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PREFACE 

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

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

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

The program was set up under the newly- created History Office 
oftheU. S . ForestServiceanditschie f, CliffordD . Owsley . I 
would like to here acknowledge Mr . Owsley ' s assistance in planning this 
series of interviews . My thanks are also expressed to John R. McGuire, 
Gordon D. Fox, Richard F . Droege , Chester A. Shields, and many others 
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in the Washington office of the U. S . Forest Service who contributed to the 
planning . Dr . Harold T . Pinkett of the National Archives , Natural 
Resources Division , Dean Emeritus George A. Garratt of the Yale School 
of Forestry, and Mr. John F. Shanklin , chairman of the Special Projects 
Committee of the Forest History Society, made important contributions to 
the planning of the program . 

Special credit belongs to the members of the Oral History Office 
staff of the Forest History Soc iety for their tireless efforts to research the 
c areers of each man interviewed prior to the making of the interviews 
and for their dedication to the highest standard s of scholarly procedure in 
transcribing , editing, indexing, and publishing the six volumes of which 
this is a part . Dr. Susan Schrepfer was the c hief figure in t his work and 
was ably assisted by Mrs . Barbara Holman and Miss Claudia Mehl. The 
end products are , of course , the sole responsibility of their several 
authors --the respondents and the interviewers . Each interview series has 
been read and corrected by the authors, and whatever errors of fact may 
appear here are solely attributable to them . 

Elwood R. Maunder 
Executive Director 
Forest History Society 
Santa Cruz, C alifornia 



INTRODUCTION 

Nineteen years ago the Forest History Society made its first efforts 
to tape record the memories of important men and women who have been 
either active participants or keen observers of forest and conservation 
history. This method of gathering important nuggets of history not found 
in earlier published or documentary sources was then only a pioneer 
venture at Columbia University under the direction of the noted American 
historian, Professor Allan Nevins. The Forest History Society became one 
of the first of what has become now a fast - growing list of hundreds of 
organizations and institutions that have entered the oral history field and 
contributed to its developing sophistication . 

The following oral history interview was made on January 12 and 
13, 1972, in Gainesville, Florida. The respondent, Dr. Verne Leste r 
Harper, served from 1951 to 1966 as the deputy chief for Research in the 
Washington Office of the United States Forest Service. Dr . Harper retired 
from the Forest Service in 1966 after forty years of service . He joined the 
faculty of the University of Florida's School of Forestry and taught there as 
a professor of forest policy and administration until his retirement on 
August 31 , 1972 . He continues at the university as professor emeritus. 

This work is one of a series of six interviews with retired Forest 
Service personnel undertaken by the Forest History Society under a coopera­
tive agreement with the Washington Office of the United States Forest 
Service . The declared purpose of the series is to probe the memories of 
men for useful historical information on the origins and development of 
the multiple - use concept in the national forest policy of the United States . 
This particul ar interview approaches the subject from the point of view of 
a man whose main concern was research. Other interviews in this series 
seek insights into the same subject through questions posed to five other 
prominent Forest Service leaders listed in the preface. 

Professor Harper and I met for a preliminary discussion of the 
interview in his home at 1812 S . W . 6th Terrace on the evening of January ll, 
1972. We had previously met at national meetings of forestry and research 
groups and had exchanged correspondence from time to time for several 
years. This was, however, the first time that we had ever engaged in 
serious discussion of forest history. 

viii 
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The Harper home is a spacious, handsomely appointed, single­
storied structure set on two acres of forest land only a short distance 
from the university campus. Dr. Harper takes an obvious pride in the 
mixed stand of pine and hardwood trees that grows around him and i n the 
wildlife that is blessed with both the bounty of nature and the hospitality 
of Mrs. Harper. 11 She is our Sierra Clubber here, 11 he c huckled, pointing 
out a number of well-placed birdfeeders and a squad of squirrels patrol-
ling the yard. Over cocktails and a superb dinner, Les and Elizabeth 
Harper shared with me much good talk of contemporary affairs--local, 
national, and international. There was expression of environmental 
concern about Florida's rapid growth and of pride in the ac ademic strength 
of t he University of Florida as one of the leading research centers of the 
South. National politics, hippies, the Viet Nam war, and preservation of the 
wildlife area adjacent to the campus were entrees of s pritely conversation 
that enhanced a thoroughly enjoyable act of true southern hospitality. 

