perhaps among the scientific community
at large, in the late forties and fifties when
he took over. Do you agr ee with that estimatio n?

GMJ:

I do, fully.
In t h e earl y fifties Harp e r and
others in the Forest Service began to work
specifically on programs that would c hange this
viewpoint, b ecause they didn't think it was
entirely justified, although there was t r emen dous
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room for improvement in our scientific capability .
I worked under Harper as a detailer
on the beginnings of a cooperative aide program
that was put into legislation in the Whitten
Amendment in 1958, which gave us the authority
to put money in universities for certain cooperative programs.
Also during my period at the Northern Rocky
Mountain Station, plans began for constructing
the first major forest fire research laboratory,
which I think I mentioned earlier.
I worked
closely with Senator Mansfield, who was instrumental in bringing this program to fruition .
Later , after I had left the area , I helped
consummate with the Munitalp Foundation a longterm cooperative program that was the beginning
of Project Skyfire, a very fine research
program in cloud physics.
It has led to
advanced knowledge about cloud seeding in the
control of orographic thunderstorms. That
program started with Irving Langmuir and
Vincent J. Schaefer of the General Electric
High Voltage Laboratory at Schenectady, New
York, while I was still in Missoula.
I guess we can't leave this part of my forestry
career without telling briefly about consolidating the Northern Rocky Mountain and the
Intermountain stations with headquarters at
Ogden and abandoning the station headquarters
at Missoula.
This was almost disastrous.
I was called to
Washington to explain to Mike Mansfield, the
senior senator from Montana, why it was necessary
to abolish the station in his home state.
I
innocently went into his off ice one afternoon
to rationalize the proposed move, only to find
that someone had tipped him off as to the purpose
of my visit. Boy! was he lying in wait for me.
I never took such a dressing- down in my life
as that from Senator Mansfield . But, after he
got that off his chest, he gave me a chance to
explain the reasons, we went ahead with the
consolidation , and everything was fine.
I
think it was just a case of mishandling an
attempt to change an organization. Obviously,
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Mansfield should have b een brought into t h e
dis c ussion muc h earlier since this co n cerne d
his co nstitue n cy and his distri ct .
ERM:

He probably heard from a lot of his consti tuents in th e Missoula area who were miffed,
too.

GMJ:

P e rhaps later o n , but this was all d one on
the quiet.
It was a good move at the time,
although now the program in Missoula is many
times the size of the one we abolis h e d back
in 1953.
I next b ec ame dir ecto r o f the California
(now called Pacif i c Southwest) Fo r est and
Range Experiment Station in 1954 wh en Steve
Wyckoff retire d, and, h e re again, o n e of my
maj or pro ble ms was to develop stronger cooperative r e lations wit h various organi zatio ns
in California.
A l a r ge part of our p r ogram was supported by
the state or by other public agen cies, like
Los Angel es Cou nt y . By working with the state
Forest r y Board we were able to sustain and
improve o ur coope rative work with the state
of California in the fi eld of soil vegetat i on
survey, which has become very impo r tant there,
and also in watershed manageme n t research both
in the high Sierra a nd in the San Gabri el
Mountains in southern California.
Strongly supported b y state organizations,
in the middl e 1950s we b eg an Ope ration Fire stop, headed by R. Ke ith Arnold , who succeed e d
me as directo r of the station and in later
years as h ead of r esear c h in Washington.
Operation Fires t o p gave us a c han ce to get
deeply into maj o r aspects of fir e behavior,
mass fir e phenomena, c h e mical co n t r ol f r om the
air or fire b o mbin g with chemicals, delivery
of fir e fighte r s from h e licopt ers, and tech niques of lay ing fire pump hos e f r o m helicopters .
During this time we had a cooperative agreement
with the Atomi c Energy Commission to study mass
fire phenomena in conn ect i o n with nuclear
e xplosi o ns. We h a d a c r ew at Frenchman Flat,
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Nevada, for a number of years , ins t rumenting
forests that were actually moved out to the
desert en masse , and studying the effects of
blast and heat radiation on the forest and on
houses and components of buildings that were
erected by the Forest Products Laboratory.
We also began an active program in redwoo d
researc h in cooperation with the Simpson
Timber Company, the first strong undertaking
in the redwood region.
ERM:

What was the nature of that resear c h?

GMJ:

We had two principal thrusts.
One was to
stud y various silvicultural systems and
methods of cutting in the redwoods to insure
regeneration and to compare the y ields from
differe nt methods of handling timber stands.
The second was watershed protection r esea rch.
The northern California coastal area is
subject to violent rainy periods and floodi ng,
and our interest was to r e lat e logging imp act
on the watershed--on soil and runoff.

ERM:

What was learne d as a result of those studies?

GMJ:

That location of roads and Caterpillar tractor
trails is very critical in terms of the subsequent damage that can be done by storms.
Th ey also learn e d that a tremendous amount of
natural erosion occurs in virgin forests and
that much of the damage is b eing sustaine d.
Some scientists eve n think t hat the e ros i on
process is essential to the long-t erm life of
the r edwood forest because it builds sediment
and soils in the flats where the huge trees
grow best . Of course, I'm not now intimately
in touch with what they are doing there, but
I know this has b een the main thrust of t h e
work.
Also at this time we began our f irst efforts
to start a research program in Hawai i.
After
I left California, John McGuire became director
of the station after Arnold.
We fi nally consummated a small but successful program for
Hawaii under the name " Institut e of Tropical
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Islands Forestry." That, I think, highlights
my major activities as director of the Northern
Rocky Mountain and California stations.
ERM:

Let me ask you a few questions. First of all,
going back to that Mansfield confrontation,
Did you ever have a similar experience with
any other person in politics?

GMJ:

Well, in later years, I did.

ERM:

But not in this period?

GMJ:

No.

ERM:

Let me see here.
Harper said that the biggest
gain in the use of the problem analysis and
study working plan probably came in the last
half of the forties and early fifties . You
were among those he cites as strong advocates
of the idea who assumed research administrative
positions. How did you work for implementation
in the Northern Rocky Mountain and the California
stat ions?

GMJ:

Well, as I mentioned, when I was at the Southeaste rn Station, I was a strong p ractitioner
of problem analysis and o ne of my first actions
in fire research was to prepare a complete
problem analysis . I think I mentioned also
t h at, as we devel oped the r esearch center
program, o ne of my main jobs was to work with
res ear ch center leaders and scientists in the
continuous and studied use of the problem
analysis approach and in the preparation of
study plans.

ERM:

Were there any inputs from the publ i c at large?

GMJ:

No,

ERM:

Were there inputs from industry in the Simpson
cooperative venture?

GMJ:

Yes, I think we covered earl i er that, in making
a problem analysis, one does not just sit down
and write it, off the top of one's head . It
is ne cessa ry to dilig e n tly search out people

not really.
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who have the problem, suc h a s those in the
Simpso n Timbe r Company operation, a nd t h e n to
we igh th e ir probl e ms against those you l ea rn
from ot h e r sources. Out o f this who le systematic
study comes a feeling for the big p roblem and
its component parts . Th e n you d ete rmin e b y
analysis and careful thought th e priority
probl e ms you could like l y help solve.
At thi s point enters your ability to fin ance
resear c h and to provide the skills necessary
to a ccomplish it. There are constraints from
mundan e things such as mo n ey and manpower, but
you r each that process o nly af te r you h ave
studied th e pro bl em and tried to d etermin e
which phase really needs attention and will
do the mos t good if it is solve d.
In this
whol e process you k eep in constant to u c h with
those who have th e problems.

ERM:

Was the application of this res ea r c h planning
a pproac h similar, then, across t h e coun t r y,
where v e r it was put to t h e test?

GMJ:

I think t h e principles were t h e same . The
appli cation varied with the beli ef in the
planning process by various administrators.
So me we r e strong b e liever s, like myself, and
some were not. But you ask e d how this whole
process was put into oper at i o n.
I t was d on e
just by training a nd by di scus s i on with sc i ent i sts
to show t h e m that this was, aft e r al l, the
qui c k est a nd soundest way to approach a research
problem. Lat e r , specific r equirements for
problem analyses a nd study plans wer e written
as dir ect ives for a ll r esearch e rs to follow .

ERM:

How would you c h a r acter i ze t h e influence of
those at the study a nd r eg ional levels in
d etermining the th rust and e mphasis of research?
Did it increase o r d ecr ease as time went o n ?

GMJ:

Of course, most r esear c h e r s are
specialists who app re c i ate the di fficulties o f
making progress in a given a r ea. Pr e sumably,
i f they a r e journeymen researchers, t h ey know
how to pro ceed.
However, I think r esearch e r s
n eed to have a temp e ring influence f r om those
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who have a wider view and can select where to
place major effort.
So I would say that the
people at the study level do have an important
influence in selecting projects to be done, but
I don't think a successful program can depend
only on their choices. A wider view keeps
problem orientation in mind as a major goal.
I'm not against independent, freewheeling
research by individuals.
There has always been
a provision for that in Forest Service work,
through the pioneering research approach. But
I think the better programs in the Forest Service
and in the universities, like Oregon State's
School of Forestry , come about by a much more
rational, studied program planning approach,
and that requires involvement of people above
the scientists' level.
ERM:

The administrative level?

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

And it's there that priorities are determined?

GMJ:

Yes, because that is where the purse strings
are and personnel hiring occurs.

ERM:

Right. Now, how were the expenses of the
research centers met? By customers or clients
who wanted particular problems solved and were
prepared to help meet the costs, and then
government would provide the rest?

GMJ:

We always tried to develop programs on the basis
of the priorities of the problems that needed to
be solved . We tried to avoid, not always
successfully, situations in which a member of
a timber industry would come by and say, "Boys,
I've got twenty thousand dollars here in my
pocket I'll give you, if you'll work on my
special problem." Now, if that special problem
happened to fit our priorities, fine.
But if
it were off in left field and would benefit the
man in some peculiar way , we'd say, "Well, sorry,
we just can't take your money."

ERM:

In other words, you weren't a gun for hire.
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GMJ:

That 's right. And you know you can't draw the
line sharply and say , "We always did it that way,"
but that was the intention, that was the way
our programs were formulated and administered.
I think we did a pretty good job .

ERM:

There was some mention earlier on about a directive you were given to clear out the hange rs- on
when you got to the California Station in 1954.
Was this part of a purge?

GMJ:

No, it wasn't.
I think any established research
program , like the o ne at Berkeley at that time,
had what you might call hangers-on. Any
organization has people who are advanced in
years, have lost their zip, have not really
done any new thinking for a long time.
I
guess it is just human to age in this manner.
The workers who aren't pulling their weight
are usually the most expensive people to keep,
so my instructions we re to find a way to unload
these individuals, to put it frankly.
Th ey
were all qualified to r et ire anyway, you see.

It took a little d oi ng, bu t I can h o n estly say
that what I accomplished was d one fairly and
without any rancor . We all parted friends and
it was just a question of their d emonstrating
to themselves that they weren't pulling their
own weight.
When they finally r ealized that,
t hey were willing to step down.
But it took a
little diplomatic handling to bring that about.
ERM:

In other words, you, as t he new director, had
to challenge them with an assignment o r two.
The n, by their own lack of performance, they
proved to themselves that they were not up to it.

GMJ:

Exact ly.
We did t his in such a way that they
had written work assignments and reported t h ei r
accomplishments in writing and on thei r own
time schedule. Whe n t h ey would continuously
fail to meet their own schedules, it wasn't
hard for them to see that they could not r eally
be o n e of a team any more.

ERM:

And these people, you say, were already eligible
for r eti r e ment?
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GMJ:

Yes, all of them.

ERM:

Early retirement?

GMJ :

Mostly full retirement.

ERM:

And this had no negative impact o n morale?

GMJ:

I think it was the reverse.
I think it had a
b e nefi cial impac t on the younger staff.

ERM:

It was a step in the right dir ect i on f o r t h em .
I presume it opened the doors to fresh oppo rtunity for the younger staff, too?

GMJ:

Right.

ERM:

Your program was , of course , co nt ai ned wi t hin
the limits of a budget . Therefore , mechanisms
by which budgets are arrived at become impo rtant
to understanding the history and development of
an idea. How did you compile and get approval
of budgets for r esearch ce nters?

GMJ:

Forest Service appropriations for an activity
at the station level are fairly stable, except
in year s when specific increas es or reduct ions
are identified and included in the budgeting
process.
In o the r words, it's fairly well
known ahead of time whether you have a certain
number of dollars for a program.
Now , with that general kn owledge for, let's
say, a unit like the Di v ision of Fo r est Manage ment, and with allotments already attached to
ongoing programs of, let's say , ten res ear c h
centers, budgeting becomes a problem of r e shuffling funds from less productive to more
productive proj ec ts. This is hard to d o in a
small program, b ecause you can't div id e men.
If you are going to move money you have either
got to move men or deal with fractions of rather
small monies that are used for support purposes-travel and so on. Making substantial c hanges in
the prog ram by the budget ing process really meant
moving people, but a minimum of moving was r e quire d
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if you had done a good j ob of program planning
and development.
Now, of course, none of us were perfect in this
area of planning, and we did have to adjust
budgets , but we tried to get full input from
the research center level about their funding
and program requirements. As opportuniti es
presented themselves, we'd try to make adjustments out of the regional station office to
take care of the n eeds at the center . Financial
or budgetary adjustments were dif f i cult except
during those years of rapid growth when we were
getting large sums of new money.
ERM:

We at the Fo rest Histo ry Society are interested
in knowing more about the cooperative relation ship between the Forest Service experiment
stations and state boards of forestry.
Perhaps
you want to dis cuss the period when you were
director of t he California Forest Experiment
Station , or your overall history in this field?

GMJ:

I'd be glad to relate this to the situation in
California, where t he state had a strong active
Board of Forestry that carried heavy delegat e d
responsibilities for the forestry program in
the state . The first week I was director of
the station, I attended my first California
State Board of Forestry meeting and was tremen dousl y impressed with the high quality men they
had. They were gubernatorial appointments.
Bill Rosecrans was chairman for quite a few
year s.
I don't know whether you remember him.

ERM :

No, I don't.

GMJ:

Rose crans was a former president of the American
Forestry Association. He was a wealthy Southe rn
Califo rnian whose family money came from Signal
Oil Company. Nationally, h e was an ardent , hardworking co nservationist.
He was very wise and
generous in helping me understand the problems
of California, how the various state organizations
functioned and interrelated with private industry.
As I mentioned before, the state financially
supported a number of our programs and Bill
Rose c rans was always careful in what h e recommended
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for state support.
He demanded r esults for
state monies that were put into our program.
But I think it was a very fin e, h ealthy rela tionship that we were able to develop with the
State Board.

ERM:

Can you speak to the matter of cooperation
between the stations and the large r lumb er
companies?
We mentioned your rel at i onship
with Simpson in the redwood study . Can you
think of others?

GMJ:

Well, yes.
Over the years I had very fine
personal working r elatio nships.
I mentioned
earlier the Camp Manufacturing Company.

ERM:

Yes.

GMJ:

We had good working relations with many, many
private industries, for example, West Virginia
Pulp and Paper Company at Georget own, South
Carolina. There were substantial but smaller
lumber compani es - -one in Florence, South
Carolina, the name of which escapes me, but
the owner of that sawmill was very coope rati ve .
In the West, we have worked well in recent
years with Weyerhaeuser and Crown Zelle rbach .
In California, Winton Lumber Company.
I know
of many others that I was not personally
associated with , paper companies in the Lake
St ates region.
Sout hwestern timber compani es,
Black Hills , Koppers Company.
And t h e Fo rest
Products Labo ratory , of course, another Fo r est
Service research group that had strong industry
ties.

ERM:

In your view, were there obstacles to cooperation ,
either with th e state boards of forestry or
industry?

GMJ:

Of course, with some companies we just plainly
didn't get along and were never able to st ir
up any type of cooperation .
I believe that the
performance re co rd of the res ear c h program and
the researchers decided whether you succeeded
or fail e d in d evelop ing cooperating relationships .
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ERM :

How did you make known to the people in your
constituency the results of your research?
Did you have a publishing program of bulletins
and newsletters?

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

How widely did these get circulated?

GMJ:

Circulation was no problem. The problem was
to get them understood and used. Even today,
that hasn't been solved ... complet e ly.

ERM:

Okay, that's kind of an extension job.

GMJ:

Yes.
I always tried to encourage the interpretation of research results so that they could
be understood by user groups. Of c ourse, a
scientist often writes willingly for scientific
journals. Writing well is difficult, but the
urge to publish results is, I think, dear to
the hearts of most scientists.

ERM:

You mean to publish for his peers?

GMJ:

Yes . But I found early on that there are certain
gifted people who can rewrite their own scientific
findings so that they are easily understood by
lay readers.

ERM:

But that is a challenge ...

GMJ:

That is not common.

ERM:

How do you handle the need for interpretation
that occurs with the great majority of
scientists?

GMJ:

Let me just finish what I was going to say and
then I'll answer your question.
If I found a
scientist like that, I would make it easy for
him to spend more time writing for other
audiences. But if I found one who couldn ' t,
I would not try to convert him into a popular
writer.
That would be a waste of time. Now,
to answer your question.
In these instances,
and fortunately they arose more often than not,
I would use other writers or occasionally I
would do a rewrite myself.
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ERM:

Do a rewrite?

GMJ:

In later years, we had funds to hire people
who were professional writers to r ewr ite and
put into package form the r esults of resear c h.
I know that the Forest Se rvice is still ve ry
much concerned with information transfer, and
you only have to go back about four or five
years to a rather infamous study that GAO
[General Accounting Office] mad e of forestry
research results to see how poor a job had
been done up to that point.

ERM:

It's a continuing problem?

GMJ:

It surely is.

ERM:

Perhaps we can move on now to Washington, D.C.,
when you were transferred there in 1957 and
became the first associate deputy ch i ef of
Research for the Forest Service , a new type
of position. Would you des c ribe the r esponsibilities and characteristics of this job?

GMJ:

Essentially my job was to p erform as alter
ego to Les Harper, who was deputy c hi e f o f
Resear c h for the Fo r est Service. While I was
under Harper's general direction and had
certain subjects assigned primarily to me , I
was supposed to have the knowledg e and ability
to handle the administration of t h e r esear c h
program as we ll as h e would.
Whe n he was away
I had the authority to make n ecessary day-today d ecisions.
I worked in pro g ram planning and d eve loping
budgets, handled congressional requests for
information, and wrot e many speeches for
congressmen and senators.
For example, I
wrot e so many speeches for Senator Stennis
that I coul d almost write with a southern
accent.

ERM:

Would you classify that in the realm of congressional liaison?

GMJ:

Yes , I think so.
Now that, in a broad picture,
was my area of responsibility.
"Alter ego" in
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research administration implies a long list
of specifics: participation in general inspections of field stations, research planning
(both long-term and national planning) , h e lping
in budget preparation, and presenting budgets
to Congress every year. A tremendous amount
of supporting material had to be prepared for
the budgets and I participated very heavily
in that.

ERM:

So you testified frequently before c ommittees?

GMJ:

As associate deputy chief, I was really a
backup to Harper, although I sometimes
testified when he was absent. The Mc lntyreStennis Act was one occasion , and a special
Insect Appropriation Act before the Whitten
committee was another.
I testified before
the Bureau of the Budget , now called the
Office of Management and Budget , annually in
support of our budgets.

ERM:

How has the research branch of the Forest
Service handled communications with the White
House or the Executive Branch , or is that
outside its purview since you are part of the
Department of Agriculture?

GMJ:

As far as I know , all communications between
the Forest Service and the White House went
through the secretary of Agriculture. We
participated heavily.
For example, when a
political platform was being developed, every
agency had an opportunity to suggest certain
proposed planks in the party's platform.
These always went through the department and
often most of them were boiled down or combined
with related items from other agencies.

ERM:

Did you ever feel that forestry resear c h had
friends in the White House in any giv en administration?

GMJ:

Well, you know, friends at that level might be
a little hard to identify. There we r e undoubtedly
certain presidents or certain people on the
president's staff who appreciated forestry, but
whether forestry research specifically, I
couldn't say.
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ERM:

What about Sherman Adams?

GMJ:

Sherman Adams, of course, as a forester, was
very aware of and quite sympathetic to forestry.
I think Eisen hower responded favorably, since
he was an outdoorsman himself .

ERM:

I've heard people say that Eisenhower had not
the slightest interest in forestr y .

GMJ :

We l l , there's the old story of his exchanging
recipes with Andy at the Fraser Experimental
Forest near Denver, where he used to visit
frequently.
Ike was something of a cook,
you know, and Andy , the old cook at the
Experimental Forest , and Ike were on a first name basis.
I'm not sure that suggests Ike
was interested in research, but he knew of
the organization and I know he complimented
Chief McArdle p e rsonally on the spirit of the
Forest Service.

E~:

George, you were a member of Harp e r's committee
to plan research for the next ten years .

GMJ:

Yes.

E~:

And, since Harper was in Europe in 1961 when
you presented the program to the department 's
forest advisory committ ee, did you e ncount e r
any important objections from that group?

GMJ:

No, I don't think so.
I had th e oppo rtunity
of being relieved of all duties except to
develop that ten-year program durin g a sixmonth period.
So when I had to present
it, I had the advantage of h aving written it
myself, drawing, of course, on input from
the field and considerable help from the
research staff in Washington.
It was wellreceived by th e advisory committee, on which
there were one or more forestry-trained people.
I'm not saying this b ecause I wrote the text,
but it was such a well-conceived and wellstructured program that the rest of the
dapartment was e nvious.
Harp e r's lon g -term
leadership in sound program planning obviously
paid off.
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ERM:

It was emulated by other departments o r bureaus ,
is that right?

GMJ:

Yes, to a degree . Our program, you see, had its
beginnings in sound problem analysis.
Every
project had its objective and scope written out,
and was backed up by car eful l y prepared lists
of sequential studies necessary to meet the
objective. The extent to which other bureaus
in the department adopted the program varied,
but the principle was accepted as sound by all
the branches of ARS [Agricultural Resear c h
Se r vice], for example .

ERM:

Well , it's been my observation that the Forest
Service has established a reputation as an
innovative, imaginative government agency.
Pinchot's genius for public relations in
the early years won such widespr ead public
attention that many another agency of the
federal government began to copy the techniques
h e was employing . Similar ly, the Forest
Service methods of keeping and filing r ecords
and the information retrieval systems were
emulated . Are the r e other areas of work in
the research field that might b e in t h e same
category?

GMJ:

The thorough and systematic planning of research
we have discussed led to other advantages. For
e xampl e, I am sure that the output of good
finished research from well-plann e d , problemoriented studies paid off because congressmen
could see that mon ey given for Forest Service
research was well-spent . This was pro bably
one r e ason why we fared so well in the late
fifties , throughout the sixties, and even up
to today in financial support from the a ppropriation committees. Other resear c h bureaus
in the Department of Agriculture , I am quite
sur e, have not been qu it e as successful, and I believe
this traces back a couple of decad es to the very
careful planning that Les Harp e r instigated.

ERM:

Could it go bac k even further in the h e ri tage
of the Forest Service? Earle Clapp was a
great research man before Harper, and his
contemporaries were men like Sam Dana and
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Raphael Zon.
It seems that the Fo rest Service
has a long tradition of strong leade rship by
men who were primarily research-oriented--Clapp
was the c hief and McArdle was a r esear c h man.
GMJ :

Yes.
Those men you have mentioned, of course,
all were very dynamic leaders and I am sure
that they had a long-term influence on the
researc h program and on the motivation of the
Forest Service to do a good job. And it is
true, as you have intimated, that many of those
who have held high administrative positions in
the Forest Service did come up through research.
John McGuire, for ex ample , was a car ee r
researcher and is now c hief of the Forest
Service.
Tom Nelson, who is deputy chief for
National Fo r est Administration , had a research
career.
The head of St ate and Private Forestry
was a former researcher , and so on.
That doesn't mean, of course, that the only
good guys came out of research organizations,
but it does mean that they have b een well trained, have initiative, and can make good
decisions.

ERM:

Have there been any substantial changes in the
Forest Service approach to research between ,
let's say, the earlier men you mentioned and
men in the Harper and Jemison era? Would those
changes mainly be what you have been describing,
new systems developed in the forties and fifties?

GMJ:

I think that, as we have indicat e d earlier, the
approach to research and research organization
is dynamic because problems change and the
state of knowledge expands. As application
catches up with knowledge often new research
techniques are required.
Better trained
scientists are needed.
Why, my goodness, a
young fellow today has techniques that I can
scarcely understand.
Research is much more
sophisticated now, and requires more skills
to solve more complex problems. Demands for
knowledge are greater and resourc e needs are
increasing. For example, the social involvement today in forest resource management
problems is tremendous compared to what it
used to be.

221

ERM:

I was about to talk to you about that. How do
pressures from constituencies and special
interest groups for the environment and the
wilderness affect the research program, its
appropriations, and its planning emphasis?

GMJ:

Of course, the pressure from interest groups
and from segments of the public that state or
federal research organizations serve affects
program content and direction, and I think it
should.
Long before the environmentalists'
language became popular, we were pressing hard
for funds to do ecological research .
In the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area, social pressures
affected resource management.
I can remember answering the phone from
congressional off ices on the Hill dozens of
times back in the middle 1960s, "What do you
guys mean by ecology? Here you've got some
money in the budget for ecological studies
in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area, but what
does that word mean?" Well, we were ahead of
the pack a little but we could see that sort
of pressure coming from public interest groups.
We knew we had to learn more about the impacts
of people on, in this case, a recreational
resour c e, and so we were trying to make that
research a budgeted item.

ERM:

On the Hill, what support did you get for your
research from outside groups like the American
Forestry Association and the Society of American
Foresters?

GMJ:

We generally got strong support.
The Society
of American Foresters in particular rarely
talked to specific items in our budget.
They
would not support, and properly, I think, an
increase of, say, one hundred thousand dollars
for insect research in New Haven, Connecticut.
But if they felt it was appropriate, they would
support an increase in forest insect research
or general research .
The forest environment associations, and some
of the timber companies, and individuals in
southern California who represented Los Angeles
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eounty would come back every year and testify
in support of specific programs. The chairman
of the California State Board of Forestry
annually supported specifics in our research
program. And, of course, congressmen were
always pushing for some program within their
own constituency, which was good. This arose
because of a nationwide feeling that forestry
research was a good investment .
ERM:

Some critics have held that administrative
heads of the Forest Service or the FS men in
the field stations were somewhat indifferent
to, or ignorant of, ecological dangers until
Silent Spring focused national attention on
these matters.
What would you say in response?

GMJ:

I'd say that Silent Spring undoubtedly touched
off the "noisiest summer " that you could
imagine.
But I would not agree that forestry
researchers were ignorant of the problems
associated with various environmental impacts.
Silent Spring was good because it aroused the
public and Congress into taking actions that
might otherwise have come about much later.
The largest single appropriation for a specific
program, up to that point, went through Congress
like a breeze.
It was a deficiency appropriation
of $29 million for the Department of Agriculture
to step up its work on biological control of
insects and diseases.
I had to develop the Forest Service research
portion of that program and I testified before
Whitten's committee in support of it.
I don't
remember where Les Harper was, but, as I recall ,
the Forest Service got $2.9 million in one
whack, which in those days was a lot of money
for insect research.
We immediately stepped
up our work on biological controls and I
personally went out to Beltsville and hired a
rare species, an insect virologist named C. G.
Thompson whom we put right here in Corvallis.
Hank has since produced, and it has now been
cleared by the National Environmental Protection
Agency, the first forest insect control virus
that has ever been registered.
The virus is
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used to control the tussock moth and is very
successful. And so these things take time but
Silent Spring sure had an impact, no question
about it.
ERM:

I suppose this goes back to what you were saying
earlier, that translating the highly sophisticated language of science and research into the
common parlance of the day to dramatize its
importance to the public is a big chore, isn't
it?

GMJ:

Yes.
Researchers are, for good reason, reluctant
to dramatize too much. You know research is
never finished, there is never a final answer ,
so it pays to be cautious. Still , sometimes
dramatization is necessary to get the message
across and propaganda now and then doesn't
hurt if it's carefully done .

ERM:

Well, I know from long experience that serious
scholars are always leery about appearing in
print, because they run the risk of gross
distortion of their work by having it popularized.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

If that happens, their peers turn on them and
say, "Why in the hell did you ever let some
stupid guy like that write your story? You
cast discredit upon us all by allowing that to
happen." And so there is a natural reluctance,
I suppose , but, still in all , the problem r e mains.
You've got to publish to keep the public informed and thereby keep their support growing.

GMJ:

That's right, yes .

ERM:

Les Harper extolled the implementation of the
man-in-the-job concept as having the single
most positive and far-reaching effect on the
morale and incentive of scientists. Would
you agree?

GMJ:

That's a pretty broad statement but I think
I'd have to say I agre e with him.
That idea
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eliminated what used to be the old stepladder
prin c ipl e, which was that you couldn't move
up until there was an available rung on the
ladder.
Research really should not be structured that
way.
A man should be evaluated and paid on
the basis of what he can do, not where he
stands in the chain of command. With the
man- in-the-job concept, if a scientist was
good enough, he could expand his area of
responsibility until he reached his limits.

ERM:

To what extent do you think the Forest Service
has responded to the need for research in
recreational areas? Was the need emphasized
early in your experience, or was it dormant
until political events and statistics were
amassed in the fifties?

GMJ:

I think it was in 1955 or 1956 when Les
Harper employed Sam Dana to make an analysis
of forest recreation as a research area.
It
was a problem analysis well before there was
as concerted a public outcry as we now have
for better recreation management and b e tter
integration of recreation as a reso urce in
the multiple-use management picture. We
hired young Frank Craighead as the first
l e ader of the r ecreational resear c h program.
Later on . he went into other fields, and it
was extremely difficult to get going in r eereational research.
One subject on which I disagreed with Harper
from the beginning , although I understood his
position, a nd perhaps h e was more astute than I ,
was that I felt we ought to get into peopleoriented research studies in recreatio n
resource management rather than research only
into physical r esources.
It was far easier
to study how many people use picnic tables
two hundred feet from the road compared with
fifty feet, or how much trampling a forest
ecosystem would stand, and how it would r espond
to wat e r and fertilizer.
We didn't know how
to conduct studies that dealt with the behavior
of people--why they act as they do in a wilderness
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o r r ec r eat i o n area. Probing minds and behavio r
is h azardous and highly sensiti ve; Congr ess
would be reluctant to give mon ey for us to do that.
To day , eve r ybod y is beating o n the FBI and the
CIA for open ing mail and pry i ng into people's
privacy.
The r e is the same b elief that if we
stud ied people, we'd be infringing o n thei r
personal liberties.