The interview itself did not commence until the next day when we 
agreed to meet following the professor's early morning lecture . The first 
session took place in the paneled study of the Harper home with the 
final sessions conducted in a suite of the Student Union Building o n 
campus. The interview~ toto ran to eighteen hours and was recorded on 
three tapes. 

Verne Lester Harper was born in Monroe, South Dakota, on 
August 13 , 1902, to Charles Leverett Harper and Eva Luceta (Gamble) 
Harper. The Harper family had once been in the hardware bus iness, but 
during the childhood of the principal author of this interview it was 
engaged in farming first in South Dakota, later in Wisconsin, and finally 
in California where the emphasis was on chicken ranching . 

Harper admits to having chosen forestry as his academic major 
field quite by chance. He went with a friend, Ralph Follett, to the 
latter's freshman interview and was so favorably impressed by what the 
student counselor had to say that he was sold on entering the University 
of California School of Forestry. The convincing counselor was Donald 
Bruce, then a professor of forestry and later one of the partners of the 
world famous consulting firm, Mason, Bruce, and Girard of Portland, Oregon. 

Following his obtaining the bachelor's degree in 19 26, Harper 
opted to continue his studies and earned the master's degree in 192 7. This 
led to his first professional assignment in the same year as a research 
assistant in the United States Forest Service's Southern Forest Experiment 
Station. The head of naval stores research of the station, Lenthall Wyman, 
put Harper to work, and for the next eight years his energies were focused 
upon problems of the naval stores industry in the South . In 1931 he was 
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put in charge of the Lake City Florida Research Center, where he served 
with distinction until transferred in 1935 to the post of chief of Forest 
Management and Forest Influences at the Southern Forest Experiment 
Station at New Orleans . 

Harper was now gaining national recognition for his work, and in 
1937, concurrently with the publication of a work he jointly authored 
with Wyman, he was called to the Washington Office of the Forest Service 
and made assistant chief of the Division of Silvics, which was changed to 
Division of Forest Management Research in 1939 . * It was during this 
period of his career that Harper authored a part of Forest Outings : by 
Thirty Foresters, which was edited by Russell Lord and published by the 
Forest Service in 1940 . ** The work came out of a prolonged conference 
and work session on national forest recreation policy and practice in 
which Harper had been assigned the subject of forest recreation research. 
This was probably the first recognition by the Forest Service that recrea­
tion use of national forest land might be in need of organized research 
attention. 

World War II brought a host of new problems to the Forest Service, 
and in 1943 Harper was made chief of the Division of Forest Economics in 
the Olief Forester's Office . In 1945 he was made director of the North­
eastern Forest Experiment Station. Much of the first two years in this 
appointment was spent on detail to the Chief's Office as a project leader 
under Assistant Chief Raymond Marsh for the Reappraisal of the Forest 
Situation in the United States. 

In 1943 Harper gained his doctorate at Duke University' s School of 
Forestry . He was later honored by North Carolina State University, 
which awarded him the degree of Doctor of Science, honoris ca us a, in 1967 . 

In 1951 Harper returned to Washington, D . C . , where he was deputy 
c hief for Research of the Forest Service until his retirement in 1966. In 
this key position, Harper coordinated all research activities of the Forest 
Service. He supervised six divisions in the Washington Office; the 

*u. S . , Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Variation in 
Naval Stores Yields Associated with Specific Days Between Chippings, 
by V. L. Harper and Lenthall Wyman . Technical Bulletin No. 510, 
(Washington, D . C.: Government Printing Office, 1931' . 

** ____ , Forest Outings: by Thirty Foresters, Russell Lord, 
ed . (Washington, D.C. : Government Printing Office, 1940 . ) 
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Forest Products Laboratory at Madison, Wisconsin; the Institute of 
Tropical Forestry at Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico; ten regional experiment 
stations, including their eighty laboratory locations and more than a 
hundred experimental forests and ranges; and a program of Forest Service 
research grants to both foreign and domestic universities . Few men in 
the history of the Forest Service served longer stints in high position 
than did Dr. Harper . His tour of fifteen years in his final post is one of 
the longer on record. 