ERM:

I don ' t quite see that as true, George .

GMJ :

I still t hink limited progress has been made
in re creat ion research o n such topics as, wh y
do people litter? Ha lf of the appropriation
for forest r ecreation, millions of dollars,
was being spen t on campgr ou nd maintenan ce and
picking up t r as h.
I f we had taken the o ther
cou r se earli e r and studied "people" p roblems,
may b e we would have lost our shirts. But in
my judgment, we h ave not made much contribution
to solving the r ecreatio n al problems through
r esear c h .

ERM:

How woul d you attack t h at as a research
p r oblem? Would you use a polling procedur e,
int e r viewing people at t h ei r scene of r e c r e atio n ?

GMJ:

Well , now we are get t ing down to specific
r esear ch p r ocedur es .
I can't speak too
knowledgeab l y because I'm not an exper t in
sociological or psychological stud ies.
I
think it involves the questionnaire techn i ques
a nd obse rvatio ns.
I t is difficult to make
con trolled experiments t h at involve large
numbers of people, but I think it is possible .
J o h n Hendee and associates h ave don e some
pro du ctive r esear c h at the Fo r est Se r vice
st ation in Seattle. But it's tough, you know,
how do you evaluate est h etics? Getting back
to your o rigina l questio n , I do not think the
Forest Service was slow to r ecognize that
the r e was a field of recreational research,
but we've made slow progress.

ERM:

Wo uld you like to commen t about the origins
an d the successful implementation of the
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Mcintyre-Stennis forestry legislation? It
looms as an important part of your career in
the sixties.
GMJ:

Well, beginning .with the 1951-1952 response
to Congressman Jamie Whitten's urging to enter
into cooperative work with the universities,
the Forest Service had pushed for support of
university research programs .
I was detailed
to Washington to assist in preparation of
materials that were used in hearings culminating
in cooperative aid authorizations under the
Whitten Act . Later, a basi c research grant
authorization broadened the Forest Service's
ability to support university res earch .
The Mcintyre- Stennis Act was just another way
to get support for university - based r esearch.
I had nothing to do with its concept.
Les
Harper and university people like Marinus
Westfeld at Missouri and Dick Preston at North
Carolina State were the prime movers.

ERM:

Frank Kauf e rt from the University of Minnesota
had something to do with it, didn't h e?

GMJ:

Yes , and I guess my role was to help sell the idea
to agricultural e xperiment s tation directors.
I also participated in a modest way in the
testimony before the Senate hearing on the
bill.
I did some hackwork, writing portions
of different drafts of the ct.
But perhaps my major rol e related to contacts
with the agricultural e xperiment stat ion
directors.
I would say that, as a group, they
were anti a special forestry research act,
because they feared it would lead to appropriations that would cut into Hatch Act funds,
which supported agriculture federally at the
agricultural e xperiment s tations.
Back in about 1953 I hosted the annual meeting
of the s tate ag e xperiment s tation directors
at the Priest River Experimental Forest , where
I was director. We laid out the red carpet and
they had a wonderful meeting. Many were very
impressed with the Forest Service research
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program.
I made good friends with Earl Price
of Oregon.
I knew Mark Buchanan of Washington
very well, Paul Sharp of California, and quite
a few experiment station directors that I met.
Then, in 1960 a nd 1961, when the Mc!ntyreStennis legislation was in the hopp er, Harper
sent me out to Denver to an annual meeting
of the ag e xperiment s tation di r ectors. The
committee on policy was considering whether
to support this legislation. Frank Ka u fe r t
was there, and I gave the Forest Service
r easons for support an d told how the legislation would fit in with our program . Of
course , Frank strongly supported the proposed
forestry research legislation , but at that
meeting there was still a very strong atmos phere of suspicion that . ..

ERM:

This was going to make inroads?

GMJ:

Th e r e was suspicion that the Forest Service
was going to try to take away some of the
responsibility f r om the universities , and
would try to cut into the Hatch Act funding.
But Earl Price was one of the staunch spokesmen on the ag e xperiment s tation side, in
support of the Mcintyre-Stennis legislation .
My role was to participate in winning over
the a g e xperiment s tation directors, who
were quite powerful politically, and at first
strongly opposed to the l e gislation. They
finally agreed to go on record in support of
the legislation.

ERM:

Were any of their fears justified by subsequent funding of the a g e xperiment s tation
program?

GMJ:

No .

E~:

Did the programs grow substantially in spite
of this?

GMJ:

Oh , yes , sure.
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ERM:

So that should almost produce an axiom of
government, shouldn't it?

GMJ:

Well, if you have good programs, they stand
by themselves. We were not talking about
huge amounts anyhow . A salable program
that is soundly conceived has to have a lot
of funds, but in such situations it is unnecessary to steal from here to support
something there.
And the ag experiment
stations didn't lose any money from their
programs, I'm sure.
I also had to testify before the Senate
c ommittee when they were considering the
Mcintyre-St ennis bill, and Senator Proxmire
had problems that he wanted ironed out.
They
didn't have a forestry school in Wisconsin
at the time and he wanted to be sure Wisconsin
didn't get left out.
So we had to alter the
language a bit to be sure that Wiscons i n got
into the picture for funding.

ERM:

You were involved in leading the first forestry
group ever to visit the Sov i et Union in 1959.
I wonder whether you could recall your memories
of that junket and tell us whether you gathe r ed
enough evidence to make important comparisons
between American and Russian forestry, especial l y
governmen t. How did their administrative
machinery work? What was the level of technical
research, and what was the relationship between
planners in Moscow and the men at the field
stations you visited?

GMJ:

That's kind of a big question.
First of all,
you must remember that everything in the USSR
is controlled by the government .
I think our
mission was successful in that it did give us
a basis for judging, at least roughly, the
status and level of accomplishment of forestry
research in t h e Soviet Union versus our own .
The team I had was made up of some very capable
people, specialists in different areas, who
could interpret accurately what the Soviets
were doing.
The Soviet scientists h ad, in our opinion at
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the time, rather limited o pportuni ty to d o
their own program planning. A g r eat d eal was
di ctated by the central authority; t h ere is n o
private e nterpris e.
I cou ld just il lustrate
qui c kly with one example .
The y have a very fine forest engineering
res e ar ch facility on the outskirts of Moscow
wh e r e logging e quipme nt is d eve lop e d and new
mach ines are tested a nd evaluat e d. By e di ct,
this outfit had d eveloped an e l ectric- powered
c hain saw for felling and bucking t i mb e r.
It
was a good ma c hin e, n o question about it. The
governme nt di ct ated that 20 ,000 machines be
manufa ct ur e d and placed in all woods oper ations .
Well , the saws worked p e rf ectly, except moving
th e requir e d 200-pound g e n e rat o r from stump
to stump was di ff i c ult. So the e di ct came
down , "Now we will d eve lop a gasoline-powered
c hain saw." And so, by another edict , a ll of
the elec tri c saws were thrown away a nd eve r yt hing went to gasoline power. Thi s was how
their r esear c h progressed.
Des pit e thi s, they were d o in g ve r y f in e work
in some fields . Their research in pulp and
paper r esulted in a product that was almost
intolerabl e for p erson a l us e, they had very
limit e d newsprint, and their kra ft paper was
terrible. But, according to Bob Seidl , wh o
was our pulp and paper expe rt , they manufactured
special paper to go int o elect r onic components
as good or better quality th a n wh at we coul d
manuf actur e in this country.
This was mainly
for mili tar y purposes. So their ski ll s were
focused on what en d uses t h ey consi d ered most
important.
Now you know the Lysenko story, how the governme nt suppo rt e d his e n v ironme nt al theo r y and
Mendelian genetics was down the drain . Then
it was b ack on aga in , then down the dr ain again.
This was all co ntrolled by gove rnment edict .
We found indi v idual sci e ntists who didn't go
along with a ll that stuff, but wh en we asked
to see what we would co nside r orthodox gene tical
research, we were told, " That 's all being d o n e
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in Siberia . " I suppose they wondered why we
s ni c k ered. But I' ve talked a r ound your question.
ERM:

Well, let's hav e a not h er look at it here.

GMJ:

Th e Russians did good work a nd poor wo rk , but
generally were not as a dvan ced a s we are .

ERM:

The level o f their technical r esearch was far
below ours?

GMJ:

I would say wel l below, in most fields.

ERM:

What about the r e latio n s hip b e tween the p lann ers
in Moscow and the men at the field s t at ions?
We r e the planners politically- o ri ented rather
than sc i e ntifically - o ri e nt e d?

GMJ:

Yes , essenti a ll y . Th e r esu l ts of our t r ip an d
our con c lusio ns were reported in a published
docume nt. You probably have that reference
somewhe r e.

ERM:

What about the Orvi ll e F r eeman reduction in
f o r est r y r esea r c h field stations with the
Christmas Eve co nfrontatio n and a followup
that paid off?

GMJ :

This was when McNamar a, as s ecretary of the
Defense Department, was making big political
n ews by c l os ing down mili tar y establishmen t s.
Ag ri cultur e Secretary Freeman, not to b e
outdo n e, announced a prog r am o f closing
agriculture a nd fo r est r y r esear ch stations .
Harp e r was gone somewhe r e on Chris t mas vacation,
I guess.
I was the o n-th e - spot responsible
individual, a nd o n Saturday night, it was
Christmas Eve, I got a phone call about dinn e rtime saying, "We would like you to c l ose
$300,000 worth of research stations as part
of a just -annou n ced program of reduction of
field stat i ons by the Secretary . " I said ,
"Fine, we can do that. Will sometime next
Monday be all right?" They replied , "No , we
want it now . Ri ght n ow, on t h e phon e . " So I
h a d to t hink up $300,000 worth of progr ams we
could abolish , a nd their l ocat i o n s .
I came
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up with eight names
$300 ,000.

that roughly totaled

ERM:

What a tough answer to have to give on the
spur-of-the-moment.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

You had no chance to refer to anything?

GMJ:

No.

ERM:

Good Lord.

GMJ:

Fortunately , I knew our programs quite well,
and I identified the weaker ones. But unfortunately, one program was at Rapid City,
South Dakota , where Kar l Mundt , who was on our
Senate appropriations s ubcommittee, came from.
Another was at Bedford, Indiana , the state of
Congressman De n ton , who was chairman of our
House a ppropriations su bcommit tee .

It had to be done immediately.

Monday morning before work, I was on the Hill
and I went to their respective offices.
I
told them what I had done and explained the
circumstances. Karl Mundt said, " I worked hard
for that program.
I know it's small but I sure
hate to lose it. $20,000 is all that is involve d.
It 's just a two-man program. How muc h would it
take to get a real goo d program?" I said,
"$250,000. " Well , that next appropriation year
we got $125,000 put bac k.
But we didn't do so well with Denton.
I went
over to see him and he fussed abou t it but
finally went along . Subsequently we got that
restored, t oo . This was just a typical incident
in the life of a Washington bureaucrat who had
financial and budget responsibili ties .
ERM:

In your r eview of my interview with Charles
Connaughton last year, you noted that Charlie
did not dis cuss the effects that larger
decisions such as po licy changes, legislation,
and political issues had on the forester in
the field.
Would you like to tak e a crack at
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that, pointing out instances that you witnessed?
For example, Charlie said that the Job Corps was
even better than the CCC [Civilian Conservation
Corps] . Was that so? I know several foresters
who have the opposite opinion.
GMJ:

I am almost, if not entirely, unqualified to
speak specifically to the Job Corps vs. the
CCC. The Job Corps came along a short time
before I left the Forest Service, and I ' ve
had relatively little experience with it.
But I do know that the per capita c osts involved
in the Job Corps were always under the gun
because they were very high. Whether the payoff, in terms of training and subsequent
placement of enrollees in the Job Corps, was
a good investment, I don't know.
I ' ve heard
arguments both ways.
Now to your more general question.
I may have
been referring to the lack in Charlie's discussion
of the racial minority problems that involved a
major government policy position and must have
had a tremendous impact on forestry.
I don't
think that was mentioned in his talk, for instance.

ERM:

Equal opportunity legislation opened the doors
to black employment in the regional offices .

GMJ:

And the policy that came from that legislation
directed field officials to remedy what were
considered to be limitations in th e ir personnel
management program and equal opportunity areas.
I was involved in that in a very critical way
in one of my final years in the Forest Service,
and I made sure it involved our field research
administrators.

ERM:

How did these policy changes affect your people
and you?

GMJ:

I know it affected me personally. For some
reason, the s ecretary's office singled out
Forest Service Research as the unit that would
be under special scrutiny to see that equal
opportunity employment legislation and the
employment of minorities was carried out
effectively.
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This led to very critical reviews of our
activities by the assistant secretary,
although statistics showed that we probably
had the best record of any Forest Service
unit in employing minority people.
I made
a careful personal survey of all our field
units, and I found some rather deplorable
situations.
Not very many, but some. These
were, of course, corrected.
I also exerted a lot of time and effort in
convincing our field administrators and our
research station directors to do a better job
in handling our equal employment opportunity
programs.

ERM:

I can see that this could be dealt with in
lower level jobs , but how about in the more
highly sophisticated areas of research? There
you depend upon a pool of highly trained
scientists. Weren't you instructed to carry
the policy out to the very top levels?

GMJ:

We were instructed to go to every length to
employ blacks, even to the point where I had
to justify every promotion on the basis that
we would try to fill in the opened position
with a black. Of course, we couldn't find
qualified people in very many cases.
Certain field station directors and I personally
visited several black universities to make them
aware of our program, and of the kind of people
we wanted. We were hiring not just graduate
foresters, but also physicists , so c iologists,
and in thirty - five research disciplines. There
were qualified people around, if you could find
them .
I can't say that those university visits
led us directly to highly competent blacks whom
we hired. We even had some rather unnerving
experiences where we got taken by blacks we
were trying to hire. And I'm not proud of
this, but we may have hired a few who were
really not qualified for the job, just because
of the pressure we were under .
But the program and all this pressure, I would
have to say , did some good overall.
I think
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it helped the organization, made us more conscious of what we should have been doing, and
corrected some bad situations. At Tuskegee
Institute, we placed a full - time forester,
paid out of research funds, to counsel stud ents,
tell them what forestry was all about, identify
the more promising students who might have an
aptitude or an interest in forestry or
biologically-oriented programs, give them
summer jobs, and manage the 6,000- acre forest
property at Tuskegee. That program, I understand, i s still going on. Again , I can't be
sure that it produced many black forestry
enrollees, but I'm sure it was worthwhile.

ERM :

What hopes do you have for the re - establishment
of the CCC program?

GMJ:

I think that the CCC type of program does a
tremendous amount of good.
I t not only
accomplishes needed r esource work , but it
certainly is very helpful for young people to
learn how to work and how to earn an honest
dollar.
I know a few who are now top p eople
in the resource organizations and came up
through the ranks as CCC enrollees .
I would
hope that the fine record of the CCC would
prod today's l eaders into re-establishing such
a program.
There is much work to b e done in
the forests, and unemployed youths would
benefit greatly by involvement.

ERM:

It just amazes me that, in the face of such
a mountain of evidence of the good accomplished
by the CCC during the thirties, we have been so
slow in using that concept again, especial l y when
there is such a h igh incidence of unemployment
among black urban yout h s and, to a considerable
extent, white urban youths.

GMJ:

And especially when we are spending so much
money on what I consider to be fairly questionable welfare programs.

ERM:

Amen. And on fighting spinoffs of the alienation
of these young people after they get caught up
in the drug habit .
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GMJ:

Yes , t hat is hard to understand.

ERM:

It is . Why has it taken Congress and the
administration so long to come to this
realization? I have wondered to what extent
there was foot-dragging on the part of the
foresters about getting involved again in
this program.
I can recognize that there
are a lot of h eadac hes connected with its
administration.

GMJ:

Yes. Of cours e, I can 't answer that really,
because I've bee n gone for eight years, but
unless the Forest Se rvi ce has changed, I
would say they are still raring to go on
a program of this kind .
I 've never h eard
of the Fores t Service b ei ng ba c kward in
taking on a job they felt was worthwhile,
even without the ne cessary resources.

ERM:

It would seem to me a marvelous opportunity,
George, to accomplish jobs that have been
crying to be done in the national forests for
a number of years. Think of how much planting
could b e accomplished.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

If this program had been launched a year a go,
there might have been on-stream a body of
trained CCCe rs who could have bee n rushed into
the gap to fight fires in a critical situation
this s ummer . There is a terrible shortage of
manpower.

GMJ:

And lots of r ec reational development s that
need attention .

ERM:

Yes, it seems to me it's a good idea . I'v e
been brainwashed by Sam Dana for years o n
this subject , so you mustn't take me too
seriously. Sam has been a great advocate
of CCC.

GMJ:

Well , the CCC surely did a wonderful job.

ERM:

Before we get down to the last two sections
of this inte r view, just a few more general
questions.
I've not e d that you, like many
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others in your profession, are frequently
shifted from one forest r eg ion to another .
How does this procedure affect people in the
Forest Service? Is it thought of as a natural
aspect of government forestry work? Is there
any resentment when people are move d from one
area to another?

GMJ:

No.
In my era, it was taken as a natural
part of the job, something you expected when
you joined the outfit. Perhaps ce rtain
individuals had resentment, but I ' m speaking
now of a general attitude. You thought of
mo v ing as an opportunity rather than a nything
else.
In my own case, I wasn't moved around
all that muc h.
I did have the experience of
working in a number of regions, but I always
felt that was a great advantage for me .

ERM:

Do you think the div ers ity of experience
clearly outweighs the loss that might occur
if a man becomes familiar with the parti c ular
area h e 's b ee n first assigned to and then is
remove d from it?

GMJ:

In my judgment, I would say yes.
It's stimulating and broadening to move around. Forest
Servi ce programs, the policies, regulations
and guidelines are well known , well docume nt e d
and pretty much standard.
So when a ranger
goes from California to North Carolina, h e's
st ill operating under the same rules and
regulations and policies. Now , to b e sur e,
h e do es n't know the people, h e may not know
the timber type, and h e has to l earn his way
around his district. But in just a matt er
of weeks or months he will know them. He's
done it before , so it's no big d eal. And h e
always has a staff of more stable t e chnicians
who are doing hack work any how .

ERM :

Is it an imposition?

GMJ:

We ll , all the time, a Forest Service person
is le a rning and deepening hi s understanding .
Someday h e wi ll be in c harge of a much bigger
program. That's the way to develop men . There
may be instances where this is abused.
I know
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there are cases where an individual gets in
trouble and is forced to move away, but this
happ ens in any big organization.
ERM:

What about the impact this has on families?

GMJ:

That 's another story.
I think moving do es
have an impact on families.
It used to be
that most Forest Service families went along
with this . When people got married, they
understood this was part of the way of life.
And it is probably harder on the wife than
o n c hildren . Children adjust very quickly.

ERM:

I was a Methodist minister's son, and I don't
think Forest Service people are ever shoved
around or moved around more than a parson and
his family.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

Certainly not in the Methodist Church. But
looking back on my life experience, I can
only see it as having been an e nri c hing one,
becaus e it exposed me to a great numb er of
different cultural situations.
I lived in
rural communities, urban communiti es, wealthy
neighbo rhoods , poor neighborhoods, in the
middle of a Jewish neighborhood.
I became
acquainted with a wide range of Americans as
part of my growing up.
It was disrupti ve , I'm
sure, because I had to give up friendships
whenever I was forced to move with my family ,
but there were always n ew friendships to b e
made .

GMJ:

When a p e rson is d etail e d away or o n long
assignments away from home , this is harder
on the family than moving.

ERM:

That I agree with.

GMJ:

I've had instances , as many foresters hav e, of
being away from four to six months at a time ,
maybe being gone all year except for one or
two visits home.

ERM:

This is extremely hard.
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GMJ:

It's kind of tough . There may be too much of
that going on in the Forest Service, I don't
know.

ERM:

How about the new challenges that you faced as
the chief of Research from 1966 to 1969? Here,
of course, you did have to deal with the problems
of equal opportunity.

GMJ:

Yes, we've already discussed that.
I think it
was one of the major challenges at that time.
Another was related to the budgeting procedure.

ERM:

Cost-effectiveness budgeting?

GMJ:

Yes.
This was a system put into effect by
Lyndon Johnson, again as a result of work
that McNamara and his Whiz Kids had been doing
in the Defense Department on budgeting processes.
It's what Carter is now talking about, zero based budgeting.
In effect what it says is
that when you prepare a new budget, you start
at zero and put together a program made up of
those projects that have the greatest payoff ,
that are most cost-effective .
We were directed by the president that year ,
I think it was 1966, to switch ov e r immediately
to cost-effectiveness budgeting. So we went
up to the Budget Bureau to justify our proposed
budget for the coming fiscal year. We had to
show the benefits that would flow from each
program in relation to their costs.
Thos e that
showed the greatest benefits would be funded.
Well, in research it's hard to judge benefits,
because you must anticipate the outcome before
you've done the work. We had to prejudge the
outcome of research and extrapolate those
research results into applications , then
evaluate the values accrued from the application
of new findings.

ERM:

Some results are very hard to put into dollarsand-cents values , aren't they?

GMJ:

You can ' t.
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ERM:

Would those take a low priority stand?

GMJ:

Well, the first attempt was a bit ludicrous.
We were justifying our forest genetics program
and we'd chosen an example in southern pine
to show its cost-effectiveness. We said that
we knew from previous work that a short leafloblolly-slash pine hybrid has high resistance
to the Cronartium stem canker, which is very
damaging to slash pine and, in some instances,
loblolly. We knew how to produce this hybrid
and we knew that it would be effective .
Assuming that we spent an additional $100 , 000,
we could speed up the research on how to produce this hybrid rapidly over a certain time
span. We estimated we could produce so many
hybrids, which would be planted on so many
acres, and would. have specified benefits ,
in terms of loss damaging stem canker for
a greater ultimate timber yield . With the
proper dollars applied on the cost side, we
got about a 100-to-1 ratio of benefits over
costs by spending an additional $100,000 for
research .
We used that in prese nting our case to the
Budget Bureau.
It sounded so good, they said,
"If $100,000 will bring that ratio of benefit,
let's put in a half a million." For the first
time in my life, I found myself saying, "No,
we can't use that much money." It didn 't take
long to settle down to a more rational basis,
but until the time I left the Forest Service,
we had a program planning and budgeting unit
that worked on presenting the budget.
I don't
know what's happened now.

ERM:

Didn't that policy prejudice budgeting in favor
of almost total support of applied resear ch as
against original or basic research?

GMJ:

Well , it would have tended that way had we
carried it to the extreme, as it was originally
proposed. But this did motivat e our field
people . ..

ERM:

To sharpen their p e n cils?
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GMJ:

Yes.
Resear c her s found it very di fficult
to compr e h e nd, that do llars added to the o ngo in g p ro gram always go to support less
impor tant wo rk . Otherwise, yo u'd quit a
p roj ect to f und something you really wante d
to do.
That was a hard con cept to get across ,
but i t did have the value, as yo u say, of
forcing peop l e to prepare a program an d t h e
ne cessar y funding with co n stant tho u g h ts of
what t h e payoff would be if t h ey contin u e d on
this track. The cost-benefit-ratio approach
was a fa llac ious way , in my judgment, to
justify re search fu nds .

ERM:

Was that a political balloon, in a sense?
Was it an effo rt to shout to the electo rat e
how economi cal you were?

GMJ:

I think that's a va lid d esc ription .
In te rms
of many of the programs in the Forest Serv i ce
and elsewh e r e, cost - effectiveness is a good
a pproach.
For exampl e, let's say you have the cho i ce of
building a timber access r oad here, or there.
You can tell the cost exactly, how much timber
can come over that r oad, ot h e r cost factors ,
va lues of th e product, and board feet available
for industry . That is a much easier sit uation
to conside r under this type of b udgetin g .

ERM:

Yes , I would i magine that, if you are dealing
with p h ysical r esour ces and landscape, you can
do that.
But wh e n you a r e dealing wit h social
probl e ms , it's har d to set up priorities. How
about the refinement of long- r ange r esearch
p r ograms a nd th e d evelopment of coordinated
p r ogram classification a nd reporting systems
with ot h e r U. S .D. A. [United States Department
of Ag ri cult ure ] r esear c h agencies in t h e states?
Have we cove r ed t hat adequately?

GMJ:

Well, we've talked about long-range program
p l a nnin g . One of my final act i v ities as head
of Resear ch during t h e l ast coup l e of years
was to be in vo l ved in a not h e r majo r departmentwide long-range r esea r c h program planning effort .
Th is t ime, however, it in c luded p r ogr ams at
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all the land grant universities and was much
broader based. For the first time, a comprehensive system of project identification
and classification by objectives and problem
areas was used country-wide by all of the
department's research agencies, including
the Forest Service, and the universities.
This led us through a very long but useful
coordination job with universities.
Estimates were made for ten- year program
needs in terms of man-years of scientific
effort.
I think the result was a much greater
understanding and a closer-knit long-range
set of goals and programs than we've ever had
before, department - wide and university - wide,
in the agriculture-forestry field.
It took a lot of friendly but hard-boiled
bargaining with the universities to get
agreement on the program role and where each
research group fitted in .
ERM:

I suppose to some extent you had to assign
certain universities special areas of research
to be concentrated on, not to overlap too much
with others?

GMJ:

Yes, this was hard to do.
In the De partment
of Agriculture , with the support of the state
universities , a unit was created that was much
more active than ever before in reviewing and
approving proposed research projects.
Today any new research project proposed by a
forestry school has to go the route , through
the department's office for review and c oncurrence.
They pick up not only inadequacies
in the program content but overlap, and will
come back with suggestions. So it's a useful
mechanism.
Again it goes back pretty much to
the Forest Service pattern of program identi fication.

E~:

May I ask a question with regard to this
Mcintyre-Stennis money that was used through
the states and land grant colleges? Suppose
we had a good young scholar in , let's say,
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American history, who's trying to get his Ph . D .
in hi s field.
We could get that pe r son to
grapp l e with, as hi s t hesis, the history of,
let's say, clear- cutting .
Is that a project
that might be approve d through channels? I
suppose you'd first have t o sell it in a
fo r est r y school and a university history department as a joint p r oject . But could it be done
through that route?
GMJ:

From the standpoint of the technical operation
of authority under t h e Mc i ntyre- Stennis Act,
there is no reason why it could not be done.
The money comes to the govern or of the state
to allocate it to, in this case, Oregon State
University, since it is a l and g r ant institution .
The p r esident of t h e university has in effect
the say of how that money is allocated.
Now it 's allocated up to this point, as far as
I know , to the dean of the School of Forestry.
But if a graduate st ude nt came h e r e who h ad
a n int erest i n the history of clear- cutting,
I see no reason why that wouldn ' t be just as
legitimate a p r oject to co n s ider funding under
Mc int yre -S tennis as any other project . Now
whet h er it could compete successfully with
ot h er proposals, I h ave no way of knowing .

E~:

Yes.
I suppose, then, a successful double
play has to go from Tinker to Eve r s to Chance
and after it is s u ccessful l y executed, the
ball can be thrown around the ho r n to everybody.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

But I guess what I'm aski n g is , what are the
c hance s of a project like that getting beyond
Tinke r to Evers to Chance?

GMJ:

I suppose not very good .

ERM:

Not very good.
Why? Because perhaps it's a
pro j ect that doesn't arouse a lot of interest
as a high priority item through a forest
scie n tist or a forest r y administrator, who
would be the first people to r eview it before
it got to a n yone else, right? I t has to go
through c h ann els.
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GMJ:

Yes . You know, every one of these projects
has to have a written objective and st r ong
justification.
I f you can outcompete ot h ers,
I see no reason why your project couldn' t be
financed.
But it's a competi ti ve area, no
question about it.

ERM:

This is a thought that has occurred to me
several times during the year.
There are
parts of the contemporary scene that apply
to forestry or fo r est - related complexes
that continue to be matters of great debate,
and they all have a long history.
It might
be to society's benefit to have enough
"objective" study made of the subject to try
and grapple with its r oots in a systematic
way.

GMJ:

I guess the argument ove r funding o r not
funding this project under Mcintyre-Stennis
might come d own to, is historical research
and docume ntatio n r eally r esearch, as
defined by the act, is it reall y original
investigation , or is it just documentation
that any good trained person could do,
without using the research method? Now
there are ot h er sources, however, of funds
fo r work of this kind.

ERM:

Oh, yes.

GMJ:

As you know, the Forest Service now has the
authority to make g rants for almost anything.
Again, it's a question of priorities.

ERM:

Well, I know.
We are bidding within the next
two weeks on a project.
The Forest Service
itself has asked for bids specifically on the
us e of electronic devices in forestry work
with r a dio.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

The unhappy part of it is, this has just
suddenly been thrust upon us.
They said,
"Give us a project proposal before September
9th," and we'll go back and say, "Well, wh a t
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kind of a study are you after? How long can
this be? How soon is it going to be implemented?
Is it going to be put on-stream right away?
This fiscal year?" Because it i s n't easy to go
out and re c ruit somebody that quickly.
GMJ:

Right.

ERM:

Well, this i s apart from the int e rvi ew . You
made effo rts to advance the grade and salary
of th e experiment station directors before you
left your position in the Forest Service.
Could you tell us about that?

GMJ:

Well, a bone of contention within the Forest
Service was always the fact that station
directors, although they bore almost iden tical
responsibilities to regional foresters, wer e
generally about a Civil Service grade lower
than r eg ional foresters.
Now this may be a generalization that can't b e
backed up in terms of job-against-job details,
but in principle they carried the same overall
responsibilities for their program, had to
make the same level of d ecis ions, and were
r esponsib l e for carrying out the same overall
broad policies.
I felt strongly that the
r e mune ration through the grade structure ought
to b e about equal, so I tried to bring this
about , and it was quite a chore.
First of all, I made p eace with our internal
classification offices in the Forest Service
through a fairly protracted series of discuss ions.
I outlined in writing, and in
great d et ail, the duti es of station directo rs ,
analyzed their responsibiliti es in comparison
with other administrators in the same grade
within the Forest Service a nd in ot her department agencies, and convinced our classification
officer that a change in grade for the dir ecto rs
was not only fair but esse ntial if we were to
keep any semblance of equal pay for equal
responsibility.
This led to working at the department level,
where the same general process was followed
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successfully, and finally to the Civil Service
Commission, where we really hit some snags.
I
went through a series of long discussions with
officials within the c ommission.
Finally they said to me bluntly, "You must
list the nine station directors in order of
priority and we'll consider that list." I
refused to do it, on the grounds that it's like
saying, which of your children do you like
least. And it wasn't a matter of disliking,
it was a matter of feeling strongly that they
were all competent, all carrying the same
responsibility, so why go through the false
procedure of saying one is more responsible
or carrying a bigger load than the other? It
was in a sense partly a bluff, because the
workload certainly wasn't identical, but anyhow
it was one of my final achievements.
We got
all the directors up in grade to the same level.
I felt it was a hard but worthwhile battle to
win .

ERM:

George, you've had extensive experience in
international forestry .
I wonder if you could
just tell us about Public Law 480, a program
of cooperative research in foreign countries.
I know you've been interested in this for many
years.
How did it begin? How has it fared?

GMJ:

The P.L. 480 program of research , as you know,
is funded by monies that are made available
through the sale of surplus agricultural
commodities to certain participating nations.
Three-fourths of the costs of these commodities
are paid in the coin of the nation, deposited
in that country to the credit of the United
States.
Five percent of these funds are available for research under the P . L. 480 legislation.
The program began for us in the Forest Service
one afternoon when the announcement came over
from the department:
"We have some authority
here to fund forestry research programs in
certain foreign countries. Please indicate in
which of the list of thirty-some countries you'd
be interested in having cooperative research
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programs start e d.
Ide ntif y the universities
and the people, and what your p r ograms would
be. 11 Wel l , we had a quick meeting, and no
one was r ea lly e nthusias tic , but we did r espond.
We subsequently got a small program started
in some of the more obvious places.
The Scandin av ian co untri es were participating
and we kn ew t h ey had good sc i e ntists . After
a year or two, the p r ogram began to r oll quite
well, and we wound up with work in about twenty
co untr ies a r ound the world, var y in g f r om five
t o ten million dollars a year.
The department establis h e d a r egio n al off i ce
in Rome and o n e in Delhi. We made our scientists
r esponsib le for scree ning and carrying on the
supervisory work fo r the projects in their
fields.
Fo r example, if we had a project i n
Poland t est in g an insect parasite on o n e of o ur
insect p ests, we'd ha ve o n e of ou r e nt omo l ogists
trained in thi s field b e program coordi n ator
with the Polish scie nti s t who was d oing t he
r esearc h.
Th e money had to be spe n t in the count r y where
it was deposited .
I t h i nk that over t h e years
this program had its good a nd bad points, but
overall we made good use of t h e funds.

ERM:

What stands out as some of t h e best work don e
by that program?

GMJ:

We ll , t he r e was a lot of goo d work don e on
t ropi cal hardwoo d s, th e ir properties an d
ide nti ficat i o n , facts t ha t industry moving
int o the tropics n ee de d to know . This work
was done in the Philippines and Indi a --co untri es
where they h a d good l abor atory faci lit ies .
There was some good b asic work done in fo rest
ge n etics, and good work in t h e c h emistry of
combustion in Israel . Th ere were several
p r ojects o n insect paras ites and biological
control of pests.

ERM:

Was t h at work don e in Poland?
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GMJ:

Some of it, yes, and in other countries , too.
There was work done in Italy on the incompatibility of grafts in pine species and how
to overcome that problem.

ERM:

And is that still a viable program?

GMJ:

Yes, but I've lost touch with it.

ERM:

You've been active in the International Union
of Fores try Research Organizations (IUFRO),
and were its president from 1967 to 1971 . You
were assigned to develop new programs in IUFRO
between 1960 and 1967. What would you say
about that effort to design or develop new
programs?

GMJ:

Les Harper was responsible for getting me
involve d in that project.
I first attended
the IUFRO Congress in 1956 with Les at
Oxford, England, and got to know about the
organization and how it functioned.
Harper
was on what was then a permanent committee,
sort of an executive board.
Later h e became
vice president.
One of his efforts was to expand the interest
of IUFRO over the whole broad spectrum of
forestry.
IUFRO had started many years ago as
a silviculturally oriented organization with
its roots solidly in Europe.

ERM:

The old Germanic traditions.

GMJ:

Yes.
IUFRO was organized in 1892. The first
meeting was in Hungary.
The scope of IUFRO's
interests was subsequently broadened.
Harper
was instrumental in getting forest products
research added as a IUFRO section in 1961.
He also felt that forest r ecreation and wild life r esearch was an area that IUFRO ought to
consider.
,
So h e said to me, "Why don't you see what you
can do to determine the int e rests in, and the
opportunities for, organizing a section in
IUFRO in forest recreation and wildlife?" So
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I set about making contacts with different
organizations, and identifying people and
institutions that were interested in these
fields.
I embarked on fairly lengthy travels.
After a couple of years, I made a specific
proposal to IUFRO that such a section be
added. My immediate activities in that area
ended with its adoption, organization, and
appointment of officers.
I was the first
chairman of the new recreation and wildlife
section but as soon as it got organized, I
was through.
ERM:

That entailed your traveling around to quite
a number of countries , didn't it?

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

And that was in the early sixties?

GMJ:

In 1964 and 1965.

ERM:

I understand your work in IUFRO involved a lot
of rewriting of statutes and internal regulations, the constitution and by-laws, or was
that later?

GMJ:

I was elected president in 1966 at a meeting
in Munich, and was to take office January 1,
1967. The board of directors told me that,
as the new president, I was to look into the
possible reorganization of IUFRO.
It had
grown up as the old European professors'
scientific organization, where the professor
was the revered individual who dominated the
programs.
The result was that, although IUFRO had subject
matter sections in , for instance, soil and site
factors, in mensuration, and forest economics
and policy, the programs were confined entirely
to what the old prof who headed that area felt
he wanted to work on.
So there was a great
absence of opportunity for young researchers
or others with special interests to find a
place to affiliate. My job was to reorganize
IUFRO in a fashion that would .. .
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ERM:

Open it up to young researchers?

GMJ:

Open it up and modernize our approach to research
programming.
This involved the rewriting you
mentioned, in such a way that it would not
seriously offend the old guard, yet create a
viable organization to attract the interests
of a much broader portion of the international
forestry research community.
It meant that we had to write out of the
constitution obstructions to making the kind
of changes we wanted. And what a job that
was ! But we got it done, and the new organization was adopted at the next Congress, held
in 1971 at Gainesville, Florida, and I think
it's been very successful.
Now it may be a coincidence, and I am sure that
the Society of American Foresters didn't copy
the IUFRO's new organizational pattern, but
the Society had been having the same problems.
The divisional structure didn't provide the
flexibility for small groups with special
interests to work together under the aegis of
the Society.
So a couple of years ago, they adopted almost
an identical organizational pattern to IUFRO
for the technical side of their program.
There is a pigeonhole for every conceivable
forestry research area in IUFRO if there are
people to activate it.

ERM:

So in earlier years IUFRO had been dominated
to a considerable extent by professors at some
of the older universities . Many older professors
held the concept that anything dated later than
1850 or 1870 is not really history .

GMJ:

What's the old professor's name who has written
and published two volumes?

ERM:

Mantel.

GMJ:

Mantel, yes .
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ERM:

He's really run that section pretty much, but
he is no longer controlling it, I understand.

GMJ:

I believe a young Finn has taken it now .

ERM:

Bob Winters told me that changes have taken
place there that are healthy.
They would never
correspond with anyone, you know, except in
Germany.

GMJ:

Well, that was one of the major responsibilities
I had as president, to broaden program involvement and exchange among scientists in member
institutions , and to stimulate participation
of young researchers.
I was instrumental in
establishing a scientific achievement award
for young scientists, which has been quite
successful.
It constitutes an honorarium,
gold medal, plaque, and considerable recognition
for five young foresters who have made an outstanding contribution in research.

ERM:

Are these awarded annually?

GMJ:

No, at every congress.

ERM:

I see.

GMJ:

And this is limited to men whose nominations
for an award are received before they reach
the age of thirty-five, so it brings recognition
to younger men in what had been an old men's
organization.

ERM:

IUFRO holds major congresses periodically?

GMJ:

Yes, every four or five years an international
congress is scheduled.
These are major events,
with as many as 1,500 scientists from, pe r haps,
50 countries in attendance . Technical group
meetings, forestry research study tours, and
major business transactions are included.
Incident a ll y, IUFTIO' s me mb e rsp i p include s
scientists in about 330 universities and
institutes in 85 nations.

ERM:

You were responsible for the Fifteenth IUFRO
Congress in 1971?
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GMJ:

Yes.
The planning and conduct of the
Fift eenth Congress at Gainesville, Florida,
was a tremendous job.
At that time, we had
no paid secretariat and most of th e work fell
o n the president, and it was r eally a backbreaker for awhile, but we were able to carry
it off.
I'm still interested in IUFRO and, acco rding
to the co nstituti o n, the past president remains
as an active member of the executi ve board for
five years. The five years are up n ow, so I
don't know whether I'll continue in any active
way.

ERM:

How much time has parti c ipat ion in t h e e xecutive
board's meetings and affairs r equi r e d of you
in rec en t years?

GMJ:

They meet annually, each year in a diff e r ent
country.
So there is travel expense involved.

ERM:

Is that provi d e d?

GMJ:

No.

ERM:

You have to pay that yourself?

GMJ:

Yes. Of course, when I was in the Forest
Serv i ce it was paid as an o fficial dut y .

ERM:

Since you retired there is no source of funding?

GMJ :

No.

ERM:

But from your own pocket?

GMJ:

Right.

ERM:

That' s quite a det e rr e nt.

GMJ:

We ll , it's quite an expense. But, you know,
this is one form of r ecreation , along with
prof ess ional participation.

ERM:

How long are the meetings usually?

GMJ:

They last about ten days to two weeks.

There
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is a formal set of work meetings for four or
five days and then what is called a study tour ,
a forestry - oriented tour in the area .
ERM:

Are these meetings well-attended by the members?

GMJ:

Very well.
You see, the e x ecutive board is
made up of nine regional members repr esenting
nine geographic regions of the world, and one
p e rson is elected from each region to the
e xecutive hoard.
Also on the e xecutive board are the chairmen
of the six subject matter divisions , president,
vice-president, and past president, so that
eighteen people constitute the e xecutive board.
The board is divide d into working committees;
a finance committee, an administrative committee,
a program committee, and so on.

ERM:

And do they each mee t separately and bring
r epo rt s?

GMJ:

Yes . And individual board members are sometimes
given special assignments.
For exampl e, as
past president, I was once given the job of
analyzing where we stand worldwide in tropical
forestry r esearch, identifying the are as where
priority research is needed, and where it
could best b e done.
As a basis for some stimulation , through IUFRO, to get more tropical
research in the mill, I was asked to mak e this
study r e port, which I did as a member of th e
executive board.
I think this kind of work
is worthwhil e .

ERM:

Whe r e is your next meeti ng going to be?

GMJ:

In Fre d e ric t o n ,
October 1977.

ERM:

And the next congress?

GMJ:

Tokyo

ERM:

Just as long as it's not in Uganda.

GMJ:

Yes .

New Brunswick, Canada, in

in 1981.
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ERM:

What about the FAO- [Food and Agriculture
Organization] related commissions of which
you have been a member, such as the North
American Forestry Commission and the World
Forestry Congresses?

GMJ:

Well, another part of the job as head of
research was handling international forestry .
That's designated by the c hief as a responsibility of the research organization, so in
that capacity I did get involved in the FAO
and related commissions.
The North American Forestry Commission was
one of the more active ones. Canada, Mexico,
and the United States composed the oommission.
We h ad annual meetings, meeting every third
year in each country, with programs mutually
agreed-upon and handled through subcommittees.
For a number of years, I was chairman of the
forest fire control committee, which d e alt
with, for example, international compacts
where fire control problems existed on international borders.
I worked out the exchange
of techniques and knowledge, and planned trips
of specialists from one country to another .
This was all done under the aegis of the State
Department, as a United Nations member.
Later
Ed Cliff became chairman of the U.S. del e gation,
and I served as secretary .
We were also members of the Latin American
Forestry Commission, largely because we had
an interest in the Caribbean through our
research work and other activities in Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands.
I was chairman
of the research committee of that commission
for a few years . We met several times with
the commission, and we had othe r inte rn at i o na l
responsibilities.
Since the Research branch had the responsibility
for international programs, it fell to th e
Research organization to play a large rol e in
World Forestry Congresses .
I was involved in
two of those, one in 1960 when the Congress
was held in Seattle . Les Harper was chairman
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of the o rganizing committee, ma d e up of about
twenty o r thirt y people from indust r y, the
universi ties, and othe r government age n cies .
About 2,000 del egat es were t h e r e, from about
e i g ht y countri es .
My sp ecific j o b , o ther than a l ot of the
preparatory work as a memb e r of the o r ganizing
committee, was to h e ad the technical coordinat i on
of programs at the c o ngr ess . The r e a r e many
technical sessions with participants from many
c ountries .
I had to s ee that the techni cal
program went o n sc h e dul e, h e lp unravel problems,
and coo rdinat e the sessio n s .
Then in 1966 I was sec r etar y to t h e U. S. dele g ation with th e co ngre ss in Madrid , a d e l egat ion
that included about fift een people, incl udin g
two senato rs , two co ngr essmen , and heads of the
principal forestry agencies in the Uni ted States .
Since t h ese were off icial U.S. government
activi t i es, voluminous and complete r epo r ts
on the c ongress were r equ i r e d , a nd position
pap e rs h a d t o b e prepared. Cont r oversia l
iss u es were rai sed and this invol v ed wo rk d u rin g
and afte r the c o n g r ess.
In fact, I didn't get
to att e nd many of the social functions at the
congress b ecau se I was always working, trying
to get r e ports from our d e l egates who were
assigned r esponsibili ties.

ERM:

We ll , you look bac k, Geo rge, upo n a splendid
c areer as a forester and a long career of
public ser v ice in the Fo r est Service.
I won de r ,
as y o u survey that c areer, do you have any words
of wisdom or analysis of the total experien ce
that y ou' d like to put into this record?

GMJ:

I d o n' t know about the wo rds of wisd o m.

ERM:

I knew you ' d be mo d est o n that .

GMJ:

But I do have rath e r strong fe elings about my
ca r ee r , in the sen se that I con sid e r I was
fo rtunat e to have selected a career i n fo r est r y.
I' ve en j oyed all of i t ver y t h o r oughl y . Th ere
have b ee n hard times and goo d times, and I
think I'v e lived through some of the more
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interest ing periods of d eve lopme nt of forestry
in this country.
I got a sample in t h e early
days of the custodial p has e, when things were
kind of rough-and-ready.
Had many interesting
expe ri e n ces then.
I'm glad I pi cked resear c h as a spe c i fi c area
of for es try.
I'v e enjoyed that and I lived
through the Depress ion, the war years, and the
years of prosperity int o the period of rat h e r
strong concern over environmental issues.
So
I think I've b een luc ky to live and work in
this e ra.
ERM :

How do you see the h ealth o f your fo res t r y
profession in the total social scene today?
Is it as strong and h ealthy n ow as it's been
at any point in time in your lifetime?

GMJ:

I guess my overall answer to that is yes .
It
is h ealthy and strong.
I'm encouraged by the
realization, which finally seems to be seep ing
down through the rank-and- f ile of foresters,
that forestry a nd the management of f o r est
resources in th e long run is n ot a simple
issue of a one-resource-oriented profession ...
timber. We've got to recognize t he social
values and the interrelationship of the six
major forest resources. Then we must d emon strate by word and deed the importance of t his
re cognition to our own profess ion and to societ y
as a whole.
I 'm a little dis couraged by what seems to me
a trend. Maybe this is just b ecause I'm o ldfashioned and I d o n 't have the you t hf u l v isio n ,
but I'm distress e d by th e lack of a strong work
ethic in the young forester.
He' s too concerned
over hi s e ight h ou rs , five days a week, time
and a half for overtime.
I didn' t g r ow up that
way and I didn't associate with people who
felt that way .
I asso c iated with people who
wanted to do a lot more than was expected of
them, who believed in do ing the best job they
possibly could, regardl ess of personal dis comforts or other factors that might have been
more ple asant had they b een disregarde d.
I
see this trend among the students h e r e in school,
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and amon g the youn g fo-r e st e rs I ass oc iate with.
ERM:

I know it; I see the same thing myself . And
I have been concerned about the nine - to- five
mentality.

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

What about the great continuing challenge
of forestry research? Where do you see its
great challenge today? What subject areas
do you see as most exciting , or are they all
exciting?

GMJ:

Well, to me they are all exciting; it would
be hard to single out one.
I think we will
see, and we certainly need, advan c ement in
knowledge on three main fronts . One is the
biological front, related to produ c ing the
resource, the timber, the wildlife, the water.
Another front is social and economic, and deals
more with understanding and satisfying people's
basic needs through research. The third front
deals with technology, which means that we
develop machines, processes, techniques, and
know-how that will help us utilize more fully
what up until recently we let nature provide
for us.
Those are the real challenges for research.
And, of course, the more we learn, the more
complex the next answer becomes.

ERM:

The longer we live, the more we realize how
much we don't know.

GMJ:

Right.

ERM:

Well, perhaps this is a good place to end.

GMJ:

Sort of philosophical, maybe, but I've enjoyed
our interview very much, Woody .

ERM:

It's been a real pleasure, George.
it, too.

GMJ:

Out of all this comes something that is readable
and useful to someone .

*

*

*

*

*

I've e njoyed
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ERM:

This is a postscript to the Jemison interview.
We'll deal with your experience since retirement.
You've been here at Oregon State University
School of Forestry, right?

GMJ:

I signed on May 1, 1969, at Oregon State, about
five months after I retired from the Forest
Service.
I took a job as a professor of forest
management, with responsibilities for teaching
two graduate courses, one in research methods
and one in forest policy.
My primary assign ments, however, were in the office of Dean Carl
Stoltenberg.

ERM:

George, you could have picked any o f a number
of forestry schools around the country, and I
am sure you'd have been welcomed on the faculty.
Why did you happen to choose Oregon State?

GMJ:

You are right, I did have one or t wo definite
offers from other universities.
I came out
here to Oregon State in November 1968, antici pating my retirement in a few months , at Carl
Stoltenberg's invitation.
In effect, two jobs
were offered me--one as director of the water shed research institute here on campus, and the
job I just described, in the forestry school,
teaching and doing special assignments for the
dean.
I was attracted to the West, I guess, because
of my early associations here. They brought
both my wife and me back to home country , so
to speak, although we'd never a c tually liv ed
in Oregon.
The town of Corvallis and what it
offered attracted us, a small university
community, the geographical lo c ation and the
nearby amenities, plus the feeling you get in
a small community after living in a large
metropolitan area.

ERM:

They have quite a rich cultural life here.

GMJ:

Yes , yes indeed. We are tributary to fairly
large cities , which are a couple of hours away ,
as well as having cultural opportunities right
here on the campus.
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ERM:

Not to mention the fact that there is some
pretty damned good fishing around here.

GMJ:

Yes, indeed. That has been one of my main
hobbies. Shortly after I came her e, one of
my principal jobs was to organize a research
program in the Forest Engineering Department.
The school had well-developed research programs
in forest management and in forest products
utilization. And, while a strong teaching
program existed in forest engineering, there
was no research. The dean asked me to conduct
a study, make recommendations, and head up the
development and direction of such a r esearch
program.
I found this to be a real challenge. We started
off with the acquisition by transfer from
another department of two forest hydrologists,
a microclimatologist, and an economist as our
nucleus of research. The hydrologists were
needed because of the great impact of logging
and logging roads on soil and watershed values
in the Northwest.
It turned out to be a very logical blending
of skills in the soil and watershed areas and
in, what has later bee n added, timber harvesting technology. Today there are approximately
thirteen people involved with the forest
engineering research program, and I think it's
been successful. While I no longer take part,
I feel that it has produced some very useful
research in the last five or six years.
I have undertaken other tasks here that probably
aren't too important, other than just to mention
them. One was a study about revising the
forestry extension or continuing education
program in the school. The dean asked me to
analyze the administration of the rather large
research program the school has under way, as
his office staff's area of responsibility.
This was a fun job because, since it was my
final effort here at school, I didn't need to
pull any punches, nor did the dean want me to.
I think it was a productive analysis.
I
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suggested how the dea n 's office could take
leaders hip and direct research programs in a
more adequate fashion.
ERM:

A few questions here were posed by others and
members of our staff.
I 'll toss them out to
you. When you taught a graduate course in
forest policy and research methods at Oregon
State, you wr ote an article for the Journal
of Forestry in which you urged foresters to
b e aware of their p rimary responsibility to
people, including the rur al poor, and poor
city dwellers, as well as the middle class .
Did you teach that responsibility to your
students?

GMJ:

Well, that's a big question.
I attempted to
teach stud ents how forest policy is formed,
what factors interrelate to generate policy,
what the responsibility of various groups,
including, of cour se, the forestry profession
is in understanding and interpret ing policy .
In this process I hoped t h at the students
got the idea that every practicing f o rest e r
must exe r cise, in some way , the carrying out
of policy, becaus e policy is formulated at
eve ry l evel in the profession. Ever y forester
who me e ts lay people has a responsibility to
explain what forest policy is all about, and
it do es not have to be do n e in complicated
language. Of course, policy mer ely is the
rout e one follows to reach an objective.

ERM:

When you worked on the forest e ngineering
r esearch program her e, did you e n coun ter any
of the usual academic r ealities such as
committee inertia, widespread indiff e renc e,
ignorance , o r specific jealousies about
empire-building?

GMJ:

I'll answe r that first with a flat n o, and
I'll explain why I think n one of these things
exis ted.
We were fortunate in the d evelopmen t
of t h e forest eng ineering program h e r e because
we b egan from scratch . We had no program to
start with, and there were no emp ir es already
establis h ed .
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It's true, as I mentioned, that there were
several research scientists transferred into
this new department and they, of course, had
work under way.
These men were intelligent
and understood that there were benefits to be
derived from a program that was jointly conceived, well - planned, an d problem- oriented.
We had no difficulty putting together a program
that was aimed at selected problems of hi ghest
priority, and establishing the niche that each
research worker had carved out to meet the
established objectives . Today this team of
researchers in the forest engineering research
area is one of the smoot h est working groups
in the school.

ERM:

Would you say that is a good portent fo r anyone
thinking of going into teaching forestry as a
professional career?

GMJ :

Well, yes.
I would say that wh at I have just
described, the harmony, team approach, problem
orientation with clear-cut objectives that
exist in the forest engineering research
program do not necessarily exist throughout
the school of forestry or even in the rest
of the university.

ERM:

Or in other universities?

GMJ:

I think there are instances you could find
where empires are being built. There are
individuals who are jealous of their prerogatives and the answer to that is good honest
program planning, with carefully selected
problems and clear-cut objectives . This
pr inciple was applied in developing the
forest e ngineering program and that proves
the success of this approach.

ERM:

Wherever that practice is put into effect, you
think the potential for a self-fulfilling
career in forestry teach ing and res earch is
good?

GMJ:

That's right.
It's been my general observation,
however, that there is a higher degree of
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individualism , internal j e alous y, and unh ealthy
competitio n within the unive rsiti es than in
the f ede ral fore st r esea r c h establis hment with
whi c h I was associated fo r so many years .
ERM:

You b e lieve academe is afflicted mo r e than the
f e deral bureauc racy?

GMJ:

I think so. The promotio n policies a nd the
publish-or- perish sy ndr ome that seem to exist
on many campuses give ris e to fi erce competition
for funds and grants.

ERM:

For almost two d ecad es you have advocated
r ecogn ition of the fact that many decision
makers and scientists whose work g r ea tly
affects forest policy in the for est ry profession ar e not train e d in forestry. You
have, th e r efor e, advocated red ef ining membership qualifications in SAF to bring those
people into the organization. To what ex t e nt
has that change in membership take n place?
And have the views of these nonforeste r
fo r est policy make rs and information sources
g r eat l y di ffe r e d f r om those of professional
forest e rs?

GMJ:

We ll , I think a subs t a nti al c hange has taken
place, in that ma n y nonfo r estry-trained peop l e
who have worked in the field a r e now ver y
active, st rong me mb e rs of the Society. Th e
Society is bett e r of f because of this, a nd I
would h ate to see us r et r ogr ess to where one
had to be a graduate of a fo restry sch ool to
belong to t h e Society .
Today' s "complex" forestry is a profession
that r equires the input of knowledge and skills
f rom many dis cipli n es. But t h ose individuals
f r om o th er di scip l i n es n eed to have a grasp of
the forestry art, and p u t their expe r tise into
understanding and so lving problems.
Fo r example, I don't t hink a soc i olog i st, period,
with no knowledge of forest r y p r oblems s h oul d
be a member of the Society. Howeve r, the
sociologist who has taken his skill in that
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field and applied it to forestry problems
could contribute very much to the Society as
a member.
ERM:

I remember one such sociologist whose name was
Richard Means.

GMJ:

Yes, I knew him.

ERM:

Wrote on forestry subjects after he had been
at Yale. Did you know him at Yale?

GMJ:

No, I don't think so.

ERM :

I gather that what you are saying is that
forestry professionals run the danger of
becoming afflicted by tunnel vision if they
don't brin g into their fraternity people who
are knowledgeable about the profession but
not necessarily trained foresters.

GMJ:

Yes, I would agree . You know the history as
well as I, of the Society of American Foresters
losing the range- oriented and forest products oriented people because they were nonforesters,
by the old definition.
So they created their own professional
societies. We drove them away, and there
has never since been a strong range or forest
products program in the Society of American
Foresters, in my opinion.

ERM :

The substance of your research and reporting
in the 1930s and 1940s dealt with such topics
as the influence of drought and erosion on
seed production, the rate and density of tree
growth after burns and as a result of shading,
and the influence of forest litter on growth .
In one of these studies you especially cited
"dangerous conditions brought about by clearcutting . " That subject is now one of the
hottest controversies in the field . Do you
side with the "man's way" believers or the
"nature's way"? Is clear- cutting no longer
dangerous, or has it become an economic
necessity?
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GMJ:

The work you referred to there, I scarcely
remember, but I believe it was a very minor
study on short-leaf pine in the Appalachians.
Briefly, clear-cutting is a necessary, perfectly
sound silvicultural system with economic advantages. When used properly, in some situations,
it's fine.
When used in other situations , it's
lousy.
I'm not of the school opposed to clearcutting at all. But I'm certainly not of the
school that says clear-cutting is the salvation
for all our problems, either.

ERM:

One of your most provocative speeches was
"Sacred Cows," at the Western Forestry and
Conservation Association in 1971. Remember
that?

GMJ:

Yes.

ERM:

In it you charged that your colleagues in the
profession were "fire-suppression happy,"
instead of being preoccupied with fire prevention. You ascribed that to their overestimation of the effectiveness of new
technology and equipment. Can you talk a
bit about that? Is the emphasis on equipment
a reflection of the truism that if you aren't
spending, they think you aren't working?

GMJ:

As the title of my talk suggests, I was asked
specifically to be the devil's advocate, and
bait the fire people so as to arouse a little
discussion.
I deliberately, and, as I think
the context of the paper will suggest, clearly
established m~
intention. Now this reference
to overspending in the use of equipment I
believe falls in that category.
I would not
deny I said it, nor that I think there is more
than a germ of truth in the statement.
There has been, and probably still is, a
feeling that we've got big machines, airplanes,
chemicals we can dump, all these technologies
at our fingertips so let's shoot the works.
There's a lot of that philosophy in fire
control organization , and you can see the
results in the huge expenditures .
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I know of studies showing that miles of bulldozer lines have been built that the fire
n ever reac hed.
It went out by its el f , o r t h e
weather c hanged , or something else came about
that made direct control easier.
The use of expensive equipment, without
thought of costs, has gotten a pretty firm
foothold, rather than our being sharper in
our preplanning and in o ur judgments at the
time of the fire control operation. That is
what I was trying to say, without painting
everybody with that brush.

ERM:

Did you get pretty good feedback?

GMJ:

Well, as it turned out, I never d elive r e d that
paper in person.
I was in the hospital and
it was delivered for me.
But I understand
there was some discussi o n.

E~:

Th e re's one further question I have her e . How
can prevention be include d in annual r eports
to attract money and publicity?

GMJ:

Well, we've always done it, with some success,
by showing that the fire prevent e d doesn't
have to b e fought.
This isn't perhaps an
accurate example, but the Sundance fire in
northern Idaho about ten years ago was a
lightning sleeper fi re. They knew the fire
was there and unsuccessful efforts were mad e
to find it.
The fire had been start ed by lightning , so in
a sense it was not a fire that had been prevented.
It had been asleep f o r ten days and
people knew it , yet sufficient efforts were
not made to find it and put it out.
The r esult was a several-hundred-thousand-acre
fire and millions of dollars spent. You could
use this as an argument for stronger preventive
efforts; in this instance, prevention of a
co nflagration , to gain support and attract
additional funds for keeping fires small.

ERM:

One mor e question, George.
In 1965 you somewhat chided your fellow members of the SAF,
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urging them to exe r cise g reat er effectiveness
o n legislation by drawing up specific goals
and st r e n gt h e nin g both staff and membership .
You cited the cases of the Mcintyre- Stenn is
Researc h Act, and the Wilderness Act.
Can
yo u point to any other l egislati ve st rugg l es
in wh ic h, in your opi nion, SAF p lay e d a
significant r o l e?
GMJ:

Well, ce rt ainly a more r ece nt one was the
c lear- c uttin g issue , brought about by the
Monongahela case . The l egislat ion that
accompanied that d efinit e l y turned people
o n . Th e Natio nal Forest Res ou r ces Planning
Act was a n other of more recent o r igin .
All t h ese major pieces of legislation have
b een ve r y significant in rousin g the p r ofession
and ge t tin g people to act and learn about wh at
the impli c atio n s are .

ERM :

It seems that i n some of your writings you
were trying to p r ovok e th e members to action.

GMJ :

Wh e n I was a member of the council for s ix
year s, I wr ote a col umn periodically. Often
I wo uld try to pick a topic , yo u know, a
little p r ovocative .

ERM:

We ll , again , thank you , Geor ge.

GMJ :

I' ve e njoye d it a g r ea t deal, Woody .