Dr. Harper served as a member of the United States delegation 
to the United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization in 1951, 1953, 
195 7, 1959, and 1965. From 1958 to 1961 he was chairman of the Latin 
American Forestry Research Committee. He was chairman of the United 
States Executive Committee for the Fifth World Forestry Congress, which 
was held in 1960 at Seattle, Washington . From 1956 to 1962 he was a 
member of the governing board of the International Union of Forestry 
Research Organizations and served as its vice-president from 1962 to 
1968. In 1966 he was a founder and the first president of the International 
Union of Societies of Foresters, a position in which he continues to 
serve at the present time . 

Dr . Harper received the Distinguished Service Award of the United 
States Department of Agriculture in 1961 and the Fernow Award for dis­
tinguished service to international forestry in 1963, the latter granted 
jointly by the American Forestry Association and the German Forestry 
Society. He was e lected to the Cosmos Club of Washington, D.C., in 
1946; as Fellow of the Society of American Foresters in 1955; and, during 
his student years, to the honorary societies of Sigma Xi, Phi Sigma, Xi 
Sigma Pi, and Alpha Zeta . He is a member of the Forest History Society, 
the American Forestry Association, the Audubon Society , and the 
Wilderness Society. 

The tapes from this interview were transcribed by Barbara D. Holman. 
Dr. Susan R. Schrepfer edited the manuscript and sent it to Dr. Harper, 
who revised it extensive ly. Copies of the interview, either in manuscript 
or microfiche form, can be purchased from the Forest History Society . Use 
of the transcript is governed by the copyright laws and a signed contract 
between the Forest History Society and Verne L. Harper . 

Elwood R. Maunder 
September 5, 1972 



Elwood R. Maunder was graduated from the University of Minne sota i.n 
1939 with a B.A. in journalism . He was a reporter and editor of t he 
Minnesota Daily and an officer of his class . From 1939 to December 1941 
he was a reporter and feature writer for the Minneapolis Ti.mes-Tribune and 
the Minneapolis Star-Journal • He enlisted in the U.S. Coast Guard 
December 21, 194i and served as a combat correspondent i.n both the 
European and Mediterranean theaters of war on landing craft for infantry 
and combat transports . He was editor of the Ninth Naval District's 
magazine, Soundings. at the conclus i.on of the war. He was graduated from 
Washington Univers i.ty at St. Louis in 194 7 with an M.A . in history. 
He attended the London School of Economics and Political Science for one 
year and worked as a freelance foreign correspondent and British Gallu1p 

r 
Pollster. He was a member of the staff of the U . S . Department of State 
during the Meeting of Foreign Ministers i.n London in 194 7 and 1948 . 
Returning to the United States he was named director of Public Relations 
for the Board of Missions of the Methodist Church, later director of 
public relations for the Ohio area of the Methodist Church. In 1952 he was 
appointed executive director of the Forest History Society. He is the 
author of many articles, has produced more than one hundred oral history 
interviews, and edited with Margaret G. Davidson A History of t he 
Forest Products Industries: Proceedings of the First National Colloquium, · 
sponsored by the Forest History Society and the Business History Group of 
the Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration. He is the pub­
lisher and long-time editor of Forest History, quarterly journal of t he 
Forest History Society. He is an Honorary Member of the Society of 
American Foresters and a Fellow of the Forest Hi.story Soc i.ety. 
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BACKGROUND AND ED UCATION 

Early Years 

Elwood R. Maunder: This is Elwood Maunder speaking from the home of 
Verne L. Harper in Gainesville, Florida . It is Wednesday, 
January 12, 1972. I am about to interview Dr. Harper relative to his 
career in forestry and the history of multiple use in the Forest Service. 
Dr. Harper, I am going to ask you, first of all, to give us some 
personal history, where you were born and a bit about your family 
origins. 

Verne L . Harper: I was born in Monroe, South Dakota, and moved with the 
family to Wisconsin when I was about ten years old and then from 
Wisconsin out to California when I was about fifteen. I had most 
of my schooling through college education and master ' s degree in 
California. 

ERM : What was your father's work? 

VLH : He was a farmer. At one time he owned and operated a hardware 
store . I was too young to remember much about it. My first 
recollection was when we lived on a big farm in South Dakota 
later, and he farmed in Wisconsin. Then after we moved to 
California he ran a chicken ranch . So my background has been 
agricultural. 