Clarence Luther Forsling

Gro wing up on a ranch and having intimate knowledge of
grazing aorlditions and range management prepared Clarence L .
Forsling to become a leader in those fields in his distinguished
career .
His thirty - eight years of service include work on the
Jornada Experimental Range in New Mexico , at the Washington,
D.C. Office of Grazing Studies, as Director of the Great Basin
Experiment Station in Utah, as head of the Intermountain Regional
Forest and Range Experiment Station in Utah, as Director of the
Appalachian Forest Experiment Station, as Assistant Chief of the
Forest Service in Charge of Research, as Director of the Grazing
Service of the U.S. Department of the Interior, and as a member
of the Program Staff of the Department of the Interior.
He has
written many government publications and papers on watersheds,
range management, and grazing.
Since 1954, he has served as part time consultant in the conservation and development of natural
resources in New Mexico, where he resides.
Clarence Forsling has always been interested in studying
subjec t s pertaining to the range and grazing .
He authored a
publication that was the first of its kind, on the influence
of herbaceous plant cover on surface runoff and soil erosion
in relation to grazing on the Wasatch Plateau in Utah.
The
study brought to light the fact that denudation of mountain
watershed by grazing of herbaceous vegetation is a cause of
flash floods from torrential rains, under overall conditions
in the western United States .
Throughout his career in
Washington, he fought for fair treatment for the Grazing
Service and for his strong belief in a federal grazing policy .

Concerns of a Pioneer Western Res e archer
Range management , grazing, and watershed

Elwood R. Maunder:
This is part of a series of oral history
interviews with former heads of Forest Se rvice research.
We are speaking to Clarence L. Forsling. Mr . Forsling,
would you tell us briefly about your family and your
early life?
Clarence L. Forsling:
I was born in 1893 in Cheyenne, Wyoming,
where my parents had moved a few years before.
When I
was two years old we moved down into western Nebraska
to a ranch site about sixteen miles east of the Wyoming
line on Lodgepole Creek.
There my father started his own
ranch. My grandfather had established himself close to
Kimball, Nebraska , a few years earlier, so my famil y has
had connections there for a long time .
I grew up there.
At the age of five or six I learned to ride horseback
and within a few years was riding the range myself.
Of
course , it was my idea that sooner or lat e r I'd have a
ranch of my own.
It was a great g razing country , in the so-called short
grass plains , a part of the Great Plains stretching from
Canada to southern Texas in the western and central United
States. During the ten to twenty years after the UnionPacific Railroad was completed in 1869, there was a great
build-up of bi g ranches in the Great Plains. Livestock
seemed to have a future there.
Many people , even from
Great Britain and other foreign countries , came, thinking
it was a good place to make a lot of money. Then came a
severe drought and some bad winters , and with no feed to
keep the cattle alive , there were very heavy losses of
cattle in the late 1880s.
On top of th at , a
depression occurred, which in thos e days they called a
"panic." I was not old enough to remember it, but my
parents told me about the hard times. People in the
eastern part of Nebraska and Iowa, where there was better
farmland than in western Nebraska, sent carloads of food,
old clothes and supplies to those in the western part of
'
.
Nebraska where
the drought was particularly
bad.
It was
the first welfare undertaking that I ever heard about.
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ERM:

We r e th es e the settlers who were called sodbusters?

CLF:

Yes--sodbusters , or nesters. The nesters were mostly
people who went farther west to the edge of the mountains
where there were many small streams which provided watering places for the ranchers' livestock.
But by about 1893 , most of the homesteaders who had come
into western Nebraska and nearby areas following the
establishment of the railroad had abandoned their homesteads and moved out.
I can remember when I was o nl y
ten or eleven years old riding horseback over the range
and finding old vacated homesteads with empty buildings,
including sodhouses. Many years later one could locate
land that had been plowed , because a different kind of
vegetation, especially a small silvery grey member of the
sagebrush family, came in on those abandoned fields.
Only a few scattered settlers , those who had started to
raise livestock , stuck it out.
Their main competition
was big sheep herds whose owners had taken over large
areas of range after they had learned how to drill wells
and put in water troughs where sheep hadn't been before.
My father started by leasing Union-Pacific and stateowned land, but for the most part he ran his cattle and
horses on the open public domain range.
That's where we
had the contests with the sheep people.

ERM :

Who were the sheep people?

CLF:

Some were emigrants from England, others were from eastern
Nebraska.
I remember one particular man from eastern
Nebraska who had established a ranch which extend ed
about sixteen miles east and west one way and about eight
miles the other , with seven or eight thousand sheep in
several herds. As I said, they had learned how to drill
wells, and one could get a well in that country in depths
from one to two hundred fe e t , and not too e xpensive.
Then
he quit the year-long operation because of severe winters
and began bringing in yearling wethers from the Northwest
in the spring by trainloads and summe ring them to get the
benefit of the green foliage on the range.
In the fall h e
shipped them to be cornf ed in eastern Nebraska before being
marketed.
In those days no one knew v e ry much about lamb as it is sold
in the markets for table food today.
In fact , it was not
until the early 19 20 s that t h e s h eep me n b e gan
to sell lambs for their meat. At the time I'm speaking
about, where I was on the range in western Nebraska, these
wethers were one to three years old before they were
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slaughtered.
It is not at all surprising that people
didn't like mutton, because some of those carcasses were
pretty tough and had a strong flavor.
You could even
smell the cooking mutton a considerable distance from
the kitchen .
Well, that was the kind of country that I grew up in,
and we thought it was going to be a great place for
livestock indefinitely. Then all these things changed
because, during the latter part of the first decade of
this century, a better crop of farmers came to the West - people who had farm experience and had learned how to
dry farm, whereas most of the early homesteaders had
little knowledge or experience in farming.
Then Nebraska
adopted a herd law, so that instea d of the farmer having
to protect his fields with fences to keep out the livestock, it was the responsibility of the livestock owner
to herd his animals off the planted fields.
Gradually
the stock business was edged out because one couldn't
run cattle on the range wh e re there were scattered grain
fields.
So now the open range is gone and the good land
is in wheat fields or in irrigated forage-producing crops .
Grazing of livestock is restricted to the rougher land.
Karen Krebs Burman:
And then did your father go out of the
livestock business or was h e able to continue?
CLF:

He continued to operate the ranch until h e retired, even
though the open range was no more.
Even worse, so far
as he was concerned, an irrigation company, through eminent domain , took two - thirds of his irrigated land, along
the one-and-one-half miles of Lodgepole Creek Valley that he
had deve loped, for an irrigation water storage reservoir.
But he hung on and acquired several sections of hilly
land to graze on, as the homesteaders on it sold out.
In addition, he grew wheat on the flatland and developed
groundwater for irrigating forage crops.
The ranch is still in the family.
The original rock house
and well are still there, but an electric pump has replaced
the windmill. My younger brother graduated from Oregon
State University as an economist, but later came back to
run the ranch, and made quite a success of it.

ERM:

But you took a different path.

CLF:

Yes, as I went through high school I knew that I wouldn't
like dry farming.
The irrigation company had taken most
of the irrigated land, so I had to look for some other
life's work.
My de c ision was to go to the University of
Nebraska.
I was one of the first boys from Kimball County
to attend the university and get a degre e .
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What got me interested in fo r estry was the fact that,
in the early days, there were stories in some of the
boys' and young folks' magazines, probably in the
Saturday Evening Post and Youth's Companion, that told
about the life and work of forest rangers in the West.
That appealed to me.
Then I found a small, official
pamphlet, with pictu r es, describing the work of the
Fo r est Service. Then and the r e I decided that that was
for me, and I went to college and studied forestry.
ERM:

That's interesting. Another pio n ee r fo r e ste r of
the Forest Service, Cap [Inman F.] Eldredge, told me how
he was induced to go into forestry .
It sounds very similar
to the story you just told . He encountered an article on
forest rangers in one of his young people's magazines-I think it may h ave been in Youth's Companion--with a
picture of a forest ranger on a snow- white horse leaping
over a log in the forest . He said to himself, "If that's
what forest rangers do, that's what I want to be , " and
he too set his course accordingly .

CLF:

One additional event finally pushed me over the line.
Anot h er chap and I went down to the university to enroll .
It was suggested t h at we would have a greater choice if
we'd take engineering the first year.
Reclamation had
become a popular course and building dams and canals for
irrigation projects was attractive. We thought we might
enroll in irrigation engineering the first year, and then
we could switch to forestry the second year . But, as we
were getting registered, we found out that we had to buy
a d r afting set t h at would cost forty or fifty dollars.
That was a lot of money in those days.
We then went over
to where students were registering in forestry, and learned
they didn't require us to buy anything special in the first
year.
So that's how the die was finally cast, and I stuck
with forestry.

ERM:

A forty-dollar decision !

CLF:

Yes, a forty-dollar decision!

ERM:

Who at the University of Nebraska had the greatest
influence on you?

CLF:

I think Dr. [Charles Edwin] Bessey. Bessey was a well known botanist in his day who wrote several textbooks and
a scheme of plant classification, but he was a teacher,
not a researcher . Because of him, the forestry curriculum
at Nebraska was well lathered with such things as systematic botany , plant ecology, plant physiology, plant
diseases , and plant histology . At one time he was acting
president of the university and he was officially asked to
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take the position permanently.
because he preferred to teach.

But he wouldn't accept

Dr. Bessey was best known for his teaching ability and
his effectiveness in guiding young people.
I think he
influenced every student who took more than one course
under him and really got to know him. He had a personality that made students get interested in the subject,
and no one ever thought of cutting his class or n ot
preparing a paper when he asked for one.
To illustrate how he could c h eer up a person, I'll relate
a little story. Between the campus a nd where Dr. Bessey
lived, an Italian who spoke only broken Englis h had a
fruitstand --a cart that he could move from place to place
on the pavement. Dr. Bessey had passed this man from
time to time coming and going to his classes.
One day
someone ran into his cart with a vehicle.
Apples and
other fruits rolled all over the street .
As Dr. Bessey
came along , here was this poor man, in a terrible dither.
Dr. Bessey stopped to talk to him, reached over, picked
up an apple and said, " That's the finest apple I've seen
for a long, long time." It made the old Italian beam.
Here was someone who sympathized with him and cheered
him up.
That's the way Dr . Bessey had with his students,
too.
My first contact with Dr. Bessey was in Botany 1. We
used to have three hours of lecture and at least thre e
hours in the laboratory each week .
I was in the laboratory one day looking through a microscope. He was
circulating among the students and stopped to look at
my work.
I didn't notice that he was taking a special
look at me, until h e said something like, "That's a good
specimen-:" not referring to me, of course. Next he called
over the assistant who was in charge of the lab and said
to her, "Don't you think this boy's got mumps?" [Laughter]
Sure enough , I had the mumps, and it was diagnosed by
Dr. Bessey.
I was told not to come to classes for several
days.
ERM:

Can you tell us about some of the students who were influe nced by him?

CLF:

One was a man named Frederick E. Clements, who was one
of this country's pioneers in plant ecology . He had been
one of Bessey's students, became his assistant, taught
plant physiology and plant ecology, then later went to
Ge rmany to study.
Whe n he came back from Europe he was
offered a position at the University of Minnesota as head
of the botany department.
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Rosco e Pound, a cont e mporary of Dr . F . E . Cleme nts ,
f irst studied botany and got his Ph.D. under Bessey
b ecaus e he lik e d Bessey and botany , but lat e r took
law and b ecame dean of th e Harvard Law School . Dr .
H.L . Schantz, who was a botanist for the U.S. De partment of Agriculture and spent time studying flora i n
Africa , was a plant physiologist and dean of Botany
at the Unive rsity of Illinois. Dr. E . A. Bessey,
Dr. C.E. Bessey 's son , was head of botany at Michigan
State College. Dr. Gilmou r Byers MacDonald h eaded
the f orestry s chool at Iowa State College .
ERM:

Nebraska seems lik e a very unlikely state in which a
forestry school might deve l op that early on in the
hi s tory of forestry e ducation.
Can you explain why?

CLF:

The Nebraska Forest
School was establis hed in about
1907 b y Emanuel Miller , who subsequently went to the
University of Idaho to establish the forest school there.
The Nebraska sc hool operated about eight years; I was a
me mb e r of th e last forestry c lass to g raduat e at Nebraska.
That was in 1915 , th e year Dr . Bessey di e d.
Many of Ne b r aska's c itize n s wanted tr ees t o grow . The
existi n g trees were limited mostly to stream banks in
the eastern part of the state .
A manifestation of t ha t
d esire was the es tablishme nt of Arbor Day.
It was fi r s t
observed in Nebraska on April 10 , 1872 , and over a
million trees were planted at t hat time . J. Sterling
Morton of Neb raska City, wh o was appoi nte d sec retary of
Agriculture in 187 3, was influential in s tart i n g Arbor
Day.
Nebraska eve ntuall y b ec ame kn own as the " t r ee
plant er" s tat e .
It was a time when there was g r owi n g
conce rn about the n atio n' s forest r esour ces and the
establi s hment of th e na tio nal fo r es ts (forest reserves).
Dr . Bessey was o n e of t h ose great l y con ce rn ed about fo r ests
and about f o r est sc hoo ls b ein g es tablished.
It was hi s
though t that the Sand Hill s of Nebraska had had forests
at one time and s ho uld b e made to g row aga in. Th ese
factors favo r e d the establi s hment of the f orest school
in t h e state. Bessey had a goo d deal of influe n ce as
a sc i e nti st a nd an e ducato r a nd also with the politicians,
although h e was not a politician hims elf. He carri e d the
d ay and s uc ceeded i n ge ttin g the Nebras ka Natio n a l Fo r est
establis h e d in th e Sand Hills and th e fores t school es tablished in th e university.
Th e g r eat forest tree nursery
at Halsey, Neb r aska, was n amed " The Bessey Nurser y" in
hi s honor . Over th e years, a lot of trees h ave been
planted and there are some pretty goo d man-made for es ts
in the Sand Hills, eve n though it's a bad place for fires
once they get sta rt e d.
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KKB :

You worked during a few summers as a student doing some of that
planting didn't you?

CLF: I worked there during the planting season in the spring of 1912
and again in the spring of 1915 .
Anyway , the fourth head of the forest school at University of
Nebraska was a graduate of the Yale Forest School named Walter J .
Morrill . After a couple of years the forest school alumni became
dissatisfied with him because they thought he was not keeping up
the standards of the school as his predecessors had done . Morrill
resigned just about t he time Dr. Bessey passed away . It is
likely , too , that there was some differences between the alumni
group and some of the members of the board of regents, who
thought there were greater needs for other phases of the
university ' s program than forestry and so , to end the matter , the
forest school was terminated . This would have been mos t un likely
had Dr . Bessey been there to defend the forest school , which he
was in la rge part responsible for starting .
ERM : In the limited time that the forestry school existed, did it
graduate a great number of students , and , if so , who among them
have risen to positions of importance in your profession?
CLF: Several of the great earlier research men were Nebraska alumni .
Gus [A . G. ] Pearson directed the first forest experiment station
established in the United States at Fort Valley Arizona . Another
one of Bessey's students was Carlos Bates, who started the first
study on the effect of f orest cover on runoff and erosion at
Wagon Wheel Gap in Colorado. Another graduate of Nebraska was Bob
[R . R . ] Hill , who was head of the Santa Rita Experimental Range in
southern Arizona. A man named [Lynn H.J Douglass was one of the
early range men in Region 2 of the Forest Service . Dr . Arthu r W.
Sampson, the first range ecologist in the Forest Service, was the
first director of the Great Basin Experiment Station, the first
range research center o f its kind in the world. He moved to the
University of California at Berkeley . Fred Morrell was a
Nebraskan who became an assistant chief in the Forest Service ,
but he preceded the Forest School . Nevertheless, he was a close
friend of the school from the time it started . He was a regional
forester and the assistant chief for the Forest Service in charge
of the CCC project wh ile it was going . And we mustn ' t forget
[W . R. ] Chapline , who was head of the Division of Grazing Research
in the Forest Service in Washington , D. C . , for many years .
KK : How would you characterize Chapline?
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CLF:

Chap was a most persistent, dedicated, able chie f
of Grazing Research. He came in as an assistant under
James T. Jardine in the Washington office, and never was
stationed elsewhere, although he c o nducted a number of
projects in the field during several summers and at
certain times of the year traveled extensi v ely to v isit
field projects . He worked well with people, and he had
quite a c r eative imagination. He was a Nebraska graduate , about two years ahead of me, so I have known him
since a way back . Our families were v ery close, and we
had more than the ordinary association in work.
I think
Chap deserves a great deal of recognition. He helped
develop the range research programs in all the experiment
stations where there were appropriations . He's been
retired for a time, but he still attends most of the
Society of Range Management and Soc iety of American
Foresters meetings. He's nearly one hundred years old
by now, I guess.

ERM:

These men that you have mentioned all mo v ed to jobs
outside of the state of Nebraska.
Did that have any
impact on the thinking of the board of regents and the
legislature when they voted to close the forestry s chool?

CLF:

I doubt it.
Nebraska had many able people leave to work
in various professions in other states. The state itself
had no forestry p rogram antil long after I finished school.

ERM:

Was there any development of state forestry at th e same
time ?

CLF:

Not for quite a number of years. More re c ently Nebraska h as
acquired a state forester and a major undertaking is pro moting woodlot planting . The Forest Service Rocky Moun tain Station has now established a f ield unit in Lincoln
to work on various forestry problems. Of course, a big
thing in forestry in Nebraska was its share o f the windbreak project in the thirties.
That, incidentally , was
pretty much the brainchild of Raphael Zon and Carlos
Bates. Paul Roberts headed the project and wrote a book
about the history of Forest Service rangelands.* He was
sort of a cowboy friend of mine . He came from a ranch ,
as I did, near North Platte, Nebraska, and was head of
the Shelterbelt program in the Great Plains. Later he
went out and was in charge of the guayule project in
California after we lost our rubber supply from the Dutch
East Indies, in the Second World War.
It is surprising
*Paul Henley Roberts , Hoof Prints on Forest Ranges:
The_Early years of National Forest Range Administration
(San Antonio : Naylor Co. , 1963).
-
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that, although many Nebraskans entered the grazing
field in forestry, and Nebraska had a strong botany
department, it has been slow in emphasizing range
management.
ERM:

It seems that most of these men that we have discussed
gravitated to range or watershed research. Was that
possibly because their roots were in the sod of the
prairies and their experience was related to the range?

CLF:

It may have been that, but more than anything else I
think they were inspired by Dr. Charles Bessey.
Also,
Dr . George Condra, head of the Department of Geography
at Nebraska, was a leader in soil and water conservation, and an able teacher who attracted many forestry
students to his classes.

ERM:

To your knowledge, has there ever been a good study or
article written on Dr. Bessey? He would seem to me to
be a logical subject .

CLF :

I think so, too.
across one.

He deserves it , but I have never run

* * *
ERM:

Now, would you briefly track the history of forestry
research and range research that prece d e d your entry
into the Forest Service in 1915, to give us a background
from which to launch into your own career?

CLF:

There was no organized research program until after Earle
Clapp was brought into Washington by then Chief Forester
Henry Solon Graves. Clapp was made an a ssistant c hief
in 1916 to tak e charge and develop a forest research
program . Many limited studies had been made prior to
that time.
The establishment of forest experiment stations
in the western United States began in 1908, a range experi me nt station was started in 1912 , and scattered forest
products projects were brought together after th e building
of the Forest Products Laboratory in cooperation with the
University of Wisconsin at Madison.
In 1873 Franklin B. Hough of New York presented a paper
at a meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science regarding forest protection and the cultivation of timber .
In 1876 Congress, in a rider attached
to an item in an appropriation, prov ided two thousand
dollars to the cnrnmissioner of Agriculture , who appointed
Hough to what became the Division of Forestry in the
Departme nt of Agriculture.
Thus, writes Samuel T. Dana ,
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"The Fe d e ral Government e mbarke d o n the f irst venture
i n the fie ld of f o r est ry with o n e man an d a financial
shoestring." In 1882 Hough wr ote a report on various
phases of for es try, including a c h apte r on "Experi mental Stations for Forest Culture. " This may be tak e n
as the beginning of r esear c h in what is now the Forest
Service .
The Divisio n of Fo r est ry ma de or e n couraged the making
of studies on a numbe r of phases of fo r e stry, including
wood tec hn o l ogy, d e ndro l ogy, and d est ruct i ve di seases.
Such names as Sudwo rth, Charles Mo hr, Dr. Schrenck,
an d Dr. Ch ar les H. Hert y came into the picture.
Gifford Pinchot b ecame c hi e f of the Divi s ion of Fo r est ry
in 1898. He fully appreciated the n eed for r esearch.
His first job, however, was to get forestry es tablishe d
gen erally as a basis fo r a major natur al r e s o urce.
I
think Pinchot reco gni ze d the importance of r esearch in
a g r owi n g f i e ld , but in hi s time h e was involved gett in g
forestry under way and a dmi nist e rin g fe d erally owne d
forest lands to ope rat e effecti vely . Forest r esear ch
exp ande d considerably during his term as h ead of the
Forest Division, later the Bureau of Fo r es try, and as
c hi ef of the Forest Service from 1905 to 1910.
An indi vidual who b ecame outstandin g in fo r est r esear c h ,
especially in silviculture , was Raphael Zon , wh o was
fi rst employed in t h e old Bureau o n July 1 , 1901.
In
his later years he was d irec t o r of the Lake States
Forest Experiment Station.
From about 1901 to 1908 there was mild g rowth in r esearch
in th e Bureau of Fo r est r y, which had become the Forest
Service in 1905 . The work was d o n e ch i efly b y indivi duals work in g out of Washington.
In about 1908 there was
a big movement, probably inspired by Zo n and his co-workers,
to establish forest exper i ment stations.
Various forest products research p r ojects in specif i c
laboratories had begun in a numbe r of locations several
year s after Pinchot had been in office.
In 1907 a bran c h
of Products was established in the Forest Service an d in
that year it was announced that a centr al l abo ratory was
being buil t at the Uni versit y of Wisconsin at Madiso n.*

*For more in formatio n on th e beginnings of forest r y
research, see He rb ert C. Storey's r eview dra ft for USDA,
Forest Service, " Hi sto r y of Fo r est Service Research:
Development of a Natio n al Plan, " September 19 74 .
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Range research in the Forest Service wa s b egun in 1907
by James T . Jardine and Dr . Arthur W. Sampson . Prior
to that time, beginning as early as 1868, studies of
various phases of rangelands were undertaken in the
Department of Agriculture, first in the Division of
Botany and mostly in the Southwest.
Later research
was done in the Division of Ag r os t o l ogy .
In 190 1 the
Divisions of Botany and Agrostology became the Bureau
of Plant Industry. A study by Dr. Frederick V. Coville
of the Bureau of Plant Industry in 1897 made probably
the first scientific range investigation on a national
forest.
Projects undertaken by Jardine and Sampson, mostly on
the Wallowa National Forest in Oregon in 1907, dealt
with the pasture handling of range sheep, the revege tation of overgrazed range, natural revegetation of
depleted grazing lands, natural revegetation of rangelands based upon growth requirements and life history
of the vegetation, and range improvements by deferred
and rotation grazing.
What was the equivalent of an Office of Range Investigation was established in the Washington office under
William Dayton in cooperation with the Bureau of Plant
Industry in 1911. Thus was begun an herbarium of
western range plants and a compilation of information
on their forage value, growth habits, distribution,
and so on.
Beginning in 1911 the Forest Service Off ice of Grazing
Studies under J.T. Jardine was established in Washington
with an individual attached to a Grazing Studies Office
in each of the western Forest Service regional offices .
These individuals led in the development of range surveys
-- a method of making and record ~ ng a n inventory of range
resources, their nature and current condition of the
range, contour maps, livestock water supply, existence
of overgrazing and depletion.
This information helped
determine range use and grazing capacity. These grazing
study people also led in establishing sample plots fenced
to exclude livestock as an aid to comparing the condition
of the used range with ungrazed areas.*
ERM:

What were your summer jobs before you graduated from the
university? Did they involve forestry work?

*For more information on the beginnings of range
research, see "The History of Range Research ," Agricultural History , 18:127-143 (July 1944).
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CLF :

Prior to 1915 , I spent three summers and part of a fourth in
forestry work . In the summer of 1912 , two other forestry students
and I went to eastern Kentucky to work for the Consolidation Coal
Company , which had just opened an immense new coal field overlain
by mountainous land supporting a beautiful virgin , mixed-hardwood
forest . Some of the coal land border had been acquired from
h i llbillies who had lived there for generations . The only
untirnbered spots were their "house places" and the adjoining corn
patches . What a different world it was to one who had grown up on
the nearly flat treeless plains of western Nebraska .
In those coal fields around Jenkins , Kentucky , we three
University of Nebraska freshmen spent the summer mapping forest
ecotypes and gathering volume table and tree growth data .
It was
a great place to study hardwood forest . Also , someone had
persuaded the coal company to apply sound practices of forestry ,
and they had employed a Yale Forest School graduate , Max
Forester , to manage the forest . After I was moved to the
Southeast in 1935 to take over the experiment station
directorship , headquartered at Asheville , North Carolina , I
revisited those coal fields and was greatly disappointed . The
forestry project , which had been continued until the United
States entered World War I , had been abandoned .
During the summer of 1913 , I worked as a forest guard on the
Missoula National Forest , now part of Lolo National Forest , in
Montana . There had been a forest fire holocaust in 1910 , but that
summer our party did not see even one smoke . We spent our time
clearing out windfall of dead lodgepole pine poles that were
beginning to clog many of the trails in jackstraw fashion . Later
that summer I cut my knee with a double-bitted axe while learning
to fell trees . I spent two weeks in a hospital and was then made
camp cook for a survey party that had the task of finding and
surveying a boundary line between a national forest and an Indian
reservation .
In the summer of 1914 , I did my first work in forest research . A
classmate named Dave Olson and I were sent up to the big tree
nursery at Hougan on the Lolo National Forest in Montana . We
worked with seedlings , digging up rows of them , threading them
into planting boards , digging the furrow with a spade where the
seedlings were to be transplanted , and filling the furrow after
the seedling board had been placed in position . Also the next
summer , I was a member of a rang survey crew on the Manti
National Forest in Utah .
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ERM:

Let's go now to the year yo u graduated from the Unive r sity of Nebraska and went to your first j o b with the
Forest Service.
What was that assignme nt?

CLF :

My a ppo intme nt as a graz in g assistant in the Fo r est
Ser v i ce was dated Jul y 1 , 1915.
I had taken the
Civil Service examinatio n earlier that spring.
Just
before the appointment was made , I learn e d that my
name stood at the top of the Civil Service register.
In anticipation of th at appo intment, I had been called
into the field ove r a month b efore the en d of the co ll ege
year to take c harge of a range survey pa rty o n the Cache
National Forest in Region 4.
I had to pass up my
g raduati o n e x e rcises and take my degree in a bsentia .
After the e nd of the 1915 f ield seaso n and t hro u g h
February 1916 I was compi ling r ange survey field data
and ot h er assign e d j obs.
But early in Mar c h 1916,
I was t rans fe rred to b ecome a r esearch assistant o n
the Jornada Range Rese r ve, a 202 ,000-acre tract of
semidesert g razing lan d n o rthwest of Las Cruces, New
Mexi co.

ERM:

Since it was d esert o r semidesert land, what was the
Forest Service doi n g the r e?

CLF:

That is a goo d question that I have been asked many
times .
I was told that it h appene d as follows:
In
the spring of 1915, J. T . Jardin e appeared before a
subcommittee in the Ho us e of Representat i ves in
Washington to support an in c r e a se in app r op ri ations
for performing ran ge r esea r c h in the national fo rests.
Durin g the h earing by the sub commit tee on the Department of Agriculture's e xp e nditures o n Jardin e 's items,
th e c hairman mentioned that a repr ese ntati ve of th e
Bureau of Plant Industry had r ecently asked the committee for a n appropriation t o undertake ran ge r esear ch
o n the J o rnada Ran ge in New Mexico a nd the Santa Rita
Range in Arizona.
The c hairman asked Jardin e if it
was n ecessar y fo r two bu r eaus to duplicate their effo rts ,
and Jardine r ep li ed that since he knew noth in g about
the Bureau of Plant Industry' s r equest, he was not
prepared to answer th e question.
It was propose d that
the r es t of the he a rin g b e postponed and that Jardine
would make a f i e ld examinat i on of the two areas a nd
then r epo rt to th e s ub committ ee.
Jardine felt he could
not r efuse the r equest, made a hurried trip to both
of th e proposed new r esea r c h sites and, through t h e
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re gular chann e ls , presented his report to the committee.
In due time t h e a pprop r iat i o n was appr oved
for th e Forest Service.
Aft e r many years un der t h e
Forest Se r vice 's aegis, th e J o rn a d a Experimental
Range was turned over to the Agricultural Research
Service in the Department of Agriculture .
We ll , I arrived at the J o rnada as a greenhorn off
the range in Nebraska.
Part of our job was to work
with the cowbo ys . On e of my first assignments was to
spen d two weeks r ound in g u p st eers , t railin g them to
the s h ippi n g point , a nd loadin g them o n r ailroad car s,
a whol e trainload at o n e c lip , four teen o r fiftee n
hundred c ritt e rs.
Somet imes we rese a r che rs had li tt l e p r oblems with the
cowboys, especially when they considered us as
"gr eenho rn s." But it just so happened that I had
gr own up on a ranc h and so was perfectly at home with
catt l e and cowboys. This was tremendously he l pful to
me , since they began to pay attention to me and give
me the r eco rds th ey had to ke ep wh e n chan g in g catt l e
from one pasture t o another.
KKB:

What kind of r ecords were they?

CLF:

We wer e g r azi n g a certai n numb er of cattle in each of
thirteen pastures, d epending upon the seaso n of t h e
year and the condition of the r ange, an d it was essential to know the number o f cattle in each pasture
thro u g hout t h e yea r.
Th e r e f ore, the cowb oys cou nted
the h ead in eac h move and also r eported the numbe r of
calves branded , and the death losses of catt l e an d
apparent causes. They we re instructed by t h e ranch
foreman to note the transaction and give t h e data to
me. However , the cowboys might not supply t h e information if they thought the res ear che r didn't know his
stuff; and they judge d what a person coul d do lar gely
b y h ow far a hors e coul d throw him.

KKB:

Hav in g grown up o n a ranch, you didn 't get thr own!

CLF :

Well, I se ldom got thrown, and I rode some of t h e
worst bucking hors es o n the ran ch.

KKB:

Were the r e any range manageme nt cour ses in the universities o r fo r est r y sch ools?

CLF:

Not at that time.
Range management as a dis cipline
didn't come in unti l mayb e after World War I. Up until
then stud e n ts who want ed to "go into grazing" u s uall y
took the r egular fo r est r y courses plus a lot of botan y
and perhaps some animal husbandry.
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KKB:

So what equipped you was chiefly your experience
growing up on the range.

CLF:

That is correct.
The only range management I had
was picked up at home or in the summers I spent on
range surveys between school semesters. My father's
ranch headquarters was in the Lodgepole Creek Valley,
which ran west to east.
The next neighbor down the
creek to the east also had some range in the land to
his south, which sloped toward the creek valley.
My father believed in caring for his range and not
overgrazing it. Before I started to college, I noticed
that our pasture to the south was always green in the
spring and summer. The neighbor's range, separated
from my father's range by a fence, was yellow with
flowers in the summer and relatively less green than
ours.
When I studied grazing use during my last year
in the university, I learned that overgrazing for
several years produced grass that went down and increased weeds. What I saw on the neighbor's range
was the third stage of overgrazing.

ERM:

little while ago you mentioned that the Jornada Range
r esearch projP.ct eve ntuall y was turned over to th e
agricultural research age ncy in the Department of
Agr iculture.
Before we go on to other topics in
chronological order, I wonder if you might have anything t o say about the way in which these swaps or
trade-offs take place in the st ructure of th e federal
bureaucracy.

CLF:

I think there are several ways it can start. One would
be the case I described , in which the appropriations
committee concluded units wer e too s catt e r e d and could
not operate most economically.
A shift in responsibilities might cause c hanges; that is why the Jornada
project was transferred to Researc h Service . The work
there now is going into more specialized phases , like
breeding forage plants, whereas t h e Forest Service is
continuing plant testing for specific kinds of rangeland.
In another instance, the Division of Forest
Pathology and the Division of Forest Entomology were
in the Agricultural Research Service, with the pathological and e ntomological age nci es dealing with farm
crops. The secretary of Agriculture proposed that the
two divi sions b e transferred to t h e Forest Service,
where th ey would b e closer to the growin g timber.

ERM:

Did events like the sheep grazing problems in the
Southwest tend to stir up interest in getting research
under way in the Forest Service?

A
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CLF:

I think it certainly pointed out the lack of knowledge
in many phases of the undertaking.
The Coconino sheep
grazing problem arose several years before 1905, while
administration of the "Forest Reserves" was still a
function of the General Land Office in the Department
of the Interior. The G.L.O. certainly was deficient
in qualifications for meeting proble ms like thos e
in regulation of range use.

ERM:

Mr. Forsling, you came into the Forest Service some years
after Pinchot had left as chief. Was Pinchot still
an important influence even though he was no longer
present?

CLF:

Absolutely, in that he inspired his men.
Everybody
seemed to get some feeling or boost from thinking and
talking about Pinchot, in camps and elsewhere in the
field.
It's a pretty long time now since I was with
the Forest Service, but up until the time I left, that
influence on people and the morale boost he provided
were still there.

ERM:

Did you ever meet Pinchot personally?

CLF:

Yes, several times.

ERM:

What do you remember about him?

CLF:

I was always impressed by him whenever I had a conversation with him or attended a meeting where he was
present . He still showed the spark that made it
possible for him to accomplish what he did in getting
conservation and forestry going in this country. Of
course, he also had the friendship and help of Theodore Roosevelt, who was extreme ly interested in conservation.
I just missed out on the "old gingerbread meetings"
that Pinchot used to have in the early days at his
residence in Washington while he was chief. However,
he held sort of a replay of that event at his home in
Washington in 1940, after he finished his terms as
governor of Pennsylvania, and I was there. He still
had the old fire about keeping the Forest Service in
the Department of Agriculture.
Harold Ickes tried to
undermine Pinchot's record even at that time, but I
don't think he got very far, nor did he mak e very many
friends by trying to downgrade Pinchot.

ERM:

Who are the men to whom you assign the most importance
in building the beginnings of research in the Forest
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Service? If you look back on that hist ory, what fe w
men do you see as being the key figures in building it?
CLF:

I have never c hronicled that . When I came into the
Forest Service , the leaders in r esearch work were
Raphael Zon and Samuel T. Dana in silviculture,
McGarvey Cline in forest products , and James T . Jardine
in range management. On June 1, 1915, Forester He nry
S. Graves name d Earle H. Clapp as the first assistant
c hi ef in charge of the Branch of Research. He served
as the "mainspring" in research until he retired.
James T. Jardine had a great influence on range management. He was a remarkable man, and was head of what
was called Grazing Studies in the Branch of Grazing
of the Forest Service.
A graduate of Utah State Uni versity, th e n the Utah Agriculture College, Jardine was
a nati ve westerner.
After finishing at Utah State, h e
got his master's degree at the University of Chicago.
One never h ea rd anything about " range management" at
that time, but Jardine seemed to have a natural under standing of what was n eeded.
Brought in at about the
same time was Arthur W. Sampson, who was a specialist
in plant ecology and plant physiology. They worked
mostly o n " hot potatoes," but they got research started .
Jardine developed what used to be call ed grazing reconnaisance, now range surveys. That involved making
an inventory of resources on the ground to us e as a
basis in grazing management . Jardine took many young
fellows and broke them in, somewhat the same way that
Pinchot did.
I rememb e r I was told that Jardine was
one of the more able men in the Forest Service , along
with Raphael Zon.
Jardine was with the Service for
about sixteen years, and left around 1920 . He first
became the director of the state ag ri cultural experiment
station in Oregon . Later he became· head of the cooperative program in whi ch the Stat e Agricultural Expe riment
Station and the Department of Agriculture worked together.

ERM:

Do you think of Jardine as the father of range management r esearch?

CLF:

I would say he was , because he was the first to develop
a program of range research in the Forest Service.
Many studies were being carri ed on by state experiment
stations and individual botanists from vari ous institutions , but h e was the first to organize the res earch
int o a p rogram that has subsequently been expanded.

ERM:

Would you credit him with being the first to define
rang e manageme nt as a disciplin e?

284

CLF:

It would be fai r to say that , but probably with the help of
Albert Potter and Dr . F.V. Coville , later the head of the Bureau
of Plant Industry . Jardine wrote several publications , one of
which became a bible for the industry entitled Range Management
on the National Forests .
Mark Anderson was co - author of the
publication . *

ERM : Did the long delay in not establishing the Branch of Research
until January 1 , 1915 , indicate that the Bureau was con si dered a
secondary function in the Forest Service?
CLF:

I believe it was more a matter of doing first things first . The
administration of the Forest Reserves was not transferred to the
Department of Agriculture until 1905 , which probably did not
influence the research already being done by the former Bureau of
Forestry . Practically all the energy that the Bureau could spare
when the transfer was made was turned to putting the forest
reserves , later named national forests , under administration
protection. Then necessary e xploration to determine research
priorities had to take place .

ERM : I think what you are saying is true of many another government
agency and organizations in the private sector as well . They
don ' t simply mushroom out o f nothing into full-blown, well balanced operations . There are certain essential stages before an
organization arrives at a matur i ty when it can begin to deal
seriously with research problems . Is that what you are telling me
about the Forest Service?
CLF : Yes , it is .
ERM : Was the area of research in the Forest Service as important to
Pinchot as others?
CLF : Pinchot was the chief for only fi ve years , and simply did not
have the time to think much about research . Nevertheless some of
his actions indicated that he felt very strongly about its
importance , such as the fact that he appointed Raphael Zon as
director of the Lake States Forest Experiment Station . I really
became acquainted with Zon after I became head of Research in ~he
Washington office . He had a very high respect for research .

* * *

*James T . Jardine and Mark Anderson , Range Management on the
National Forests (Washington : Government Printing Office , 1919) .
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ERM:

Let 's get on with your early years in New Mex i co .

CLF:

I went to the Jornada earl y in 1916. The r e were o nly
two men ~s s i g n e d regularly to that p roj ec t , p lus on e
or two summe r assistants. The f i rst man in charge of
th e Jornada was Charles Flemming; hi s assistant was
Leon C. Hurtt , another Universit y of Nebras ka graduat e. Early in 1916, Flemming r es i g n e d to h ead a
range manageme nt department at the University of
Nevada.
In the spr in g o f 1917, I wa s put in charge
of th e project and r emained in th at position durin g
th e war and for some time th e reaft e r.
The Jornada is a piece o f typi ca l southern New Mex ico
de sert r ange, probably not the dryest or t he worst .
It has an ave rage rain fa ll of about e i g h t inches.
Bes ides the typical d ese rt shrubbery and ot her vegetation, it had large areas of what is commonl y c alled
bl ack grama g rass, which is relat e d to th e blue g rama
grass that grows so plentifully in the Great Plains and
in th e Ro cky Mountains.
It was a fine source of forage
for livestock whe n i t was th e r e , but it i s now practically gone .
Some have blamed the disapp ea ranc e of
black grama g ra ss on overgrazing , but I think the climat e pro babl y h a d more of an effect.
As g razi n g
r esea r c h h as continue d , some experts have tol d me
that droug ht rather than overstocking was t h e r eason.
The grama grass o n t h e Jornada , I was told lat e r , i s
g r owi n g n ear the e d ge of it s h ab i tat, wh ere there i s
a c l ose balance between moisture supply and the permanenc e of t hi s species . Cyclic droughts have hit it
frequently since 1915, and , where the moisture balance
was ve r y l ow for a co n side r a bl e period, it fi na l l y ove rcame the grass .
While I was o n the Jornada, a number of publications
were prepared with ref e ren ce to the management of those
ran ges durin g dro u g h t .

ERM:

How lon g were yo u in charge of th e Jornada Experimental
Ran ge?

CLF:

In the sp rin g of 1917, Leon Hurtt , my bo ss, d es ire d to
r eturn to mountainous country . He was t r a n sfe rre d to
the r egion al h eadqua r te rs of the Forest Service in
Missoula, Mo n tana, and I was placed i n c h arge o n the
Jornada Ran ge, wh e r e I r e main ed without technical
assistance until after th e c l ose of World War I.
I applied for e nli stme nt in th e 10th Engineers of the
U.S. Army to go to Fr a n ce and h e l p get out timber fo r
the French army .
I t was the first U. S . unit sent to
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France.
The enlistme nt papers went through the
office of t h e sec r etar y of Agriculture, where they
were turned down on the basis that I was needed in
food productio n .
Besides attending to the experiments on the Jornada,
I was occasio nally sent out on special jobs pertain ing to the war.
For example, I was asked to get
information o n the extent of death losses of cattle
from star vatio n because of the serious drought on
the range in southern New Mexico and west Texas
from 1916 to 1919.
I re ce i ved no instructions on
how to proceed.
Entirely by chance, I went to the
off ice of a railroad agent where cattle hides were
being loaded for sh ipment to market.
Fortunately,
these off ices had records of all hides that had been
shipped, not only at that time but also fo r several
years past.
From this data I could at least make a
good g u ess as to the losses during the period of the
drought , compared with the losses in past years.
I also got information on the dropoff in catt l e production from the ranchers.
From weather r ecords, some going back nearly half a
century, we were able to learn about the length and
frequency of droughts a nd what provisions might be
made to cope with them . With the help of a hardware
distributor in El Paso, Texas, we prepared a machine
powered by a large gasoli n e engine to slice the main
stems of large yucca plants . This makes good cattle
feed, high in carbohydrates, and, together with a small
quantity of cottonseed meal or "cake" made excellent
emergency cattle r ations . The cooperatives on the
Jornada saved a large number of breeding cows with
this kind of feed.
Another "litt l e task" we got into was the result of
impo rtin g, in error, a number of bulls that were in fected with scabies, despite inspection at the place
they originated. All the cattle on the Jornada were
quarantined, as were catt le on all adjoining ranches.
In the summer of 1919, after the end of the drought,
we had to build a dipping vat at the Jornada and dip
all the cattle.
Altoget h er 19 ,000 head of cattle
were put through that dipping vat .
ERM:
CLF:

Did you measure the effect of the drought on the range?
Of great significan ce were the botanical studies we
carried on to learn about the extent of damage done
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by the drought to the vege tation, a nd how much
of it r ecovered whe n the rains fi nally came.
Th e
dri est yea r re ce i ve d only tgre e and a h alf inches
of rainfall.
ERM:

When did yo u leave the Jornada?

CLF:

In 1920 I move d int o the Washin gto n Office of
Grazin g Studies in the Branch of Grazing, as ass i s tant to Chapline, who s u cceed e d James Jardin e as
head of that office . At that time the Fo r est Service
had t hree field statio ns, or work ce nt e rs:
the
Great Basin, the J o rn a da, and the Santa Rita.
The
Off ice of Grazin g Studies also had c harge of th e
ran ge su rvey work in seve ral r egio n s, and supervised
grazing st udies activities in the region . Th e field
men also ca rri e d on st udi es of local problems, esp e cially g razi n g plots and li vestock exclusi o n plots,
in o rd e r to o btain a measure of t h e production capacity of the lo cal r a nge . Personnel in Grazing Studies
report e d to the chi ef of Ran ge Management in the
regio n al office . Th e range r esear c h group at th e
Gr eat Bas in , Jorn ada, and Santa Rita centers, a nd
seve r al people who were working o n botanical investigatio n s in Washin gto n , reported directly t o the Office
of Grazing Studies i n Washington.

ERM:

Did t h e two years you were statio ned i n Washington h elp
you get b ack in touch wit h t h e a dminist rati o n of g raz in g
in t h e national f orests?

CLF:

I spen t a g r e at deal of time t r ave ling in the fiel d
durin g those two years.
At that time t h e Office of
Grazing St udi es dealt pr ima ril y with ran ge r esear ch,
administration of range st udi es, a nd r a n ge su r veys,
in cluding t h e formul ation of range management p l a n s
for individual national forests t h at h a d been sur veye d.
Th e s up e rvi so r of eac h nat i o nal fo r es t prepar e d eac h
year what a moun te d to a g raz in g a llotment r epo rt.
Th ese summari ze d condi tions in eac h national fores t
a nd set fo rth proposed c h a n ges in numb e r of livestock
to be app r ove d fo r grazi n g in t h e forthcoming year ,
a nd the season dur i n g which t h e range might b e graze d.
They we r e r eviewed fi r st in the regional office and then
forwarded to the Washington office, along with the
r egio n' s r ecomme ndati o ns for c han ges .
Th e c hi ef of Gr azi n g in Washington assign e d me the job
of r eviewi ng t h e forest supervisor s ' a nnual g r az in g
r epo rt a nd draf ting the l etters of approval, copies of
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which eventually were revised , approved, and
forwarded by the Chief of Grazing through the
regional office to each fo rest s upervisor.
That constituted the grazing plan for the forth coming season.
These annual grazing reports were a great source of
information to me regarding conditions of each
national fo rest, major grazing problems , and the progress being made in administering rangelands.
I also dug deeply into regular programs within the
scope of the Office of Grazing Studies, and what
was nee ded to improve them.
ERM:

By 1920 there had been opportu~ity to observe the
effects of World War I on the national forest admin istration. Were not some lessons learned from that
event which e nourage d greater progress in range research?

CLF:

Yes.
I think we be gan to realize that there are limits
to our natural resources, especially grazing land, and
about the use of timber in national defense . There was
a great demand for increasing the number of livestock
on the range , particularly on the national fo rests,
during World War I. This resulted in serious overgrazing and a setback in Forest Service efforts to
improve range use.
Somewhat the same situation applied
to timber problems, although they were not as acute
as they were in World War II.
After World War I we
began to get more money for research , which started
moving toward r eorganization.
Earle Clapp reall y began to push harder for a research
program . Before World War I, research was conducted
on a patchwork basis.
Research in forest products was
doing well; it was made more cons~icuous during the war .
Clapp, who was brought in in 1915 and made ass istant
chief in charge of Research, began to c r ystallize his
ideas into an overall research plan and program, which
he finally got across with the passage of the McSweeney McNary Act in 1928.

KKB:

In the meantime , you had been transferred to the Great
Basin Station in Utah.

CLF:

Yes.
Sampson was leaving that station and joined the
Uni ve rsity of California.
Col. Gre e ley, then chief of
the Forest Service, thought one man could handle the
Grazin g Studies job from Washington, and that either
Chapline or I should take Sampson's place.
In the
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middle of 1922 I moved, with summer office at the
field center and winter headquarters at Ogden, Utah.
We continued to emphasize the watershed investigations
and range rather than timber. Some early work had been
done in silviculture, particularly in trying to find
out why ponderosa pine didn't do better in what
appeared to be a good site for pine, but had chiefly
scrub oak. That work had slacked off by the time I
arrive d, and it was never revived.
ERM:

Pl ease describe briefly the general nature of the
locality where the Great Basin Experiment Station
was situated.

CLF:

This station work center is located on the west slope
of the Wasatch Plateau on the Manti National Forest .
It is about twelve miles from the town of Ephraim and
is accessible by a winding mountain road.
Ephraim
lies at an elevation slightly under 6,000 feet; the
experiment station's main quarters are situated at
about 8,850 feet.
At the summit of the plateau, a
couple of miles further up the mountain, the elevation
is 10,300 feet.
Between the foot of the plateau and the summit, there
are five vegetation zones that afford a multiplicity
of climatic and vegetative range conditions.
The headwaters of the many mountain streams in the general
locality had been severely overgrazed and eroded,
mostly by transient sheep herds before the area was
made a f orest reserve.
This damage to the watershed
lands began early after settlement, and many flash floods
occurred there between 1888 and 1910.

ERM:

What was the outstanding finding that emerged from that
station?

CLF:

My choice would be the publication entitled A Study of
the Influe nc e of Herbaceous Plant Cover on Surface
Runoff and Soil Erosion in Relation to Grazing on
Wasatch Plateau in Utah , USDA Te c hnical Bulletin 220,
published in 1931, by C.L. Forsling.
This study was started in 1912 by Arthur W. Sampson .
I carried through the second phase, beginning in the

*For a complete description of the stat ion and
its work, see Great Basin Station -- Sixty Years of
Progress in Range and Watershed Research by We ndell
M. Keck , USDA Forest Service Research Paper 118, 1972.
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spring of 1926 and extending through 1928. This was
the first study of its kind, and it brought to light
the fact that denudation of mountain watershed by
grazing of herbaceous vegetation is a cause of flash
floods from torrential rains, under the climatic,
geologic, and topographic conditions occurring o v er
much of the western United States.
ERM:

Mr. Forsling, earlier you mentioned Carlos Bates .
He studied the effect of forest cover on stream f l o w
in Colorado. Were you well acquainted with Bates?

CLF :

I never worked under Bates, but I got to know him well
after he completed the Wagon Wheel Gap study in Colorado.
It dealt with how forest cover influenced
runoff and stream flow.
We frequently discussed the
relation between plant cover and water supply , since
we both worked on similar problems.
Before Bates started the Wagon Wheel Gap study, there
was much debate on the subject of forests and floods .
The study was undertaken, partly, at least, to shed
light on the differences of opinion . The Weather
Bureau helped plan the project, which consisted of
selecting two similar forested watersheds and measuring
all the precipitation, runoff, and sediment carried off
each. This was done, storm by storm, for several years.
The weather was carefully recorded also . Then the trees
on one of the watersheds were cut and the logs removed.
The branches of the trees were cut, piled in windrows ,
and , when dry , burned in place. The measurement of
precipitation, erosion , and weather conditions were
also continued for several y ears.
The effects of harvesting the timber were disappointing
to many foresters, but Bates accepted the r e sults and
published them.

ERM:

Do you mean that the results were contrary to what
those foresters had anticipated?

CLF:

In the early days of conservation, it was thought that
national forests would prevent floods . There was
sharp division of opinion on the subject, especially
between foresters on the positive side , and members of
the Army Corps of Engineers and the U. S. Weather Bureau
on the other side. The Wagon Wheel Gap study was a
joint project of the Weather Bureau and the Forest
Service. Carlos Bates put in sixteen years on it.
He was generally recognized as being completely objective
in his approach .
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The results, publish e d in the Monthly Weather Review,
Supplement No . 30, 1928, were not conclusive. There
were some differences in the stream flow from the
cutove r watersh ed, but not at all convincing. Bates
discovered the significant fact that the nature of
the soil of a watershed may have more influence on
the hydrology of a waters h ed than the plant cover .
I should add that research carried on at the fo rest
and range experiment st ations of the Forest Se r vice
during the last half century has shown that the
character and condition of forest cover plays a great
part in controlling runoff and regulating stream
flow, and also in preventing erosion; even so, the
forest cannot prevent floods.
A summary of this knowledge for the eastern part of
our country is contained in a publication entitled
Forests and Flood s in the Eastern United States by
Howard W. Lull and Kenneth G. Reinhart, USDA Forest
Service Research Paper NE 226, published in 1972 .
Many of their f i ndings would be applicable to the
western part of the country. There are many diff e re nces in conditions, of course : in the West, much of
the geology and soils are much younger, the mountains
more massive, and a large r percentage of the runof f
comes in spring from winter snow at the highe r elevations . Also, a higher proportion of western floods
are of t h e "flash flood" nature .
More recently, a summary of the influence of forest
cover on water supply and stream flow in the West
has been published in Forests and Water: Effects of
Forest Management in Floods, Sedimentation, and Water
Supply by Henry W. Anderson, Marion D. Hoover, and
Kenneth G. Reinhart, USDA Forest Service General
Technical PSW 18, 1976.
Neither the latter publication nor the Lull and Rein hart report claim that forest cover will prevent floods .
But each report points out the many effects fo r est cover
may have in reducing or modifying floods .
ERM:

Have floods originating from overgrazing occurred elsewhere in the West b es ides central Utah?

CLF:

I n the early 1920s, continuing through 1930, flooding
from torrential summer rains o ccurre d in the Wasatch
Mountains in Utah, between Brigham City in the north
and Springerville in the central part of the state.
Th ey were mostly from open public domain and other
mountain lands that had been left out when the national
fo r ests in Utah were establi shed . Th ere had b een littl e
or n o contro l of g razing on those lands.
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The floods caused loss of a number of lives plus
serious damage to homes, farmland, highways , and
town property .
The governor of Utah stated to a
newspaper reporter that, in his opinion, the floods
were caused by too much grazing on the watersheds
of each affected mountain stream .
After I told the governor what we had found on the
watersheds, he appointed a seventeen - member commission
composed of leading engineers, bankers, a sheep grower,
a cattle grower, botanists, geologists, and two men
trained and experienced in range management. The
manager of the business affairs of the Mormon church ,
an engineer, was chairman. The job of this commission
was to study every facet of the floods, from the
mountaintop watersheds to the mud flows and their
damage to the populous valley below.
Only one member of the commission, a geologist, voted
not to approve the finding that the cause of the flood
was the deterioration of the herbaceous and shrub
vegetation on the parts of the watershed where the
floods originated.
The lands had been almost completely
denuded, mostly by heavy overgrazing. The governor
was vindicated in the position he had taken .
ERM:

Could anything be done after that to stop a reoccurrence of the floods?

CLF:

Yes, indeed . Some time afterwards , the Civilian Conservation Corps came along, with the manpower to undertake
big jobs. Several companies of the CCC were turned
over to the then Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station to find the answers.
The project they
worked on now stands as a monument to the CCC, which
supplied the muscle, and the research specialists who
designed the practices to stop the floods.
The techniques included putting in countertrenches
and restoring a good stand of vegetation in the de nuded area. This year, 1978, I happened to meet the
researcher who is presently in charge of the project.
He informed me that none of the numerous canyons which
formerly flooded in 1930 have flooded, despite equal
or worse rainstorms.

* * *
ERM :

What were some of the new projects you undertook during
the time you were in charge of research in the Intermountain Region?
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CLF :

Previous to my arrival , the research effort had been confined
chiefly to national f orest lands in Utah . In that part of the
We st , it was customa r y for many ranchers to graze livestock of
all kinds on the national forest ranges during summer . In early
spring both cattle and sheep used spring - fall ranges , mostly
out s ide the national forests . They consisted of privately o wned
and open p ub lic domain desert r ange for winter , since range
livestock production a year - long operation and no research was
being done on spring - fall ranges , or on the desert ranges of the
Intermountain Region . The Intermountain deserts were pretty cold
in winter , compared to the wa r mer desert range in the border
sta tes to t he south .
Much of the spring - fall range in the Intermoun~ain area is
characterized by the presence of dense stands of sagebrush . The
Bureau of Animal Husbandry had established a range sheep breeding
e xper i ment station near Dubois , Idaho . It was in the heart of the
sagebrush belt . The Great Basin Station was invited to undertake
range management research on the sheep station range - lands . We
accepted be gi nning in about 1924 .
In the late 1920s , the Great Basin Station was invited to
initiate range research by the Range Cattle Breeding Station at
Miles City , Montana . This was in the blue gramma - western wheat
grass range country of the Great Plains . It had been carved out
of the land in the old U. S . Army reservation at Miles City .
A s i gnificant conclusion reached in a study of dense sagebrush
range grazed usually in the spring and fall had been converted
from an open stand of sage with a fair to good quantity of grass
in the openings and under t h e sagebrush to dense sagebrush with
onl y a sparse stand of grass . The change from grass - sagebrush to
sagebrush - grass was a result of overgrazing , especially in the
spring of the year .
One project at the sheep station was teaching western animal
husbandry men that depleting the grass rangeland and increasing
the sagebrush by overgrazing , especially in the spring of the
year , really is possible . The animal husbandry men used to attend
field meetings at the sheep station annually to see the sheep
breeding work . The same group attended the meetings each year ,
but they were difficult to interest in rangeland , the
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foundation of sheep production in much of the West.
A set of eight paddocks of range was available fo r
comparison of differe nt seasons and degrees of grazing .
In the third year of this project it was possible
to con v ince the visitors how rapidly a range that
formerly was grass and herbs with some sagebrush could
be convert e d.
It could be changed to an almost pure
sagebrush range, with a loss in grazing capacity.
In contras t, a range that was similar at the beginning
could be altered by grazing practice to become again a
grass range, with a de cli n e in the sageb rush and a
higher grazing capacity. The result of the test was
to show that a range can e ither be destroyed or maintained and even improved by the kind of management
that is applied.
Another extension of the program that was started while
I was head of the Great Basin Experiment Station was
the establishment of the Desert Experimental Range,
about fifty miles northwest of Milford, Utah, about
ten miles from the Utah-Nevada state line. Fencing,
drilling a well, and erecting quarters were cont ributed by the CCC. The land was withdrawn from the
public domain during a period when the Gen e ral Land
Of f ice of the Department of the Int erior was diligently attempting to p r event the Department of Agri culture, especially the Forest Service, from acquiring
any more public domain land.
The procedure was for the secretary of Agriculture to
r equest the withdrawal; in such case~ the application was
rout e d t hroug h the Land Off i ce for comme n t be fo re being
acted upon by the secretary of the Interior. This took
time.
Moreover, the election had brought in an entirely new administration and so a new sec retary of
the Int erio r would be taking office in March, 1933 .
Senator Ree d Smoot wo uld not b e returning to Washington
for another term, so a little delay would kill the
withdrawal application .
Some time after the first of J anuary, a friend of
Senator Smoot who was inte r ested in establishing the
Desert Experimental Range was in Washington and found
out that the r equest for withdrawal was languishing
on someone's d esk in the G. L . 0 . This was reported to
Senator Smoot, who r equested the outgoing sec retary
to send a messenger to bring the papers over.
The
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next day, the G. L.O. learned that the s ecretary had
signed the papers and that the land had been withdrawn, to be used by the Departme nt of Agriculture
as a range experiment station.
Following the passage of the Mcsweeney - McNary Forest
Research Act , we expanded as fast as we could into
other states of the region, especially Idaho, including work in range management, watershed management,
and silviculture, and no longer confined ourselves to
one small area in one state.
KKB :

Where did your funding come from for these other
projects? Did the states provide appropriations?

CLF :

No, there was cooperation with the states, but they
never gave us any money. We we r e lucky to get some
increases in appropriations from the Congress from
time to time, but it was not easy. Until the Mc sweeney-McNary bill was passed, the projects had to
be authorized before the mon ey could b e app r opriated .
We were in a situation that, frequently, necessary
funds were not granted because the work hadn't been
authorized . That was why the Mcsweeney-McNary Bill
was so important.
It authorized projects and even
sp e lle d out the amount they could spend for the n ext
ten years . From t h at time on, we began t o really
exp and.
Th e relief programs established by the New
Deal were a great help in forest res ea r c h after
March 1933. Also, forest res ear c h projects were
eligible for financing under the CCC, PWA, and WPA
throug hout the cou n try.
Of course , well ahead of passage of the McSweeney McNary Act , Earle Clapp had been working on all of
these things, preparing l egislat ion fo r a r ea l r esea r c h
agency wi th silvics, range management, fo rest influences ,
forest economics divisions. With his c haract e ristic
thoroughness and persistence, Clapp finally got his
report p rin ted in 1926 , A National Program of Forest
Researc h.
Credit is given to the Society 0Y-Amer1can
Foresters, whi c h is proper, but it was mostly Clapp's
idea. This r epo rt became the foundation for the Mcsweeney-McNary Bill .

KKB:

In our backg round r esearch we came across a copy of
a memo from Clapp to station directors, asking for
local action in support of Mcsweeney-McNary. Do you
r ecall r ece ivin g that r equest, or anyt hin g you did
to drum up support in your locale?
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CLF:

I do not recall receiving such a memo from Clapp,
but we all worked hard for support.
I don't know
whether this is of historical interest, but a lot
of prominent Utah women belonged to the Women's
Child Culture Club.
My wife belonged, and I told
her I would give her a fur coat if she would get
her clubwomen to support the Mcsweeney-McNary Bill
in Congress. She got the coat.

KKB:

We also came across a letter from Clapp to Raphael
Zon, in which he expressed particular concern about
the section of the bill covering grazing research.
Because of the grazing fee, stock limitations, and
other controversies, Clapp was afraid that reaction
to this section from western interests would stall
the whole bill. Do you recall if that fear was
well - founded?

CLF:

Well, that is news to me.
I don't recall that Clapp
ever raised that question to those of us in range
research, although range research had been trans ferred from the Branch of Range Management to the
Branch of Research in 1926. As a matter of fact ,
when the hearings on Mcsweeney-McNary were held ,
we enlisted one of the most prominent stockmen in
Utah, James M. McFarlane, who had been president
of the cattle growers, to testify in support of
the bill.
As a witness who spoke from the bottom
of his heart, Jim McFarlane attracted a good deal
of attention on the part of Senator Charles L. Mc Nary. He also had great impact on the entire committee; nobody ever raised any objection to including range research in the overall research program
proposal.
The national program of forest research and the Mcsweeney-McNary Act set up all the experiment stations,
but left out a station in the Intermountai n Region,
which is where I was.
However, a proposal for one
additional station was included in the act, whether
because of fear of the stockmen against the bill,
I couldn't say for sure.
There was not much said about grazing in the bill,
and the Intermountain Region was not mentioned.
This may have been for various reasons: forestry
problems would be covered by surrounding stations ,
and the report was written, except for Chapline, by
silviculturists--tree men, we used to call them.
After the bill was passed, Clapp came out to the
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Int e rmountain Region and we spent more t h an a week
traveling throughout the area.
I was getting r eally
well -acqua int e d with him fo r the first time a nd
going ove r all kinds of problems that needed atten tion.
Chapline was along part of the time . Shortly
thereafter the establ i s hment of the Intermountain
Fo r est a nd Range Experiment Station was announced.
ERM:

Was there a g reat rival r y?