Forestry Education of the 1920s 

ERM : What turned your attention towards forestry? 

VLH: I think you could say it was by accident. I recall that I was on the 
campus of the University of California, had registered , and wasn ' t 
at all sure of what I wanted to major in. A friend of mine said, 
"Why don ' t you come with me over to the forestry school? I'm 
going to take forestry . 11 I replied, 11 I have nothing to do especially 
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today; I'll go along with you." I li stened to a very convinc ing 
sales talk by Don Bruce. He was a member of the faculty at the 
forestry school, and he was the counselor to whom we had been 
sent when we came to the general office of the forestry school. 

ERM: Who was this friend of yours ? 

VLH : His name was Ralph Follett . After he graduated he became an 
engineer rather than a forester. I heard of him when he was a 
county engineer, I believe , for some county in Oregon. 

ERM: That was an interesting introduction to your profession. 

VLH: For a long time, you know, I wouldn 't reveal the lack of a planned 
entry. I remember Professor [Walter ] Mulford asked me, as he 
had most of his students , "Why did you come to the University of 
California , and why did you decide to take forestry?" I hedged 
until one day I decided to tell him the whole truth, and he merely 
laughed and said that's the way lots of students get into whatever 
they major in . 

ERM: What year did you beg in school? 

VLH: In 1922. 

ERM: Who were the professors who most influenced you? 

VLH: I would say, probably, Walter Mulford, who was head of the school, 
even though I didn't have many formal courses under him. He had 
quite an influence , I would say, on a ll the students. And then 
[ A. W . ] Sampson in range; [ Emanue l] Fritz in forest ut ilization; 
[ Woodbridge J Metcalf in dendrology and silviculture. And a long 
came [Myron] Kreuger who took Don Bruce 's place and taught 
forest management among other subjects. This was a small student 
body, a closely knit society. Students got to know the facu lty very 
well, intimately, both in and out of c lass. They had quite an 
influence on a ll of us. 

ERM: How would you characterize Mulford ' s personality? 

VLH: I think I can illustrate that, and it a lso illustrates my introduc tion 
into what might be called multiple use . I remember Professor 
Mulford telling us in our forest policy course--which he taught more 
like history than most of us do nowadays--in speaking of the 
California forests , that despite the fact that most of our courses 
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were organized around the commodity uses, namely timber and 
range, the chief i mportance of the California forests are for 
protection of wat ersheds. He said the t ime will come when the 
pressure will be great for outdoor recreation . Mind you, this was 
in 1923 :ind 1924 . It is something I a lways remembered, and it is 
something that I feel has come to be appreciated, particularly in 
Californ ia . 

ERM: In ot her words , you think he was somewhat ahead of hi s time in 
his analysis . 

VLH: Yes , probably cons iderably ahead of hi s t ime in thinking about the 
future s ignificance of the forestry profess ion, its character, its 
scope , and of the products and services that one can get from the 
fores t . 

ERM: Do you cons ider him one of the pioneers of thought in this country 
a long multiple - use lines? 

VLH: I don 't know as I would characterize it as being part ic ularly a l ong 
multiple-use lines . But I would place h im among our top leaders 
in the natura l resource education fie ld . I place hi m along with 
Henry Graves , Filibert Roth , and perhaps others such as Sam Dana, 
who came a long a little later. They were all great leaders , I have 
a lways thought . I think they stand out sharply in comparison with 
the leaders we have in the education fie ld today . We were fortunate 
in those early days to have men of t heir stature and visio:i . How 
they got into forestry , you probably know more about than I , but I 
saw t hem more or less as idealists . 

ERM: They were crusaders . 

VLH: Yes . 

Trends in Forestry Education to the Present 

ERM: Do you think that has gone out of the field to a very considerabl e 
extent now? 

VLH: I 'd say definite ly , yes . I would say we lost that when we lost the 
first generation of school leaders . The men who succeeded them, 
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in my view, are the main ones who he l ped get the profession in 
the trouble that it is in now, by staying oriented too long towards 
t he commodities , only belatedly getting into areas of the c ultural 
benefits that one derives from forests, and incorporating these 
extra market values into their school programs. This may be harsh 
judgment, but, nevertheless , that's my conviction . Maybe this 
comes unde r the category of a part that I just as soon would n' t 
release, at least not too soon . 