CLF :

No, I don't think so. Silviculture and ran ge r esearch
were started in sepa rat e branches of the Forest
Service. When the Branch of Research was set up in
1915 , ran ge management had been left in the Branch
of Gr az ing a nd wasn 't moved un d er Research until 1926 .

KKB ;

Who was b e hind t h e move to put ran ge research i n
the Branch of Research?

CLF ;

Well, I think most of u s who had been in research ,
d oing work in that fiel d , and even Chapline hims elf,
the head of Grazing Studi es, felt that we should go
ove r to that b r a n c h because we could then associate
with people who had similar thoughts about d eve l oping
r esea r c h work, inst e ad of b e in g unde r range managers.
One of the bi g j obs t h e Off ice of Grazing Studies had
at that t ime was ran ge surveys and r ange management
planning. This was c hi efly a management func ti o n r athe r
than re sea rch, although it had originated in the Office
of Grazin g Studies . We had a goo d deal of work
go ing in wat e r shed ma nagement, and t h e Branch of
Research under Clapp was handling all the work of
that t ype on forest land . It made for much better
co rrelation with other work, and eventuall y all
wate rshed wo rk was joine d together into a Di v ision
of Fo r est In f lue n ces unde r Edward Munns .
I d o n't know what Clapp himse l f tho u ght about r a n ge
r esea r c h , because I n eve r had much contact wi th him
until that v i sit.

ERM:

Was that before o r after the passage of the McSweeney McNa r y Act?

CLF:

It had been passed the n. We had been under the Branch
of Resea rch fo r a coupl e of years by then, but there
was very littl e commo n in te r est o n thei r part .
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ERM:

When one unit of a gove rnment agency, or a subunit,
as you were i n those earl y days, is moved from withi n
the stru ctur e of the bureau itself to a nother a rea
of t h e bureau, is there n ot often a struggl e fo r
maintenance of cont rol over that unit by the old
unit that had gover n e d it in the past?

CLF:

I woul d say n o t, in this case . Eve r ybo d y went along
with the idea that it would lead to better o r ganization and the r elat i o ns r emained good or improved .

ERM:

In other words, there was unanimity among the Forest
Se r vice people that it was logical to move into the
Branch of Research.

CLF:

Yes, it was almost automatic . The administ rati o n
re gion s and the experiment station regions we r e
coterminous , fo r the most par t . Afte r I became
ass istant c hief in char ge of Research , some experiment s tations were combined and the numbe r of
stations was r edu ce d.
In such instances, the combine d research regions covering two a dminist rative
r eg i o ns were usually kept cote r minous.
Consequently,
t h ere was dir ec t contac t between the r eg i onal fo r este r
and the r egional e xperiment stat ion staffs .

ERM:

What wer e some of the immediate benefits that you
saw after the c hange took place?

CLF:

Th e r e wasn 't much c han ge in the p r ogram o r the wo r k,
except I think that those in Gr azing Studies and in
ran ge management r ecognized that it was wo r thwh il e
to be associated wit h the other res ear ch divisions .
As l o n g as I was at the Great Basin Station , we
supposedly covered just a local area, but we had begun
to r ea li ze we had r esp o nsibi li ti es toward other kinds
of land -- especial l y ran ge and wate r s h e d l an d.
Under previous administrative o r ganizations, the work
was closely conn ected with the national forests; with
the establishme n t of these r egional expe riment stations, of whi ch Int e rmo unt ain was the last , we were
in volved in strai g ht res earch .
I n the old days, the
regional fo r este r or national forest supe r v iso r could
easily switch us f r om one job to anothe r.

ERM:

And now you we r e n't obli gated to take o n othe r jobs?

CLF:

No, we weren' t so o bli ged , except when research men
were working o n a parti cular nat i onal forest, and
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then they were subject to call for fighting fires
even if other personnel were available.
Another matter affected by the transfer was our
contact with the rangers . We would attend ranger
meetings more freely and we would be called upon to
help inspect bad problem situations. Sometimes I
was made the goat, and would have to tell the stockmen why there should be a reduction in the numbers
of cattle or sheep being grazed .
I always cooperated when called upon.
ERM:

How did this change affect your prestige within the
community of scholars in the universities where
forestry was a subject of major importance?

CLF:

It made working with state agricultural experiment
stations easier, I think.
In the Intermountain
Region, such relations were improved when a camaraderie of purpose was evident .

ERM:

As a spinoff, was there a greater amount of cooperative research with other scholars?

CLF:

Yes, I would say so.
It varied, of course, with
problems and locations.
There was some cooperation
in heavy timber-producing states and with schools
on range management.
As a result, many of the
forestry schools such as Utah, Arizona, and New
Mexico started range management departments and
even began to give degrees in range management.

ERM:

What about research funding in the Forest Service?
Did it remain at about the same level, increase,
or decrease after this?

CLF:

There was not much change in that, except that the
forest and r.ange e xperiment tations were better
able to entice good prospects to leave the state
and transfer to the Forest Service .
The research group had to appear before appropriations committees in both House and Senate to convince
them of the need for funds.
There was a gradual
growth in research.
I think that the McSweeneyMcNary bill did more than anything else to stimulate
interest in research .

ERM:

So you had to develop a new capability to sell yourselves as a research group in range management to
Congress.
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CLF:

That's rig ht.
It was good for the memb ers of
the House and Senate commit tees to wo rk directly
with the man in c harge, also. My exper ience in
the Fo r est Service was that, when I woul d go before
committees to di scuss g razin g and range research,
t he members would r eall y f ind o u t what t h e problems
were, particularly through "sh ow- me" trips o r
correspondence from people back h ome .

KKB:

Is that why you i nsti tut e d "demo nstration days" at
Great Basin, to show t h e kind of work the s tation
was d oing a nd con vince people of its value?

CLF:

Yes. The Great Basin Station was an ear ly bird in
that effort . The first such day we had at the station was in 1924 , as I r ecall .
I t wor ked out very
well.
Th e Great Basin h eadquarter s is on the west s l ope
of the mountain-like Wasatch Plateau at n early nine
t h ousand feet elevation. Beyond the h eadqua rt ers,
the l a nd rises almost another f i ftee n hundred feet
to the s ummit of the plateau.
It' s a n ice place
to li ve in the s umme rtime wh en the vall ey gets hot.
Whenever we had o ur field day for visito rs, we told
t h e guests to bring bedrolls and we wou ld give them
break fast, lunch, and supper fo r one day.
Sometimes
the meetings lasted most of two days. We always had
a big bonfire , a ci r c l e of people; some visito r s
b ecame qu ite move d b y the expe r ience. Once, Dr.
Briwball, a retired president of Brigham Youn g Uni ve rsity, found us and was d e lighted . He gave a
speech about the mountain s being "God's temple,"
the r esponsibilities of good stewardship toward
n at ural r esou r ces. He h ad a good influence o n the
acceptance of o ur programs .
We always took the v isitors around to show them what
was being do n e a nd what we were l ooking fo r . We
tried, ofte n successf ull y, to get the county exte n sion agents, the peop l e f r om the agricultura l coll ege,
and promi ne nt ran c hers to be there . They might not
participate directly in our wo r k, but they often
got ideas to use in their projects .

KKB :

There i s some evi dence that your field days h e l pe d
muster suppo rt for Mcsweeney -McNar y . You may r ecall
an article in the Utah Farme r in October 1927 that
r epo rt e d o n a program your station had h eld t h e
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previo u s August.
The piece concl uded wit h the
fact that the stockme n and peop l e who attended
the field days r esolved to write their con gressmen
and appeal for more research app r opriations.
CLF:

Yes, field days did help, I'm sure.

KKB:

Let's talk about how you enlisted local support
and contributions.

CLF:

I think that does not have to involve any violation
of the law , if you e nlist frie nds and local interested people wh o have the power , position, whatever
it takes to support you.
I f t h ese peop l e unde r stand
what you are facing a nd will write t h ei r congressmen ,
eventually the congressmen will see t hat r esea rch
gets money.
I mentioned McFar lan e before. He was a goo d example :
a prominent cattleman in Utah who was a great believer
in research and in national forests.
He also r ealized the r esults of land abuse a nd want e d to call
attentio n to the p r oblem .

ERM :

What you're saying is that you've got to have good
public relations.

CLF:

That's what it amounts to, but of course now the
name bas been changed to information and education.
Public relations now h as a n egative c onnotation ,
lik e propaganda .

ERM :

The Forest Service is generally r ecogn i zed as an
agency of t h e federal government which, from a ve r y
e arly date, successfully used the art of public
relations. Pinchot himself was its architect , and
Herbert Smit h was an ext r emely adroit lieutenant .

CLF:

Yes , indeed.

ERM:

Could you point out others who have bee n influential
in Forest Service pub li c r elatio n s?

CLF:

I don't know wh ether Clapp was good when speaki n g
before a committee or not .
I never heard him speak
before one , but at least he always knew who to c hoose
for the job, so I would say he was conscious of the
art.
Most of our chiefs have been effective that way.
John McGui r e i s making a big hit with Congress, and
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with the people in his department. He has not
only charm but also ability. The same was true
of McArdle, and, before him, Lyle Watts.
The impression made by the chief of an agency on
the members of a committee is very important.
I remember an official in the Forest Service who
tried to bluff before a House committee, but he
didn't fool the congressmen . The chairman finall.y
told him, "You'd better go home and study your
lesson, and then come back in a few days . "
ERM:

Is it true that Congress has taken great pleasure
in its association with the Forest Service largely
because the Forest Service, unlike most government
agencies , has returned to the public treasury more
money than it has expended?

CLF:

Well, that's a pretty good argument which did probably
influence a good many members of Congress.

ERM:

When you made proposals to sell range management
research to Congress, were those projects offering
the possibility of further increasing returns to
the treasury?

CLF;

Congressmen asked us sometimes about the relation
of the experiment s tation's work to increased production on the national forests , but I don't know
how much that directly influenced whether or not
we received research money.
On the other hand, the chairman of the House subcommittee that handled Forest Service requests
questioned me, when I was trying to justi f y an appropriation for a study of increasing grazing use of
beef cattle in the s outhern pin ey woo d s, if that
would be objected to by western Congressmen.
I
responded that it would not, because southerners
needed beef and wouldn't buy western beef.

ERM:

What about the Depression?
program?

How did it affect your

CLF:

Actually, it helped us to get money for research,
because research was included in work to be done
by agencies like CCC , PWA and even WPA.
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ERM:

In other words, the Depression, although it was
an economic disaster generally, provided a real
impetus to research in money and manpower.

CLF:

Yes, particularly manpower and funds for building
research facilities.
We used the CCC manpower
to help build experimental dams and basins for
measuring runoff and erosion from experimental
watersheds. We started these jobs in almost every
region, and that was a big boost in the watershed
investigations. Prior to that time, the h eavy
cost of putting in dams, sediment basins, and
measuring facilities had really stalled our watershed work. We also used the CCC on flood control
work, for ditching and terracing with tractors and
shovels.

KKB:

Do you think the benefits of having this extra manpower outweighed the disadvantages of the time
involved in supervision and organization?

CLF:

Oh, yes.
As I previously mentioned, Utah had quite some
problems with flash floods, gully erosion, deep
channeling of valley lands by floods, and bank
cutting on t h e Virgin river.
The state of Utah
was allotted five CCC camps to supply the manpower
and equipment to study and implement various
methods to correct these problems.
The greatest success was the development of techniques for preventing floods from torrential rains
in Montana watersheds, and flooding of the valley
lands at the foot of the mountain slopes. These
procedures have been applied extensively since then,
and were well worth the cost of all five camps, plus
the training of the participating CCC boys . The
results of other projects varied widely, from unqualified success to total loss, but that is not unusual
for research work.
The work and activities of the camps were guided by
a planning committee , of which I was a member and
chief advisor for many projects. As a result of
our work, we gained the respect of Governor George
Dern, who became a member of FDR's c abinet.

ERM:

What relationship did your work in Utah during the
thirties havP. to the Soil Conservation Service
programs occurrin g cb nt e mp o rarily under Hugh Bennett?
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CLF:

They worked on a few similar projects and used
some of the same practices in a few cases, but
in the main in Utah at that time they were working
on farmland, not forest, mountainous , or rangelands.
Th e r e was coordin ation between the agencies, and some exchange of personnel. Walter
Lowdermilk had been wit h the Forest Service in
forest influences research work, where he learned
about floods and soil erosion, before he went to
work under Hugh Bennett.
But in the main , the SCS was working to save water
and soil for crops, to increase groundwater
storage, and so on.
My work in Utah dealt entirely
with mountainous, forest , or rangeland vegetation
and runoff, and out -and-out flood control.
Right
about in the middle of this period, in early 1935,
I was transferred to the Appalachian Station in
Asheville, North Carolina.

KKB:

Did you feel any great regret at having to leave
the Intermountain Station?

CLF:

Well , I did miss the Intermountain Station, because
I'd started so much of the work there . We built
from a small local station to what subsequently
became a major experiment station. We branched out
into many other areas , like silviculture, enlarged
studies of soil and flood conditions , an d climatic
relationships.

KKB :

Why do you suppose you were transferred at that
particular time? Was there a special need at the
Appalachian Station that you were brought in to
meet--a flood control or watershed problem to which
your expertise could be applied?

CLF:

I don't specifically know for su r e why .
I t is not
unusual for people in the Forest Service to be moved,
and I had been in the West a long time.
They needed
a new director in Asheville, but there was a problem
because of a difference among the staff at the s tation about project priorities.
I had experience at
the Intermountain Station in developing and successfully expanding the work and somebody, probably
Clapp, must have thought I would be t h e right one
to take charge in that region.
The Coweeta Experimental Forest in southwestern
North Carolina had been set aside originally for
both silvicultural and watershed studies .
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Aft e r sizing up the situation, I decide d that
we were not going to do any silviculture work
there, except when it c ame time to deve lop a method
of timber c utting that was compatibl e with the
watershed r esources.
I got the program going in
what became the Cowee ta Hydraulic Labo ratory and
it ga ined a g ood reputati o n for d evelop in g knowledge of the effect of forest cover o n runof f,
stream flow, and e rosion under Appalachian conditions.
It is, I think, one of the ou tstanding
r esearch programs for underst andin g watershed
problems.
I also started some new work in th e cut ove r pine
lands , a study of h ow to get a new s hortleaf
pine crop without the interference of the low
quality hardwoods . Congressman William Unstead
f rom eastern North Carolina, who later became a
senator and then gove rnor of his state, was on
the House appropriatio ns subcommitt ee that handled
Forest Service approp riat ions . He asked me what
n ew project was most n ee d ed in No rth Carolina .
He was ve r y muc h interested in forestry p r oblems,
and one of t h e bigges t that faced us then was h ow
to control the scrub hardwo ods that came in after
c u tti n g s h o r tleaf pine in t h e Pi e dmo nt.
I f the
land was to b e converted e n tire l y to hardwoods,
that was diff e rent , but when the newly cut seco ndgrowth pin e was l eft to reseed naturally, the l ow
quality hardwoo ds that remain e d n eve r reall y
straightened o ut when they were l eft to g row after
hav in g b ee n st unt e d and s haded by the pine . More ove r , the n o -good stand of hardwood kept a goo d
pine c rop from starting. They have come a lon g
way toward finding a solution to that p robl em .
I was there as director for about two years , and
those were the two most co n seque n tial things I did ,
except fo r t h e tr i p I took to Europe .
KKB :

You're speaking of the Ober l an d e r Fellowsh i p to
study in Europe in 1935?

CLF:

Yes .

KKB:

How was that awarde d, Mr. Forsling? Did you app l y
for it , or was it conferred in reco gnit ion of an
accomplishment?
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CLF:

Oberlander was a German who came to this country
and did ve r y well f in anc i ally, as a manufact urer
of silk stockings. He wished to do some thin g in
return for his success in the Uni te d Stat es, so
h e establishe d t h e Oberlander Trust Fund, money
for whi c h was u sed t o se nd Americans t o Europe,
especially to Germany and ot h er German - speaking
countri es, t o study forestry, city sanitation,
various aspects of flood cont r ol, and other p rac tices in which Germany h ad been a leade r.
Previously, these forestry excursions had invo l ve d
mostly peop l e in the timbe r industry . This time
they chose six of us, all but one of whom was
from the Fo rest Ser vice--that was Aldo Leopold
of the University of Wisconsin. Others we r e Dr.
Hardy Shirley of the No rth eastern Expe r iment
Station; I , of course, came f rom the Appalachian
Station, now Southeastern Expe rime nt Station ;
E.E . Carter, chi ef of the Division of Fo r est Management in nati o nal fore st administration; and
L.F. Kn e ipp , an ass ist a n t chief of t h e Forest
Service in c h arge of Land Acquisition .
The d ec isio n about Fo rest Se r v i ce r ep r esentatives
was made in the Wash ington off i ce . We we r e not
consulted, but simply t o ld that we had been selected.
It was such a g r eat oppo rtun ity that there we r e no
r efusa l s.
We learned a great deal about fo r est
practices in cent ral Europe, not spec i fic ideas
that we co ul d us e in the Un it ed States, but useful
background in fo r mation.
It was worth the time a nd effort to get to know t h e
European foresters.
I didn 't conf in e myse l f to the
German-speaking countries ; I took a couple of weeks
a nd visited Sweden , wh e re my parents were born .
In
my op ini o n , there was mo r e for Americans to learn
from Swedish foresters than f r om German foreste r s.
In Ge rmany the most common p r actice was to clear cut
and r ep lant , generally using the same species in
planting af t e r p l a n t in g. We saw forests that were
in the third ge ner ation of single speci es, most l y
Scotch pine o r sp ru ce . The r esear c h fo r este r s had
discovered after repeated monospecies that plantin g
of conif ers was playi n g havoc with the fo r est soils
by no t r et urnin g enough o r ganic matter to the soil.
Th e foresters were tr y in g to introduce broad- leaved
tree species which annually add leaf fall to the
so il. But this gave ris e to another conf lict.
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It was the style of the German foresters to have many game
animals , mostly deer but wild boar in some localities . Hunting
was chiefly by the higher-ranked army and fores try officials ,
politicians , and wealthy individuals. Naturally the monospecies
coniferous forests were pretty barren compared with mixed
hardwoods and conifers . In their sample plots of hardwoods , deer ,
especially , devoured the hardwood young growth . Therefore , the
small experimental planting of the board - leaved species were
fenced in with high wire netting to exclude the deer . In fact ,
throughout Germany the deer stayed back in the woods during the
daytime and came out in any available clearing, including
bordering grain fields or recently cutover forestlands to feed at
night .
We were told that the first tenders of forestlands were the men
who were engaged to keep away the poachers so the owners of the
forests would have good hunting . In fact , we were informed that
after the individuals who were the benefactors of the princes and
others who had been given land grants by the rulers began to get
short of income , they found out that the standing forests could
be exploited to advantage . Eventually the game attendants , after
cutting the standing timber , were put to replanting the land .
Thus forestry had its beginning .
ERM:

Were you able to learn anything useful from the experience of
others in such countries as Switzerland and Germany with regard
to flood control on mountain slopes?

CLF : Nick Carter and I visited the Emmenthal Watershed Study in
Switzerland . They were the first to use the paired watershed
method of comparing runoff from forested and cutover forestland
land that we were using . They had much the same ideas for
checking runoff , i . e . terracing , establishing ground cover, and
so on . In Utah we used heavy machinery making terraces on steep
land which they didn ' t use , though .
Ca r los Bates had published his report on the Wagon Wheel Gap
study in Colorado , and I had prepared the report on the Great
Basin A and B studies by the time we visited the Emrnenthal
Watershed . One thing gave us the advantage : we had much better
opportunity to find similar watershed for the pairing process in
America . We have also gone much further in watershed studies than
I saw in Switzerland .
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In one respect, the Swiss were and probably still
are ahead of us in the matter of saving the soil .
They were farming steep land, too, even steeper
than I saw the hillbillies farming in western No rth
Carolina or eastern Kentucky.
Let me illustrate with a little incident. One
morning Nick Carter, our Swiss guide who had long
been in charge of the study, and I decided to walk
cross- country back to the little mountain town of
Wassen, where Nick and I were to catch the two - car
passenger train which was pulled by a mountainclimbing engine. This would be a start on our
return trip to Zurich.
As we started down a little mountain valley , there was
forest on one slope and cultivated land on the
other. It was probably 200 feet from the bottom to the
top of the slope on the cultivated side. At the
bottom of the slope was an elderly man with a shovel,
apparently placing a final shovelful of soil onto a
small two-wheeled cart.
An elderly woman stood
watching him.
At the top of the slope was a young
woman, leading a horse along the ridge or edge of
the valley. The horse was hitched to one end of a
long cable or rope that passed through a pulley
tied to a post or stump at the summit and extended
down the slope to the cart.
I asked our guide what was going on. He replied that
that was evidently a man and his wife, about to turn
over the farming project to his son. The daughter in - law was tending the horse and the son stood waiting
for the cartload of soil. When the cart was emptied,
the girl would lead the horse back and let the cart
run back to the bottom of th~ hill for another load
of soil.
Our guide explained that in Switzerland the youngest
son was granted what the parents passed on at the
time of their retirement.
In return for the gift,
the son took care of the old folks as long as they
lived . It was the custom that the father would
leave the land to his son in as fertile condition
as when the father received it. What we saw was
these four family members carrying out their responsibility to future generations.
I had never seen
anything like that in the U.S .A .
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KKB:

Right about this same time, the Western Range
Report, Senate Document 199, 74th Congress, was
put together, and you had a part in writing it,
along with Chapline and others.
Let's talk about
the background of that report and your contribution .

CLF:

I was in Europe when I got a cable from Earle Clapp
saying "Take Europa." He had written me to come
home as soon as I could because he wanted me to
join the group that would write a range report.
I hadn't quite finished my planned trip, though.
The Europa, one of the big German ocean liners,
was ready to sail in a couple of days by the time
I got his cable, but there was another boat in about
a week .
I cabled Clapp, saying I preferred to stay
until the later sailing date, or I could take the
Europa . He cabled back "Take Europa."
I was included in the group writing the report
probably because I had spent more time on range
and forest range problems than almost anybody else
in the Forest Service . The report was written by
committees, although the chairman of each committee
had the major responsibility and determined what
each person would write.
I was senior author of two long chapters, one entitled
"Conservation the Exception" and the other, "The
Administration of Public Lands." There were certainly
several other parts I could have done better and
probably would have enjoyed more, however.
The
first chapter dealt with what had and had not been
done in the past in range management on national
forests, Indian lands, public domain grazing districts and privately owned lands.
The other chapter
discussed the problems ahead . I was also a member of
the review committee, which reviewed all the chapters.
I got deeply into the matter of why the Forest Service
belonged in the Department of Agriculture rather than
in the Department of Interior.
I guess I was not
very nice to the latter, so it was a surprise when
Secretary Ickes of Interior later asked me to head
the Grazing Service .
It was no secret that I had
been responsible for those two chapters.

KKB:

Was it Chapline who assigned your topic, or Clapp?
Why do you suppose you were assigned those chapters
when you indicate you might have done others better?
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CLF:

It was Earle Clapp.

He really ran that show.

KKB:

Soon after the Western Range Report, you were called
to Washington to head up the Research Division .
Were you surprised at the appointment?

CLF:

Well, yes, I think I r eally was .
I even thought
at the time that I would have preferred to stay
on as director of the Southeastern, or Appalachian,
Station .

KKB:

Was it Clapp, do you think, who made the decision
to appoint you to head Research? If so, what do
you think impressed him about you?

CLF:

I don't know , but I am confident it was Clapp.
Silcox died in 1939, and Clapp was associate chief
of the Forest Service at that time.
Clapp, I am
sure, felt that I had done a good job at the Great
Basin Station on its small funds.
We had grasped
the nature of the problems in the Intermountain
Region and we had gone a long way towards working
out solutions.

ERM:

How did Clapp broach this appointment to you? Did
h e address you p erso nall y about it, or did you
rece i ve an official directive through the mail?

CLF:

Clapp first wrote me an official letter asking me
to be c hief of Research.
He could write quite a
persuasive letter , but we hadn't discussed it at
all. So I wrote him, raisi n g some questions about
the job, and I suggested he might f ind someone else
for it since I didn't prefer it . My secretary told
me that I should h ave worded the l ette r much st r onger
if I didn't want the job.
But of cours e, when Clapp
made up his mind about something, h e just went ahead
unl ess h e ran into a stone wall .

KKB:

Onc e you were on the job as h ead of Research, did
you encounter any troubles with Clapp, who was then
act in g c hi ef of the Service, since he had been so
close to res earc h? Did he ever contest decisions
or policies you formulated?

CLF:

Oh, no.
Clapp and I go t along f ine .
I like d his
ability to make up his mind and stick with it.
There was only one time I felt I wanted to break
his o rders, when h e sent someone e lse to a conven tion in Mexico City.
I was at that time mixed up
in a lot of war activities.
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I was really a great admirer of Clapp.
I think
he did a tremendous job in organizing fo rest
resear c h.
After serving as acti n g chief fo r a
long time, h e didn't get a fair break when he was
not made chi ef of the Forest Service.
It started with the Departme n t of the Int e rior, of
course, when Secretary I ckes t ri ed to get the Forest
Service and Clapp was made t he goat on that because
of his effo rt s t o stop that move .
I g u ess the p r es ident thought it would have been too much a slap at
I ckes, who had tried so hard to take it away from
Ag riculture.
And then it " just so happened " that Lyle Watts had
contacts with two o r three people who we r e ve r y
close to the White House . Th ey called the p resident's
attention to h ow good a man they cons idered Watts to
be.
As a re s ult, Watts was selected to fill the
vacancy.
It was a g r eat blow to Clapp, who retired
shortly th e reafter.
He had r eac h e d permissible
retirement age and wasn't forced to retire , but still,
there wasn't much else for him to do.
I had worked
c losely with Watts for a numbe r of yea rs a nd considered that h e was fully qualified to be chief.
KKB :

Did yo u noti ce any immediate diff e r ences under
Watts's administration as opposed to Clapp's?

CLF:

Watts was a f in e person to wo rk with, although perhaps not q uit e as deep a t hinke r as Clapp. He hadn 't
laid out his plans for forestry as thoroughly as
Clapp had.
Cl app had decide d that r esearch was his
life's work and he planned what the Forest Service
should do and what it required.
I had e nti ce d Watts
to return t o the Fores t Se r v ice and join the Inter mountain Station staff . Watts had then do n e very
well as an e xperime nt station director in Missoula,
but was transferred to be a re g ional fo r ester.
He
had good judgment, both as a director and as a re g ional fo r este r.
When he came in as c hi ef, there
was no great upheaval in the affairs of the Forest
Service.
We knew there would be changes as time went o n , and
that, after h e had the job fully sized up, Watts
would implement his own ideas. He was c hi ef during
much of the war period, when the Forest Service s taff
devo t e d a g r eat deal of work to the war effo rt.
Car e
had to be take n not t o make t h e same mi stak es that
were made in World War I, such as inc r eas in g the
numbe rs of livestock on th e national fo rest ranges
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with the hope of inc reasing meat produc tion.
Howeve r , the increase result e d in little more
food but caused injury to the range by overgrazing.
I transferred to the Departme nt of Interior b efo re
the end of the war, but I felt that the Fores t
Se rvi ce had fulfilled its re spo nsibility.
KKB:

Now, as you say, the war exercised many limitations
on r esearch programming, and you had to focus on
immediate war -related problems.
Whe n you first
came in , though , the war had not yet b egun. What
res earch prog r ams would you hav e liked to d e velop
or continue if th e war had not intervened in your
administration?

CLF:

My general plan was to improve the organization
and obtain a bud ge t of the s ize needed to meet the
ptoblems.
I f el t I had a goo d opportunit y t o do
that when I came in.
I started to cut down the
numb e r of re g ional stations and consolidate and
redistribute the territory covered by each , so as
to even out the area of responsibility.
I made
the first consolidation by combining the Adirondack
and the Northeastern s tations.
That effort was continued afte r I left t h e Forest Service. Othe r
combinatio ns in c lud ed the Nort h e rn Rocky Mountain
an d the Intermountain s tati o ns,
the So uthweste rn
and Rock y Mountain s tations, the Central States
Station was merged with several ot hers and, together
with the Great Lak es Station, b ecame the No rth Central Station . Th e r e was also a readjus tme nt of th e
Southern and the fo rmer Appalac hian (now Sou th eas t e rn)
t e rritorie s .
Aside from that, I wou ld have sought to exp and the
studies of the in f lue nc e of for est and /o r ran ge
plant cove r o n runoff and e rosion.
Also, I would
have expande d st udi es in ran ge manageme nt , forest
products, and forest eco nomics.
Then, quickly, we were in the midst of th e war effort.
We had jus t begun to move on the program in the
vario u s r eg ions; in fact, we had just finished a
con fere nce at the Pries t River Experiment Station
in no rth ern Idaho when the Pearl Harbor attack by
the Japan ese occurred.
I was r e turning to Washington
after that field meeting, when t h e passenger train
I was ridin g pulled into Glens Ferry, Idaho, at 5 a .m.
to do some swi t c hing.
I was awakened b y the trainme n talking about the Pearl Ha rbo r in c ide nt.
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Then, of course, our plans began to change pretty
rapidly.
We had to greatly reorient our work and
push defense projects up to the fore f ront.
There
was not much change in the basic research program,
except that it was slowed down considerably.
Many
research people got engaged in war- related activities;
for instance, we sent staff members on expeditions
to South American countries to find quinine bark
and balsa wood.
Some were sent into Mexico to hunt
for natural stands of guayule to harv est for
rubber extraction, after the Japanese captured the
rubber supply in the Netherland Indies.
Among
other places, we sent technical crews to certain
Central American countries to determine if the
native trees were suitable for bridge timbers where
an international truck highway was being pushed to
move war supply materials.
Incidentally, this party
discovered a new species of large white oak.
Several of us served on War Produ c tion Board committees.
I was a member of its Log and Lumber Production Poli cy Committee , who se j o b was t o c h eck that
lumber manufacturers received the logs and logging
and sawmill equipment necessary to meet war needs.
That committee also dealt directly with lumber pri c e
control and the Labor Committee.
The Log and Production Policy Committee was under the control of
the War Production Board, and we met with Chairman
James F . Byrn es .
But I believe that the greatest contribution the
Forest Service made during the war was that of the
Forest Products Laboratory at Madison , Wisconsin.
Among other accomplishments, the laboratory staff
aided in trainin g a rmy lumb e r inspectors . Another
crew trained insp ec t o rs o n how to pac kage a l l
kinds of equipment for shipment overseas, from radar
and other delicate instruments and blood plasma con tainers to how to fasten tanks or other heavy equip ment secure ly on flatcars and ship decks.
A special
job was to check the selection and use of spruce and
plywood in the construction of training planes.
We found out an interesting fact when we worked with
the a rmy on their inspection projects.
The a rmy
p eople would ask to travel under Forest Service regulations instead of a rmy regulations because , under
army rules , if a man was serving at one location but
was needed to troubleshoot in another place, he had
to go back to headquarters and wait for new orders.
Under Forest Service regulations, he could finish
his job at one place, then go directly to the next
location where he was needed .
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In packaging, the object was that the equipment
or material gets to its destination in one piece.
When the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, their
first round of bombing destroyed most of the U.S.
radar signaling equipment . The defense command
immediately sent word to Washington to send more
radar equipment as soon as possible.
These pieces
were about the size and weight of an electric re frigerator, and the first rep lacement shipment of
fou~ or five were all broken when they arri ve d in
Hawaii.
So the Forest Products Laboratory was called upon
to develop an effective packaging system, which
th ey did, including a slight modification in the
instruments so that they could be disassembled for
shipping.
The new standard for packaging was that
no damage should be done if the package was dropped
several feet onto a concrete p latform.
In the case
of blood plasma, for example, the flasks were
arriving overseas broken, and an entirely n ew method
of packaging was needed.
It was also possible to
save shipping space because of the compactness of
the new packages.
ERM:

As a generalization, would it be correct to say that
both World Wars I and II brought about a packaging
revolution?

CLF:

I think there is no doubt about it .

ERM:

What other generalizations could be made about World
Wa r s I and II as they affected forestry research?

CLF:

Well, if we had experts in a certain field, we never
hesitated to take on the challenge of solving a
related problem.

ERM:

Isn't it also true that the Wa rs drew talented scientists and researchers away from the mai n course of
forestry research into peripheral fields of endeavor
more specifically related to t h e country's war needs?

CLF:

That is correct.
The guayule project is a good
example, because research was very much involved
in attempts to grow r ubb e r here in California.

ERM:

But guayule never really provided an answer, since
you couldn't produce it in quantity economically.

CLF:

At our stage of knowledge and experience, we could
not produce it fast enough in quantity . However,
I heard recently that someone at the University of
Arizona is promoting the p roduction of guayule again .
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Sen ator Pete Domenici of New Mexico has intro duced a bill in Congress to devel op the growing
of g u ay ul e.
ERM:

CLF:

The guayule p r oject cost a fair amount of money
yet did n ot realize, in any important way, its
objective.
I s there se ns itivity amo n g Forest
Service peopl e o n that score, or fee lin g that
th e project s ho uld be d efe nde d?
There may be. But that was a small mistake compar e d to many t h at were made dur i n g the war .
It
may h ave been sort of grasping at st r aws as a mean s
of getti ng rubber.
Many t hought there would be a
n eed for rubber to mix in with a pote nti a l petro.leum substit ut e .
I t was fo rtunate that c h emi sts
"' soon perfected that substitute .
Anoth e r s ub stitute for rubber whic h was under consid eration at that time was alcohol derived from
th e spe nt liquo r in th e sulfite pulpin g process
for making n ewsprin t . The Chi cago Tribune had
several Canadian plants usin g the s ul f ite p ro cess .
On e of them was just across th e river f rom Buffalo,
New York, at Tho rold, Ont a rio, wh e r e the Tribune
had a plant with a labo rat ory working on th e man ufacture of a l coho l to b e used in makin g a rubb e r
substitute. This was known t o b e technically
possible .
Colonel McCormick, h ead of the Tribune, met a n
in vited grou p of b r ass from Washi n gton at their
visit to Thorold . The group consisted of William
J eff ri es, president of the Union Pacific Railroad
and "czar" of the rubber p r ogr am in the War Production Board, one o r two of the J eff ri es staff, three
United States senato rs, myself representin g t h e
secretary of Agri culture, and a squ ad of newsmen .
After breakfast at a cl ub in Buff alo as guests of
Co l . McCormick , we were t aken in automobi l es to
the Tribune laboratory , wh ere we spent th e day.
The
c h ief questio n that arose was about the capac ity of
a ll th e existing su l f i te mills to produ ce t h e volume
of alco hol that would be required fo r a rubber substitute.

ERM:

CLF :

What happe n s when research results run co ntrary to
estab lish e d policy, o r mythology, if yo u please,
of a n agency?
That h as h appen e d.
For example, we have greatly
i mproved our knowledge of the effect of forest cover
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or certain other native vegetation on flood control.
The old idea was that forest cover would prevent
floods and conserve the water supply, but much
depends on individual circumstances. A given forest
or range plant cover will prevent floods if a rain
is torrential, unless it lasts for an unusually
long time.
Forests do reduce flooding until a
watershed becomes saturated.
A properly maintained forest cover, or a grass, herb,
or low shrubs, or a combination help to retard the
rate of runoff and flooding.
They can even completely
control floods, particularly flash floods, on our
mountain slopes in the West, unless the watershed
has been burned over or overgrazed. Herbaceous and
shrub cover can be restored faster than a forest
cover.
But to return to your question of how established
mythology has had to bend to recognize the results
of new research, it took a long time to dislodge
the idea that trees alone could prevent floods.
A research discovery was that the forest ground
cover, at least in the forest types above the
pinion-juniper zone, consume a larger percentage
of precipitation than was generally known. The
amount varies with, among other factors , the
amount of normal precipitation, the intensity
of the rainfall , and the character of the forest
cover.
In the case of pinion-juniper, the cutting
of the tree cover has been found no t to mat e rially
increase the water yield of a watershed.
On the other hand, clearcutting of a lodgepole
forest watershed might increase the yield of water
to stream flow by as much as 30 percent, or even
more.
Grasses, shrubs , and forbs or weeds also
consume water. The highest yield of stream flow
would come from a denuded watershed, but that
would bring other problems, like ruinous floods,
destructive erosion of the watershed, and greatly
damaging deposits of gravel, sand, and other debris.
Another change in thinking that has taken place as
the result of research has to do with a place for
fire in the forests.
I recall when Forest Service
officers and woodsmen considered any fire in the
woods larger than a completely controlled campfire
a menace.
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The Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment
Station had difficulty getting the concurrence
of the regional office to experiment with controlled fire in order to destroy the dense stand
of sagebrush on Idaho spring-fall ranges. This
sagebrush had taken over the rangeland following
persistent overgrazing. Now, controlled burning
is one of the usable methods of clearing sagebrush
on the range.
Investigations of how and under what conditions to
use controlled fire to reduce the excessive accu mulation of litter under stands of immature pine
forests in the South were first undertaken without
the general approval of forest fire control agencies.
This accumulation in itself greatly increased the
heat and hence might kill the young growth in the
event that a fire would occur.
The place of fire and how to use it is also being
tried out in some of the forest types in the West.
Here also there is a good deal of apprehension that
adequate safety will not be exercised in the use of
fire as a tool in forest management. This is understandable , in view of the fact that forest fires
can be so destructive.
Ignorance or misjudgment
in the proper use of fire can lead to real hazards .
Some c l a im that fir e is a natural factor in plant
succession and therefore nature should be allowed
to take its course with wildfires.
These same people
feel that letting wildfires burn will reduce or
eliminate expenditure for protection against fire.
I feel that to allow that fals e id e a to spre ad would
greatly increase the waste and loss of a highly
valuable natural resource.
ERM:

To what extent do wildfires or hot control burning
contribute to accelerated runoff and soil erosion
in the western states?

CLF:

One example is the hot fires in the brushlands in
southern California. There it is common practice
to seed with mustard or other species immediately
after a hot fire as a "first aid" in getting some
vegetation back on the slopes before the winter
rains come and create mud flows and floods.
The strips where the brush windrows were burned,
leaving only ashes, were the only places where
surface runoff and soil erosion were materially
increased in the Wagon Wheel Gap study.
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There was serious flooding in the summer during
the 1940s in Bear Creek, a mountain stream that
empties into the South Platt River in southwest
Denver. The occurrence of these floods was investigated by Reed Bailey and me a few weeks later.
The chief increase in flood runoff was found to
have taken place in some young ponderosa pine groves
of medium density on moderately sloping lands near
the head of the watershed.
These groves made
excellent campgrounds for tents, trailers, campers
or open camping in the shade. They were heavily
used, to the extent that the needle fall was nearly
worn out, and the soil packed by vehicle wheels
and footsteps.
Surface runoff had been severe.
It was obvious that controlled burning at some times
during the year may be more harmful than beneficial .
ERM:

Has the course of forestry education in this country
contributed significantly to t h e g r owt h of forest ry
research?

CLF:

I would say yes. The schools are now turning out
graduates or postgraduates who have better training
than former graduat es in the basics of approaching
r esearc h. They are ready to undertake research
work much earlier than we were .
It is better not to take researche rs too old, because
an older man or woman acquires inhibitions as a
result of too many failures.
A younger man is not
as handicapped and is more likely to use his imagination to better advantage in formulating hypotheses;
an older man usuall y contributes his share because
he has superior judgment. Some individuals, like
Dr. Raphael Zon, have both turns of mind .
I think more and more uni ve rsiti es are doin g goo d
advanced research work and are broaden ing their
fields in forestry and range management to include
all of the renewable natur al resources.
Th ere is
more and more knitting toget her of these aspects,
and more dealin g with environments as a whole rather
than with the individual element s .

ERM:

You've seen the g rowth of research in your special
area of concern over a period of sixty years. What
have been the major barriers, in your experi e n ce,
to greater expansion? Conversely, what factors
he lped foster the growth of research in your area?
We've mentioned the impact of the world wars, and
I would imag ine that population growth has been
a factor because of the increased demand for food
a nd r eso ur ces . Perhaps the more sophisticated
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transportation systems have affected range r esearch
in subtle ways.
CLF :

In my opi nion, there were several r easons for the
lag in expandin g forest r esear c h. We already
di scuss e d tha t of r equi rin g most of the available
e n e rgy to get forest administration under way.
Another r eason was the lack o f full appreciation
of the importance and ne e d for r esea rch o n the
part of many people in th e Forest Service; they
tended to think of it as something for the future .
Also, there was no one in the administrative e nd
of the organization who had th e r espo nsibility to
concentrate on the subject of r esearch until Earle
Clapp was made ass i stant c hief in c harge of Research
in 1915 .
Th ere was not the publ i c int e r est nec essary to move
Congr ess to be less than stingy o n appropriations
fo r r esear ch. One r easo n Clapp wo rke d so hard to
get the r eport entitled A National Program of
Fo r est Resear c h fini s hed , in 1926, was to be able
to present Congress with a basis for making r equ ests
for appropriations.
But the authorization that c a me
in the Mcsweeney-McNary bill, wh e n it passed, had
to come fi rst.
The g r eatest surge in fo r est research has come in
the last ten or fifteen years, a long time aft er
I left the Fores t Service. But I co ntinue to n ote
the prog r ess.
There are p r obab ly several r easons
fo r the s urge . On e is th e g rowin g gap b etween the
d e mand and the supply of fo r e st products as promoted
by the forest survey.
Another is t h e g r eater faith
i n wh at research can do , bolstered by such successes
as deve l opme n ts in nuc l ear e n e r gy, mechanical and
ph¥sical improveme nt s in calculat o rs and computers ,
and the ac hi evement of goi n g to the moon . Even
Congr ess now has gr eater co n f ide n ce in co ntinuing
r esearch.
In short, there has been more fulfillment of Earle
Clapp ' s t hree requirements.
He used to say, ''TherR
are thr ee essentials to do well in r esearch: o ne,
you must work on a significant problem; two, you
must h ave adequa t e f unds , an d th r ee, you must have
quality personnel . " Clapp was a h a rd driver o n the
last poi nt. He advise d , " Be sure that whenever you
find yo ung ambitious persons around, and yo u are
confid ent that they are above average, get them int o
r esear c h--that's the kind of personnel we want."
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I agree that these are the three basic ingredients
of a sound research program.
I would add that,
along with the ability of your staff, their dedication to the job is highly important.
ERM:

Have you seen the role of the research man and
woman in the Forest Service gain in importance
over the years?

CLF:

Yes, indeed.
It is not mere chance that four
of the last five chiefs of the Forest Service,
including Earle Clapp , were researchers.
The
others were Lyle Watts, Dick McArdle, and J.R.
McGuire.
Th e fifth, Ed Cliff, worked a season
at the Intermountain Experime nt ·station. Ed
Craf ts, who first worked at several experi me nt
stations and was chief of the Division of Forest
Economics and then ass istant chief of the Forest
Service , and I both became chiefs of bureaus in
the Department of Interior. One of the outstanding
regional foresters of the Forest Service, Charles
A. Connaughton, who became director of the Southern
Forest Experiment Station, later was transferred to
be regional fo rester in the California Region. He
was also elected president of both the Society of
Ameri can Foresters and the American Forestry Association.
It was probably just coincidence, but Watts, Connaughton, Cliff, and Craf ts work ed under me while I
was dir ec tor of the Intermountain Forest and Rang e
Experiment Station.
I brought three other directors
of experiment stations, Raymond Price, Re e d Bailey,
and Joe Pechanec into Research , and they also worked
with me at the Intermountain Station.
I feel strong ly that the sel ect i on and prqgress
of all thes~ men harks back to Clapp's policy on
"getting the right man , the best man available for
the position."

ERM:

Who were the policymakers when you arrived in Washington, the real policymakers?

CLF:

Do you mean in the Forest Service?

ERM:

Yes.

CLF:

There were only two chiefs involved while I was
chief of Research . Watts used assistant chiefs
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as a policy committee to ge t together and discuss
how to iron out problems. He was p retty democratic
in his approach; Clapp was a little more autocratic ,
perhaps.
ERM:

He was less of a committee man?

CLF:

Yes.
He would take c ounsel from his assistants when
he felt he needed it , but he didn't work out policy
by committee as Watts did . Once he decided on his
course , Clapp was more resolute in following his
plan . One example would be his determination to
get a strong forest research program under way, a nd
another would be his insistence on having government
forest regulations established. He probably made
some enemies in the latter venture, in my opinion;
others might disagree.

* * *
ERM:

Clarence, I'd like to ask you a general question
at this point. What were the greatest years of
your career in the Forest Service?

CLF:

The thirteen years that I s p ent in the Intermountain
Region as experiment station director, from 1922
to 1935 , we r e th e mo st c reati ve a n d co n s tructive .
Another accomplishment that I am proud of was my
work to get forestry included in the FAO--the U.N.
Food and Agriculture Organization, which was being
formed among the allied countries. Watts was chief
then and the ad hoc committee made the first contact
with him; then he turned the matter over to me.
A man named Egon Glesinger , who had been secretary
of an international lumber sales association in
central Europe, was very a c tive in the group at
that time.
At first he was suspected of being a
spy, but was thoroughly investig ated by the FBI and
proved to be all right. He knew a lot about the
economics of lumber and he knew many of the foresters
and lumbermen in central Europe.
Glesinger really
sparked the undertaking to begin with. When he
learned of my interest , he suggested that he and I
take the lead in getting together interested rep resentatives of the various allied countries in
Washington.
I found him to be a good organizer.
The Hon. Lester B. Pearson, later p rime minister of
Canada , was chosen as c h a irman o f t h e o r gani z in g
c ommittee.
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Finally a point was reac h ed wh e r e the Forest
Serv i ce, as th e participating agency in t h e United
States , h a d to take a stand on wh ethe r o r n ot the
United Stat es would j oi n a per man e n t o r gani zation
if one we r e established . Accordingly, I p r epar ed
a letter to the sec retary of State for t h e signat ure of the s e cre tary of Agriculture , explaining
what the ad h oc committee was attempting to do
and r eques t i n g app r ova l o f participation by t h e
Uni t e d States in th e undertaking.
The l etter soon came back wit h a "no " from
Under Secretary of Agriculture Paul Appleby .
He expressed t h e belief t h at the Fo r est Service
should no t get into things like that , and that
the United Stat es should n ot become involved in
forestry all ove r the world.
Aft er several meeti n gs with the ad hoc committ ee ,
I we n t and talked it over with Appleby , but got
n o pl ace . I finally asked him, befo r e h e turned us
down, to ask Dean Ac h eson , who was the n in the
office of the s ecretary of State , what h e thought
of including forestry in the FAO.
I fe l t that
Acheson would have a good un derstan ding about t h is
matter , and h e was headin g the par ticipation of
the U. S . in the FAO , with t h e help of the un d er
secretar y of Agri c ulture . Appleb y sent t h e letter
that I drafted to Acheson , wh o r e plied, "By all
mean s t h e Department of Agriculture o f t h e Un i te d
States s h oul d b e invo l ve d in t h at p hase of t h e FAO
program , " From t h en on i t was cl e a r sailing.
I was about to leave the Fo r est Service, but I h ated
especially to leave that p r oject .
I telephoned Col.
Graves in New Haven , laid th e s ituat i o n before him,
and asked him i f he would take over the project.
He replied, " I have some t hings planne d that I wan t
to do.
I'm n ot go in g t o have ve r y many more years
to do th e m, so I don't think that I should go ahead
a nd undertake ano ther job. " But I r eall y poured on
persuasiveness. Her e, to me, was a chance fo r the
United States to make a r eal humanitarian contributio n.
I as k e d him to come to Washin gton and talk
about it , and offer ed him t ran spo r tation . He came,
we reviewed the situation , he went in to see Ly l e
Watts , came o ut and said, " I'll take it. " Col . Graves
did a fi ne job, set up a sensible organizat ion , and
d ese rved all the honor given him .
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KKB:

Do you think your experience traveling in Europe
helped influence your decision to try to get the
forestry program started in the FAO?

CLF :

Yes, I think so.
It helped me realize that we
should work with the western countries in forestry.
The United States has more foresters and does more
forestry research than any other country, and we
have a greater variety of forest conditions.
I was
happy to see that the project was going through.
I would have enjoyed remainin g with it and attending
the worldwide meetings and conferences on forestry.

KKB:

Mr. Forsling , you became head of the Grazing Service
in 1944. What made you decide to leave your Research
position and move into the Department of the Interior?

CLF :

No doubt it was the cowboy in me that led me away
from forest research and into the Grazing Service .
I thought it was a big opportunity . Dick Rutledge,
who was regional fo rester during the time I was in
the Intermountain Region , and who had followed
Carpenter , the first head of the Grazing Service ,
was retiring from duty with the Department of the
Interior. He no doubt had put my name into the hat
when it came time to find his successor.
I got a telephone call from Assistant Secretary of
the Interior Oscar Chapman, asking me to come to
his office for an interview . The Grazing Se rvi ce
was in t h e cluster of bureaus at I nterior which were
under his supe r vision . Aft e r a long discussion I told
him I was interested . In a few days he made me a
direct offe r .
There were a number of reasons why I was interested.
I had grown up on a ranch whe re , for many years, my
father had used open public domain for range cattle
and h orses in his ranch operation.
I had ridden the
range since I was five years old until I entered the
University of Nebraska. Th e first "government man 11
I ever saw came to our ranch in about 1902 and
ordered Dad to remove barbed wir e fences which enclosed some public domain land. He also asked all
othe r cattle ranchers in that area to do the same.
That meant to me that the sheep men, who were our
competitors for the range, would get all the range,
because there was no law against " herding " sheep
on public land. For range cattle and hors es, herding was not practical. Small operators like my dad
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reall y n ee d e d to fence in their catt l e and horses.
Accordingly, I always believed that the open public
domain r a nge should be under administration; that
was one reason why I was interested in the nation al
fo rests .
I felt that my knowledge of the public lands, t h eir
depleted condition and what coul d b e done about it
was as grea t , if not greater, than any ot h er i n dividual at that time .
I believed it was my obligation t o accept the offer to b ecome the head of the
Grazin g Service.
I was confirmed as director of
th e Grazi n g Service by the U.S. Se nat e o n May 11,
1944 .
KKB:

Did yo u ever give any thought to r etu rning to the
Forest Service?

CLF:

Some.
I could have gone back, I think , since I had
remain e d on r e instatement status while I was with
the Grazing Service, which was no t a Civil Service
job. But that would have meant that I would be
dumpin g somebody, and I didn't want to do that.
I co uldn't have asked for a b e tt e r group to work
with than t h e Forest Service, though .

ERM:

Mr. Forsling, si nce you specialized in range manage ment l ong before you be c ame director of the Grazing
Service, you may have associated with those who
first ove r saw ran ge management policy in th e Department of th e Int e rior.
Can you tell u s about Farring ton Carpenter , for example?

CLF:

Farrington Carpenter was n ot a range man. He had a
ran c h n ear Hayd e n , Colorado, where h e rai sed breed in g stock, c hief l y white - faced bulls. He was a
g r a duate of Prin ce t o n Unive rsity and had a law degree.
He participated in local party po liti cs, but I do
not know if h e eve r h e ld an e l ective office. He
had a pleasant personality and communi cated very
well with ot h e r people.
I d o not think he was
informed on range ma nageme nt .

ERM:

How much impact did h e have on range policies?

CLF:

I never thought h e was ver y st r ong in policy.
I thought h e had done an except ional j ob in get tin g
the g razin g districts es tablishe d . He drew from
many sources for personnel. I t was not Carpenter's
policy to be a c rusade r in carefully se l ect in g
personnel with qualities for manag ing and co n serving
the range . He did get a few people with range experien ce fro m the Forest Service, and people who knew
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the land from among those who classified the
land open for application of the Grazing Homestead Act. But they knew little about range
management. Carpenter indicated he needed men
experienced in handling cattle; as a result he
acquired a sizable number of former cattle buyers,
broke ranchers, and so on.
ERM:

Carpenter didn't have any special influence through
Ickes's first Assistant Secretary of the Interior
Theodore Walters of Idaho, then?

CLF:

Not that I know of.
He didn't seem to know bureaucratic politics, but he was good at selling the
idea that grazing districts should be established .
He would make a plea to an audience that they ought
to get this land under control, and intimate that
they would get the control.

ERM:

But he wasn't a big power broker working hand in
glove with Ted Walters for the stockmen with regard
to rangeland use?

CLF:

No.

ERM:

Because of your extensive fieldwork e xp e ri e n ce in
the western states, you must have had many close
associations with stockmen's organizations. How
we ll did they understand federal regulations and
the planned improvement of the public domain's range
and forestland? Was the small stock grower for
federal rule while the big owners were opposed,
in general?

CLF:

Some of the more free-thinking big owners who had
really studied the problem thought they should have
regulation .
I worked closely with Congressman Don
B. Colton while he was writing the bill that became
the Taylor Grazing Act.
Much to my surprise, after
the bill had been introduced and gone through the
House, Senator Smoot missed getting it passed in
the Senate by a few hours. Many people in Utah
supported Colton and he thought the bill would pass.

Walters wasn't in the picture then, as I recall.

As I say, some of the larger operators realized that
they had to have control, but there men like McCarran
who fought government control of grazin g tooth and
nail. The small operators were more likely to accept
regulation because it kept them from being crowded
out by the larger operators .
ERM:

In other words, it wasn't a black-and-white situation.

CLF:

That's right.

In the two years that I was head of
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the Grazing Service, I spe nt over e i g ht ee n days
before con gressio nal committ ees conce rn ed with this
overall problem .
Senator Patrick A. McCarran of Nevada fat h e red the
setting up of a special subcommittee to in ves tigat e
graz ing o n public f e deral land.
It applied to both
th e Grazing Service and th e Forest Se rvice. The
Senator do gge d the Forest Service conside rabl y,
but h e spent day after day houndin g the Grazing
Service. He h a d a committ ee employee go in g around
ah ead of him to find those parties who were against
the Grazi n g Service and tho se who were for it . Th e n ,
he would ask those who we r e agai n st t o come to the
h earin gs an d testify.
It had all been p l a nne d in
advance.
In Salt Lake City McCarran g ave me pa rti c ular h e ll.
Th ey r ode me especiall y about a p r oposa l I had made
to increase the g raz ing fee from five cent s a head
of cattl e t o seventeen ce nts a h ead, and one-fifth
that for s h eep. On e afternoon thr ee "small" permit te es c ame to me and said, "We want to testify . "
I said, " I 'll see i f the committ ee will put you on
p r etty soon. " I asked Senator McCarran if t h e t hree
men could testify so they could go home that day.
McCarr an told me yes, but then asked a p rimed wit n ess to come on the wit n ess stand and n ever sai d
a word to t h ose " little people," because h e was
afraid they would take my sid e .
I never asked them
what they planned to do, but afterwards t h ey told
me that they wanted administration of the p ubli c
d omai n , but McCarran was trying to destroy it.
ERM :

How d o you account fo r the motives of those western
co n g r essmen who sou g ht to und e rmin e existing g razing
and fo r est policies? Was it a matt e r of pa rti san
hostil ity or econ o mi c veste d interests?

CLF:

I think it was mostly economic veste d int e r es t s,
especiall y the cattle and the s h eep association
people in t h e weste rn livestock states . Th ey had
the powe r and the money.
Th e little stockmen--well,
they n ee d ed help to get justice. The bigge r operators wer e trying to ge t co ntrol of grazing on the
public domain e ntirely int o the h ands of the big
stockmen, a nd t h ey r eal l y worke d at it.
For examp l e, the Grazing Service had refused to
g i ve more range to o n e of McCa rran' s political s up porters at e l ection time, and h e complained to
McCarran about two Grazing Service emp loyees.
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McCarran wrote a letter to Ickes demanding the
firing of the assistant regional grazier in Nevada
and the district grazier in the Elko district .
McCarran sent me a copy of the letter.
I was in
Washington when the letter arrived, and I ckes
called me and said, " Have you seen this letter from
Mc Carran?" I said yes .
Ickes said, "I want to know
about these two men.
Are they carrying out their
duties or does McCarran have a case?" I replied,
"They are two of the best men we've got in the
Grazing Service . They are following regulations
and that is a compliment. They are trying to do
a good job . " "Stop right there," h e said, "because
that's all I wanted to know. "
I c k es then wrote the most scorching letter you can
imagine to McCarran, who never said a word about
the case again .
Incidentally, Ickes was a fine
secretary to work for, if he had confidence in you.
He stuck with me to the last, and , in fact, he quit
before I did.
ERM :

Both McCarran and Senator Joseph C. O'Mahoney of
Wyoming were Democrats, but Congressman Frank A.
Barrett , also of Wyoming, was a Republi can. Big
Ed Johnson, senator from Colorado, was a longtime
enemy of federal resource and parks policy, but so
was Republican Congressman John Rockwell, also of
Colorado. So the opposition came from both Repub licans and Demo c rats; would you comment on that?

CLF:

Rockwell was a permittee who in general was against
control of the public domain, although most of his
range was on national forest land.
Senator Johnson
didn ' t want the federal government to reserve any
more public land in Colorado. He came as a you ng
man to homestead in nort hwestern Colorado, a place
that was never meant for farming and is not being
farmed today. Somehow he managed to get along, and
eventually h e go t into politics, ran for senator,
and was reelected two or three times. His following
was comprised mostly of poor people who looked to
him as their hope for getting things for them.

ERM:

Do you mean he was a populist leader?

CLF:

Yes.
He b elieved that the land should stay as public
domain and then eventually the homesteads would be
taken up. He was for the "small man" but against
range control. He was governor first, then senator,
and he loved to spread his philosophy.
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ERM:

What about O'Mahoney?

CLF:

I thought of him as a friend.
He was a member of
the Senate Public Lands Committee, and was acting
chairman at the original hearing when I was confirmed.
He was generally on my side unless someone
was digging at him.
But at the last hearing I attended , in Casper,
Wyoming , O'Mahoney let me down on the issue of
raising grazing fees, the subject I was opposed
on the most.
The House Appropriations Committee
insisted that the Department of the Interior raise
the fees, and most of the western members of the
Senate Appropriations Committee , including espe cially McCarran , gave me hell for proposing to
raise the fees.
Senator O'Mahoney was acting
c hairman at the last two hearings, in Casper,
Wyoming , and Grand Junction, Colorado.
I had obtained data from the Production Credit
Administration off ice in Washington for the two
states. That was the federal agency that was makin g
most of the production loans to th e cattlemen and
sheepmen , and there were records for the cost of
operation for e ach loan. These data showed that
the cattle and sheep operators were making pretty
good money.
The Production Credit Administration
asked me not to release any of the data , except
averages for each state.
Members of the senate committee insisted that I gi v e
the committee the names of the individuals who gave
me access to the data , but I refused.
They pushed
me hard on that.
Senator O'Mahoney sent word to me
before the Colorado hearing began not to present
the data . In other words, if they accepted the
evidence to the effect that the stockmen had made
a good profit during the previous two years, it would
refute the general claim that the stockme n c ould
not afford it if the department was to raise grazing
fees from five cents per animal unit month to the
proposed seve nteen or eighteen cents a month.* The
fees finally got up to the latter figure , but not
during my time.
They still have not been raised to
the commercial rate , which is th e aim of the federal
government.

*An animal unit month is the equivalent of
grazing one cow or five grown sheep for a month.
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ERM:

McCarran was probably the most prominent of all those
who fought to destroy federal grazing policy as you
were setting it up.
Was there anyone else in
Congress who was on a par with him , or was he the
chief spokesman for this position?

CLF:

I would say he was the chief contender .

ERM :

With whom was he most allied among his peers in
Congress in that regard?

CLF:

I don't know that he had any real allies in his
effort to do in the Grazing Service.
In many ways
McCarran was a loner. Senator McCarran, due to
his seniority, was c hairman of the powerful Senate
Judiciary Committee. He no doubt had some "trading
stock" on that account.
There were half a dozen or more senators from as
many western states who depended heavily on the
livestock association members for votes and money.
These could be reached through the National Advisory Council, a body made up of a sheepman and a
cattleman from each state in which there was a
grazing district.
This council automatically sought
control of the Grazing Service, so there was little
difficulty for Senator McCarran to reach those
western senators through the National Advisory
Council.
Incidentally, McCarran introduced the
bill in Congress to establish the National Advisory
Council , and got it passed as an amendment to the
Taylor Grazing Act.

ERM:

Was the fact that he had so few allies in Congress
the reason that he ultimately failed to achieve
any legislation to change the policy of the Grazing
Service?

CLF:

In part, I think, but there were several reasons why
he gave up his effort to wreck the Grazing Service.
As I said before, the House Appropriations Committee
was pushing Interior hard to raise the grazing fees.
A few in the Senate ommittee , chiefly McCarran,
were fighting to prevent the department from raising
the fees.
To punish the Department of the Interior,
the House appropriations subcommittee cut the appropriation in the House bill for the Grazing Service
until it was almost too little to meet the accumulated annual leave pay that was then permissible.
That cut was approved by the House, and with the
cut the Grazing Service would have been out of
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business. Senator Carl Hayden of Arizona, the
chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee,
sought to restore the cut. He succeeded in getting
only a little more than enough to pay for the
accrued annual leave that the Grazing Service had
accumulated.
I left the Grazing Service before the appropriations bill was finally passed.
It must have carried
some restorations to carry on with a small force.
In addition, however, there were some funds that
had been set aside for construction of range improvements in cooperation with the permittees.
Not only that, some permittees contributed money
out of their own pockets to the Bureau, so altogether
there was sufficient money to carry a custodial
force.
The permittees realized the need for at
least a skeleton force to continue range administration.
They didn't want the Grazing Service
to die.
Something else was in the making.
The old General
Land Office was running out of land for homesteads,
and there was friction between it and the Grazing
Service. There were still a few filings on homesteads , some within areas that had been included
in grazing districts. The Land Office brought in
recommendations that the homestead filing application be approved by the s ecretary. From then on,
all applications like that had to be reviewed and
approved by the Grazing Service before the final
approval of the application. This ran into disputes which required resolution by the s ecretary.
The solution was obvious: put the two agencies
into one bureau. That meant turning it over to
one director, which required a reorganization order
to combine the two, unless either the House or the
Senate objected.
One objection would kill the order.
Meanwhile, Secretary Ickes had resigned over a difference with President Truman.
And a man named
Julian Krug had been appointed s ecretary of the
Interior.
The reorganization order was not objected to in
the House.
In the Senate, such orders automatically
went to the Senate Judiciary Committee , of which
McCarran was Chairman. He sent word to Krug that he,
McCarran, would not object, provided neither Forsling
nor Joel D. Wolfson, who had bee n de facto commissioner
of the General Land Office under Ickes, were to be
made director of the new Bureau of Land Management.
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Krug, who had no political astuteness and had only
recently been appointed as sec retary of the Interior,
didn't know much about what had been going on,
agreed that neither of us would head the new bureau.
This despite the fact that Under Secretary Chapman,
who formulated the plan for the new bureau, had
already informed me that I was to be in charge.
Instead, I was given the job of c hairman of the
Southwestern Field Committee, which consisted of
the regio nal directors of each of the then nine
b ureaus in the Department of the Interior. The
function of the committee was to coo rdinate the
work of the b ureaus into one smooth operation.
A major objective was to develop a departmental
program instead of an independent program for
each b ureau.
There were two regional coordinators who were
persona non grata with President Eisenhower's
administration. One of the jobs was in the East
and one was in the West.
In some of the regions,
the coordinator was on a bu reau payroll and was
not affected.
Three of us were paid by the secr e tary's office; our jobs were terminated by
abolishing the positions. The work went on in
each region as before , but the coordinators were
loaned by the b ureaus.
I was terminated on June 30, 1953.
I had served
a total of thirty-nine years.
I had been restored
to Civil Ser v i ce when I left the Grazing Service,
for which I was appointed with "approval of the
Senate." I d ecid e d, because I had worked in the
federal government ever since I f inished college,
that I would "go it on my own." So it might be
said that McCarran was finally rid of both I c k es
and me.
ERM:

In William Voight's b ook, Public Grazing Lands,
you are quoted as saying that Ickes was "the only
man I know who could handle McCarran. '' * You told
u s a story about how Ickes responded to you on one
occasion. Can yo u cite any other eviden ce t hat
I c k es could handl e McCarran?

CLF:

Nothing specific, but then McCarran never attacked
Ickes straight on.
He'd always go for me, or the

*New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University
Press, 1976.
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Grazing Service. He hammered away especially on
the subject of grazing fees, when the fact was
that I couldn't change the fees if I wanted to.
It required the approval of the secretary, who,
of course, was Ickes.
ERM:

But you could recommend change, and so that made
you the devil incarnate, didn't it?

CLF:

Oh, I guess you could say that. Of course, McCarran knew all the time that I had instructions
from the secretary.

ERM:

How did McCarran's supporters in the stock industry
make their voices heard, to you, to Ickes, and to
Congress?

CLF:

One way was to function together as an association.
They would p~ss resolutions and send them in, but
they were always very pleasant when we met.

ERM:

Did any leaders stand out?

CLF:

There were always several who were witnesses or
wrote letters and resolutions. One was Vernon
Metcalf of Nevada.

ERM:

You said earlier on that some of these stockmen
foresaw the realistic likelihood that the fees
were going to be increased, that there would be
more stringent regulations, and so they jumped
in and tried to improve matters.

CLF:

I think that's true, but there were no very good
traders on either side.

ERM:

We've discussed the identity and motives of those
who critici zed and sought to overturn federal
grazing policies. Could we now do the same for
the friends and supporters of the policy? Would
you say, for example , that sorre s upport ~ from the
n:enbers of t he Departrrent of the Interior appropriations committ ees in Congress? Would you go so far as to
say that these men really determined the boundaries
of policy, rather than epartment administrators?

CLF:

Not as far as I was concerned.
I felt that some of
the department aides let me down and gave the secretary the wrong suggestions without consulting me .
Senator Hayden, however, was a straight shooter.
He always stood on the rieht side , even if it was
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being supported by a bureaucrat.
It would be
great if all members of Congress we r e like
Hayden was .

APPEND ICES

APPENDIX A

MEMBERSHIP OF USDA ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON FORESTRY RESEARCH
(An incomplete list of members who served one or more years
during the period 1952-1966 . Compiled in 1976 largely from
memory . -- VLH. )
Bachman, Gus P., sec r etary of Chamber of Commerce, Salt Lake City,
Utah -- long- time exponent of watershed values in the intermountain area.
Baggenstoss, Herman E., publisher of Grundy County Herald, Tracy
City, Tennessee -- tree farmer and prominent conservationist .
Beale, John A., chief state forester, Wisconsin Conservation
Department, Madison, Wisconsin.
Bercaw, T.E., chief of Forest Man agement, Gaylord Container Division
of Crown Zellerbach Corporation, Bogalusa, Louisiana .
Bescher, Ralph A., ass i stant v i ce -president , Koppers Company, Inc.,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania .
Dana, Samuel T . , dean emeritus, School of Natural Resources, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan .
Dosker, C.D., president, Gamble Brothers, Inc., Louisville , Kentucky -- forest products engineering f irm.
Fox, Kel M., director, Watershed Management Division of State Land
Development, Phoenix, Ari z ona .
Gabrielson , Ira N., president, Wildlife Management Institute,
Washington , D. C .
Garratt, George A., dean, School of Forestry, Yale University,
New Haven , Connecticut.
Gordon, Seth, director, California Department of Fish and Game ,
Sacramento , California .
Gray, John L . , director, Sc hool of Forestry, University of Florida,
Gainesville, Florida.
Heritage, Clark C., consulting engineer, Tacoma, Washington
retired director of research for products development,
Weyerh aeuser Company.
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APPENDIX A

(Continued)

Langdale, Harley,Jr., president, Langdale Company, Valdosta,
Georg ia - - a graduate forester who manages a large family
enterprise involving forest lands , pulpmills, sawmills,
turpentining operations and a regional naval stores pro cessing plant.
Lord, Russell, conservation writer and editor of The Land, a
quarterly published by Friends of the Land, Bel Air, Maryland .
Lyman, Dewey P. , tree farmer and maple syrup manufacturer, Breezy
Hill Farm, White River Junction, Vermont .
McCaffrey, Joseph E., general manager, Southe rn Woodlands, Inter national Paper Company, Mobile, Alabama.
Nickey, Samuel M.,Jr., Nickey Brothers, Memphis, Tennessee
manufacturer of hardwood forest products and owner of fo rest
lands.
Partain, Lloyd E., manager, Trade and Industry Relations, Curtis
Publishing Company, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania -- later
became assistant administrator for re creation, Soil Conservation Service.
Pomeroy, Kenneth B., chief forester, American Forestry Association,
Was hington, D.C.
Richen, Clarence, manager, Northwest Timber Operations, Crown
Zellerbach Corporation, Portland, Oregon.
Stac khouse, Clay H., Ohio Conservation Committee, Columbus, Ohio .
Squires, John W., manager, Forestry Division, Sears Roebuck and
Company, Jackson, Mississippi.
Williams, George B. , manager, Gum Processing Plant, Nelie Chemical
Division of Union Bag - Camp Paper Company, Jacksonville,
Florida.
Wolff, Otto J., sheep rancher and breeder, Rapid City, South Dakota.
Youngquist, C.V., Division of Water, Departme n t of Natural Resources,
Columbus , Ohio.
Zivnuska, John A., dean, School of Forestry, University of California,
Berkeley, California.
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CONGRESSIONA L RECORD -

nESEARCH D IR E:CTOR POR U ....~
FOREST SER'IICE R~ & 7
M~. BYRD of West Vili!inJ
t
President, retirem<'i:t has caught ~P ma. .
one of our Nation's most able and dtd:
cated public servants. After 38 Years
devotrd m1blic service. Dr. v. L.
has left l11s Position as Deputy Chi t
the .Forest Service in the Dcpartrne~t
Agncultme.
Dr. Ha rper began his career with
Forest Service. In l!J:!7 In the Piney v;
ol no1 th Florida. His personal In
and work on gum nava l stores and
the er.owing and producing or sout
Pines is reflected In the lmproi·ed ecan
omy of the :southern pine country
Dr..Harper h as held a n umber or·
tlons in the South. in the Northeast
here in Washington, each lncreasi
compl:!X and demanding-. He serv
with l'l'eat distinction, as director or
Northr rn Forest Experilncmt Station
Up~er Darby, Pa. , during 1945-51.
Snwe 1951, Dr. Harper has been
u ty Clue! In Charge of Research ror
Forest Service. During his years In
post. until his recent retirement, macy
us brushed shoulders wi th this fine sclen
tlst and gentleman. Dr. Harper ahr
demons trated rare foresight and vision la,.'.
th.e pro~rams he planned and devclopet.{
H IS testunony before Senate com.mu
was.a!1rnys outstanding In its depth
cl'!'nt.~·; his knowktl ~e of t echnlcnl
ta1J .; ~ ,; the Nntlon·s fore .;;try proble
and i:1e Forest Service proposals to so
tht·se problems, wns always remarkab
Jn m~· opinion. His honrsty, sin~ri
and mte:,'1·1ty were above reproach. ·
The Impact which th!s lcnrned ·
devoird man hns h nd u pon our N:i
and its nn tural re ,ourcei; has been v
great. Naturally, I am rnost lm1mnl6
acquainted with accompli shments or
Forest Sen·ice resr arch proi;ram In
0\\'11 State of West Virginia. Dr. Ha.
early saw the need-and brou'.: ht it
the attention of the Congress-IA>
ways to improve our Appnlachlan 010
tain timber and water resources.
Played a key role in d c\·ell)plng a Jabo
tory and as.<;embling a tenm of topoo
scientists at Princeton, w. Va., w st
these problems. He vlsunlizcd the
for util ization and mark,,tlng rese
for our valuable m ow1t nm hardw
and d iligently sought the 'lrtll of
Congress In cof!structlng the necess

SENATE

February 16, 1966

cc

fac!Uties. sta.tnng with the proper 5Pl!cla1Jst.5, and conducting efficient resean·h
at P rinceton. More recently, h e had a
great deal to d o with the development »t
s. forest englnrerlng research complex ;n
cooperation w th our fine UnJversity at
Morgantown. I am sure that many of
lllY colle~ues here In the Senate could
cite similar accompl!shment.5 that ha\ e
benefited the economy and development
of their own Stat.es, benefits derived from
the knowledge gleaned from Forest Service Research Jn the mM~ement, protection, and use of forest resources.
Dr . Harper's Influence and eminence
have spread beyond the shores of the
Unite•! States. In h is forestry research
fiel d , he has long been recognized as a
world lender. Re has represented the
United States In the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations.
He chaired the executive comn1lttee for
the Fifth World Forestry Congress In
Seattle, Wash .. In 1960. And, although
he i s retired from the Forest Service, he
v.ill still play a top role In the Sixth
World Forestry Congress in Madrtd,
Spain, this coming summer.
I am happy to say tha t Dr. Hari>Cr's Influence on forestry research at home and
abroad wlll not be lost . He has trained a
highly capable and respected staff of research adn)lnlstraiors and sclentlst.s to
carry this ' vital program forward. D I'.
George M. Jemison, who served ns Les
Harper's Associate Deputy Chief for the
past 8 yenrs, has j ust been appolnterl
Deputy Chief In Charge of Research for
the Forest Service. I have every reason
to believe that D r. J emison and his stafr
will continue to i: lve the same fine full
measure of service to the American
people.
M y disLinguished colleague, Senator
JOHN S1 ENNIS, the jwuor Senator from
M1sslssip;>I, expre~sed my feelin gs and, I
am certRin . the f<'ellnrs of many of you,
in his SPf .:ch before this body on April 13.
last year. I want to paraphrase Senator
STENNIS' apprnlsal of Dr. Harper.
This man has rendered outstanding
worldwide leadership In h is field. He
has contributed a i:reat deal to our for estry, to Ind ustry. and to our great Nation . Certainly, he Is the personification
of a truly dedlcat<>d public servant. outstanding in a great profession.
I , too. coni:-ratulnte Dr. Harper on his
record and excellence as a public servant.
I, too, commend his entire staff and a ssociates for their splendid work In the
past. I exhort them to contl.nue a long
I.he pa ths or diligence and excellence
which Dr. Harper so ably exemplified
and which seem to chnractertze the work
or the Forest Service generally.
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t-I r . I:ubl:rl E . iluc kmun
Fo r es t Scrvice--Pncific N.W. Expt . Sta .
P . O. Box 3141
Po rtl and , Oregon 97208
Dc:i r Bob :
1 hav e been intcndjng to ac knowledge r eceipt of your excellent paper ,

" Evol uti. un o f science poli c ies in the Fo r es t Servic e" along wit h some
comm0n l s on it . However , I have now jus t gotten around t o pr eparing
Lh em . They are in long hand . Perha ps your secr e tary can help you
de>cjphcr my sc-ribbljng whPre you ha ve dif f icul ty . Being a professo r
eme ritus (since l as t Augus t) d e prives me of secretar ial help . And I
am no t yet f a r enough advanced i n use of the t y pcwr itcr--on which I
nm now , at this late age , prac t ic ing-- t o d o my own work;
Some day you may wan t to elaborate your study--you have already made a
good s t a rt . ln tha t ca s e my enclosed commen ts may be use ful to you .
I know of no publi s hed docume nt that includ e s much of what I have sa id
in th e comment s .
Last win t e r I was interviewed by Woody Maunder o f th e Forest History
Society on Fo r es t Service matte r s , especially in r efer en ce to multiple
use . Inc lud ed is a r ather long discussjon on the ' o r igin of t he Mc lntireStennis /\cl ; and , too, L11 c r e arc other matters Lliscussed that mi gh t
inter es t you . Much of al.1 this is Lhe ki nd of materi al on e seldom
find s in publ islwd a r t i cl0s and is tlic so rl of h istory which I judge
or;:il-his t ory in tervi<·ws ore d es i r,necl to accu1nulate . My inte r vic11 has
jus t hcC'n publi:;l:c d by Llw Fores t Histo r y Soc iety. It i s avail a ble
i11 micro(j]rn nt $ ~ . 00 per copy or i n bo ok form nt $32 . 50 per co py .
The
ti tle of the book is ",\ Forc·st Serv i ce l~c s en n:li Sci e ntis t and /\dm·inistrn t o r \lie1-.'s :iuJUp JC' US L' . " YtHl mir;hl i,·,1n t-, at ]cast , a micro film
copy f o r you r St at.ion l i br<i r y .
Best wis l! c.•s .

~

Sinc e r ely ,

/s/ Les lla rp .::, r
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UNITED STATES D EPARTMENT O F AGRIC U LTURE
FOREST SERVICE
W AS HIN GTON Z S, 0 .C.
IN

RE~LY

REF"ER TO

December 1, 1965
Dr. f. L. Harper
Forest Service
Washington, D. C.
Dear Les :
This is a difficult letter for me to write. I don't know how to
express adequately my appreciation and the appreciation of the
Forest Service for the great contribut i on you have made to forestry
and to our organization. To try to list your outstanding accomplishments would take too long. Your work in foreign forestry
has been recognized by the award of the first Fernow medal. Your
superior l eadership in forestry research was acknowledged a few
years ago by the presentation of the Department's Distinguished
Service Award. I am not sure that either of these honors adequately recognized y-0ur vision in developing the long-range
program for research in the Forest Service and moving the program
well along the way.
As I think back 13 years, when you and I became Assistant Chiefs
of the Forest Service, the research program was sma l l and struggling by comparison with what it is today. Well, you may have
been disappointed at the rate at which the program baa grown;
its growth has really been monumental and sound. I consider your
leadership in the development of research laboratories as one of
your most significant contributions. this has enabled us to get
and-., hold superior scientists and to build a stronger program. It
has gained support for the program throughout the Nation which
could not have been obtained i n any other way. These laboratories
will continue to pay rich r ewards to the American people for many
years .
Your foresight in recognizing the need, before any of the rest of
us did, to reorganize the research structure in the Stations and
in the Washington Office was a l so noteworthy. If you had not done
this we would have been in a vulnerable position during the recent
management review of the Forest Service. As it worked out, Research
came through with f l ying colors. I know that Station reorganization
did not come easy . It met resistanc e in many places. I am sure
that everyone i n the Forest Service will be grateful that you had
the pe rsis t ence t o see this t hrough.
Without doubt your greatest contribution to the research program
~has been the development of men. Your insistence on high standards
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of perfonnance and your encouragement of people to 1eek higher
degrees have added strength to the Forest Service research program which will have lasting benefits. Again, thia has not been
popular everywhere, but it has been good for us. For all of these
things, thank you.
I also thank you for your personal friendship and for the pleasure
of working with you on the Staff during the past 13 years. I
deeply appreciate the support you have given me since I have been
Chief of the Forest Service. I have had no worries about Research,
except that I worried with you that the work was not moving faster.
I have every confidence that your program will continue because
you have built well.
It is wonderful that you can close out your career by continuing
to work in forestry at the University of Florida and that you
can continue to contribute to foreign forestry as well.
~athryn

and 1 have apprec i ated Elisabeth and her friend1hip.
both of you we wish great happine1a for the future.
Sincerely yours,

_?. '
{

)

/ . , . 1'•

/ - ~:
I :;·:_-_- ( t '-1 1!-· .,
{ ,'
(

EDWARD P. CLIF , Chiej' / '
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VERNE LESTER HARPER was born August 13, 1902, in Monroe,
South Dakota . University of California, B.S. , 1926, M.S., 1927;
Duke University, Ph.D. , 1943 ; North Carolina State University,
D.Sc. (honorary), 1967 . He be g an his Forest Service ca r eer in
gum naval stores research in Florida in 1927; Division Chief,
forest management, Southern Forest Experiment Station , New Orleans,
1935- 1936 ; promoted to Division Chief, forest management research,
Washington, D.C. , 1937-1944 ; Director , Northeastern Forest Experiment Station, Philadelphia , Pa. , 1945 - 1950 ; Deputy Chief (research),
Washington, D. C., 1951-1965. Harper bec ame Professor of Forestry
at th e University of Flo rida in 1966.
He was a memb er of the U.S.
d e le gation to conferences of the U.N. Food and Agr i c ulture Organi zat ion i n 1951, 1953 , 1957 , 1959 , and 1965 ; Chairman, Latin - American
Forestry Resea rch Commission, 1958 - 1961; Chairman , executi ve committee, Fifth World Forestry Congress, Seattl e, Wash., 1960; Vice Chairman , U.S. delegation to Sixth Wo rld Forestry Congress, Madrid,
Spain, 1966. Member , Int e rnational Union of Forest Research Orga ni zations, 1956- 1962; Vice-President, 1962- 1965 .
As a memb e r of t h e Socie ty of Ame ri can Foresters Committee on
Int e rnational Relations from 1953 to 1966 (Chairman in 1956), h e
obtained fun d s and grants to assist American foreste r s in attendin g
foreign s c hools.
He was primarily r esponsibl e for establishmen t of
the North American Forest r y Commission in FAO. His work with Latin Ame ri can off i c i als in 1954 r es ult e d in establi shmen t of t h e LatinAmeri can Resear c h and Training Institut e at Merida , Vene z u e la.
El ec ted an hono rary member of t h e Finni s h Soci ety of Foresters and
a Fel l ow of t he Am e ri c an Society of Foresters; awarded t h e Di s tinguished Service Award, U. S . Department of Agri culture, and t h e
Bernhard E . Fernow Award fo r Di st in guis h e d Service to In ternationa l
Fore s try.
Re sea r c h contributi o n award of Forest Farme r s Ass ociat ion,
1968. Co-founder in 1966 , Int ern at ion a l Union of Societ i es o f Fo r este rs ; President of provisional o r gani zat i o n , 1966-1969; President
of formally laun c h e d IUSF , 1969-1975. He i s the a u t h o r of nume r ous
scientific articles d ea lin g wi t h turpen ti n e productio n of southe rn
pines, fo r e st management , s il vicu l t ur e, timber resour ces, r a n ge
management, watershed manageme n t, wood utili zatio n , and international
r elatio n s in forestry.
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GEORGE MEREDITH JEMISON was born July 11, 1908 , in Spokane,
Washington.
University of Idaho, B.S., 1931; Yale University, M.F.,
1936 ; Duke University, Ph.D. (tree physiology), 1942; University of
Idaho, D. Sc . (honorary), 1967.
Entering the U. S. Forest Service in
1931 as a junior foreste r assigned to fire danger measurement studies
at the No rth ern Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station
in Missoula, Montana, he continued in research, and was transferred
in 1937 to the Southeastern Forest Experiment Station in Asheville,
North Carolina, where he engaged in forest fire and forest management
research. He was made Director of the No r thern Rocky Mountain Station in 1950; then, from 1954 to 1957 was Director of the Pacific
Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station at Berkeley , California.
In 1957 he was assigned to the Washington, D.C . , office of the Forest
Service as Assistant Chief of the Branch of Research, and in 1966
was appointed Deputy Chief in Charge of Research until he retired
from government service in 1969. He then became Professor of Forestry
Management at Oregon State University .
He was a member of the Council of the Society of American Foresters, 1962-1966 , having been elec ted a Fellow in 1961 . He served
from 1968 to 1971 as President of the International Union of Forest
Research Organizations.
In 1959 he was a l e ader of a gro up of
foresters sent by the U.S . to the USSR to observe forest conditions
and forestry practices in Russia. Awa rded the Distinguished Service
Award, U.S . Department of Agriculture.
Honorary member, Italian
Academy of Forestry Science . 1971, Society of American Foresters'
Barrington Moore Award for outstanding contributions in biological
research.
In 1971, Jemison planned, organize d , and dire c ted a research
program in forest engineering at Oregon State University until 1975,
when he retired as Professor Emeritus of Forestry in th e School of
Forest r y. Hi s research publications include fifty papers on forest
fire behavior , fire control techniques, and the silviculture of
pines a nd hardwoods .
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CLARENCE LUTHER FORSLING was born November 7, 1893, in
Cheyenne, Wyoming.
University of Nebraska, B.Sc. , 1915. Entered
the U.S . Forest Service in 1915 as Grazing Assistant, assigned to
the Cache National Forest in Utah, in charge of a grazing survey
party.
In 1916 he transferred to the Jornada Experimental Range
in New Mexico, where h e was in char ge of resear c h in range and
cattle management until rnid-1920.
From then until 1922, h e was
with the Office of Grazing Studies as Assistant Head of Range
Studies and Surveys in the National Forests of the Western States.
Forsling was appointed Director of the Great Basin Experiment
Station in Utah in 1922 and held that post unti l 1929 , at which
time he established and headed the Intermountain Regional Forest
and Range Experiment Station in Ogden, Utah.
From 1935 until
mid-1937, he was Director of the Appalachian Forest Experiment
Station; 1937-1944 , Assistant Chief of the Forest Service in
Charge of Res earch.
Member of the Log and Lumber Production Policy
Committee, 1942-1 944. Director of the Grazing Service of the U.S.
Department of the Int er ior , 1944-1 946; member of the Program Staff
of the Secretary of the Int erio r from 1946 to 1953, when he retired
from the Department of the Int e rior. Chief Tax Commissioner of New
Mexico, 1955-1956; me mber of the New Mexico State Parks and Recreation
Committee, 1962 -1964 . Since 1954 , Forsling has served as part-time
consultant in the conse rva tion and development of natural r esour ces .
He was a n Oberlander Trust Fellow in 1935 , engaged in a threemonth study of forestry conservation pract i ces in Central Europe .
Participant in t h e Eighth (Inter-) American Scientific Congress
in 1940. Discussion leader of the Inter-American Conference of
Renewable Resources in 1948. Participant in U.N. Scientific Congress
on the Conservation and Utilization of Resources, 1949 . Forsling is
a member of: the Society of American Foresters, American Society of
Ran ge Management, American Forestry Association, and Nebraska State
Hi storical Society . He h as authored or co- authored many government
publications and papers on range management, grazing, and watersheds.
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ELWOOD RONDEAU MAUNDER was born April 11, 1917, in Bottineau,
North Dakota.
University of Minnesota, B.A., 1939; Washington
University at St . Louis , M.A. (Modern Europ ean Hist o ry) , 1947 ;
London School of Economics and Political Science, 1948 . He was
a reporter and feature writer for Minneapolis newspapers, 19391941, then served as a European theater combat correspondent in
the Coast Guard durin g World War II , and did public relations work
for the Methodist Church, 1948- 1952. Since 1952 he has been Secretar y and Executive Director of the Forest History Society, Inc.,
h eadquarter e d in Santa Cruz, California, since 1969, and founder and
e ditor - in - chief since 1957 of the FHS quarterly Journal of Forest
Histor y.
From 1964 to 1969, he was cu rator of forest history at
Yale University's Sterling Memorial Libr a ry.
Under his leadership, the Forest Hi story Society has been
int e rnationall y effective in stimulating sc h olarly r esearch and
writing in the annals of forestry and natural resource conservation
generally; 46 r eposito ri es and archival centers have been established
in the United States and Canada at universities and libraries fo r
collecting and preserving documents r elating to f orest history.
As
a writ er and editor, Maunder has made significant contribut ions to
t h is hitherto neglected aspect of history .
In recognition of his
services, the Society of American Foresters elected him an honorary
member in 1968 . He is a charter member of t he International Oral
History Association, of whi c h h e was a fo under . He is also a member
of the Agricultural Hi story Society, the American Academy of Political
and Social Science, t h e American Historical Association, the Organization of American Historians, t h e Society of American Ar chivi sts,
an d t h e American Forestry Association.
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KAREN KREBS BURMAN graduated from Ohi o State University
in 1966 with a B.A. in International Studies.

Since 1971 she

has worked for the Forest History Society, three years of that
time as Oral History Editor and as Editorial Assistant on the
Journal of Forest History.
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The staff at the Starke, Florida, branch of the U. S. Forest
Service Southern Forest Experiment Station in November 1930.
In 1931 the Starke branch was moved to Lake City, Florida ,
where V. L. Harper was in charge of research work at the
newly opened office.
Left-to-right in the picture are:
Carl Olsen, Lenthall Wyman , V.L . Harp e r, Betty Chamberlin,
J.D. Diller , May Patchett, Tom Busch, Frank Heyward , Paul
Rudolf, Dr. Austin Cary, and Jimmie Averell.
Photo courtesy
of V.L . Harper.

The annual meeting of U.S. Forest Service Reg i onal Chiefs and Directo r s of Experiment Stations from the continental United States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico was held in 1946 with Chief Lyle F . Watts and
his Washington headquarters staff , after a three-year hiatus during
World War II.
V.L. Harper had recently become Director of the North easte rn Station.
Left - to-right (front row, knee ling ) :Geo rge M. Hunt , assoc. dir . , Forest
Products Laboratory, Madison, Wis.; Arthur Upson, dir., Caribbean
Nat i onal Forest & Tropical Forest Experiment Station , Rio Piedras, P.R . ;
J.A.Hall , dir . , Pacific Northwest Experiment Station, Po r tland , Ore . ;
E.L . Demmon , dir. , Lake States Experiment Station, St . Paul, Minn;
C.P. Winslow, dir . , Forest Products Laboratory, Madison, Wis . ; I.~.
Haig . dir., Appalachian Experiment Station, Asheville, N. C.; M.I .
Bradner , dir. , No rthern Rocky Mountain Experiment Station, Missoula,
Mont. ; (back r ow, standing) V.L. Harper, dir . , Northeastern Experi ment Station , Philade lphia, Pa . ; C. A. Connaughton, dir. , Southern
Experiment Station, New Orleans, La.; Stephen N. Wyckoff, dir. California Experiment Station , Berkeley , Ca.; Lyl e F . Watts, Chief,
U.S. F.S. , Washingt o n, D.C.; Raymond Price, dir. , Southwestern Exper iment Station, Tucscon , Ariz.; W.G. McGi nnies, dir., Central Rocky
Mountain Experiment Station, Fort Collins, Colo.; Reed W. Bailey,
dir .. Intermountain Experiment Station , Ogden, Utah.
Photograph courtesy Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agricultur e .

REGIONAL FORESTERS AND DIRECTORS MEETING
WASHINGTON, D.C: MARCH 1965
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Photograph courtesy of V.L. Harper.

At a p r og ram co nferen ce in the early 1960s, Forest Products
Laboratory, Mad ison , Wisconsin.
Left - to - right are Edward
Locke , director of the Forest Products Laboratory, E.P. Cliff,
and V.L . Harper.
By this time, regional pressures for mo r e
forest products research at the stations resulted in p r essu res
to establish regional FPLs , especia ll y in the South . Photo graph court esy of V. L. Harper.

During a March 1971 meeting of the International Uni on of
Societies of Fores t e r s (IUSF), of which V. L. Harper was
president at the time, an International Forestry Grove was
established in the Austin Cary Memo rial Forest of the Uni versity of Florida.
Speakers at the tree-planting ceremony
in Gainesville, Florida, were (right-to-left): V.L. Harper;
George M. Jemison, president of International Union of Forestry Research Organizations ( I UFRO); E . P. Cliff, Chief of
U.S. Forest Service; John L . Gray, director , Forestry School,
University of Florida.
(Others in picture are guests and
s tudents . ) Photograph courtesy of V.L . Harper.