ERM: Where do you think we got off the track from the original thrust of 
forestry? Define the more narrow concept that you say got us in 
trouble . 

VLH: I would say that we probably got off the track during the fight over 
regulation . Now , there were some benefits that came out of that 
fight, but there are also some costs to it . One o f the costs was a 
division in the profess ion itself over the issue of regulation. 
Many of the second generation deans of the forestry schools were 
pretty solidly aga ins t regulation, and they tended to align themselves 
with the timber interests. And in the normal seek ing of financial 
support wherever they cou ld get it, they were trapped, anxious to do 
those things that were pleasing to their benefactors . Unfortunately , 
at that time the federal government wasn't helping to s upport the 
forestry schools. 

I might say, this is one of the reasons later on that I, as 
chief d Research in the Forest Service , dec ided that we needed a 
new policy , a federal-state cooperative research policy. We needed 
enabling legislation for this so that the forestry schools could get 
federa l seed money toward bolstering the ir research . This would 
help them reach a more ba lanced program of nonmarket versus 
market resource values . There was an imbalance , an orientation 
or bias toward timber management in their teaching as well as 
research and toward industry employment for students. 

The forest indus t ries , you will recall, became interested in 
permanent forest land holdings for continuous timber production 
about the time of World War II, that is, in the mid 1940s . They 
aggressively began an expansion of hold ings, especially in the 
South. They needed forester s a nd accordingly cu ltivated the 
forestry schools--providing scholarships, funds for research pro­
jects, and , of course , offering employment opportunities for the 
gradJating students of the southern schools . Because of a ll this 
the fore stry schools of the South became strongly influenced by 
private forestry interests . 
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I was aware of the pro- industry s lant in many of the school s - ­
and this was not confined to the South--but I hadn ' t rea lized its 
full meaning until after I came back to the South to teach and had the 
opportunity to observe more c losely the southern schools . The 
school here in the University of Florida, where I teach, is probably 
less slanted toward industry needs and employment than most of 
the others; Florida is less like the South than other southern states . 
But there has been a heavy emphasis even here on turning out 
students for industrial forestry, which has been reflected in 
curricula and teaching attitudes . 

Under these c ircumstances a certain degree of prejudice, 
here as v.ell as elsewhere in the South , against public employment, 
particularly federal , is understandable . I got the distinct impression 
when I first arrived that public employment was seen as demeaning . 
There is much less of this attitude at the moment because we are in 
a period of tight job market. 

ERM: In other words, if you couldn't get a job in private industry, you'd 
have to take second best . 

VLH: Yes , that's right . The students were reflecting, I suppose , both 
what and how they had been taught. 

ERM: Were some of these people who established this pattern of bias 
against the government also people who had been involved in the 
government forestry at some time in their careers? 

VLH: No, not entirely, alt hough some of them had work experience in 
federal agencies and may have been soured because of it. But I 
would say no that wasn't the reason . I think it stems from close 
re lations with industry and hence an exposure to industry ' s 
traditiona l opposition to the Forest Service , pl us , of course, a 
desire to cater to industry as the ma in customer. Some of it, no doubt , 
was due tC9 their ignorance about the policies and programs of the 
public agencies , particularly those of the federa l agencies . The bias 
against it wasn't confined to the Forest Service . It was away from 
the otter federal agencies a l s o mentioned--the Park Service, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service , etc . Perhaps because of its si2e and 
stature the re seemed to be the greatest fun in shooting down the 
Forest Service . I don't mind them having fun, but when they infect 
students with their prejudice , the matter becomes serious . 

ERM: One of your old professors was so bitterly aga inst the Forest Service 
that I'm sure it had a long -term effect on the very type of thing that 
he taught. 
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VLH : I'm not so sure of that . I will say this in support of Emanuel Fritz, 
who .'is the ' man you are t alking about; he did not a llow his 
anti-Forest Service fee ling to carry over into his actual instruc­
tion; perhaps so in his conversations . 

ERM: But not in h is teaching? 

VLH: Not i.n his teaching, no . He d id a bett er job of objective teaching 
than some of our contemporary professors . Some of them are biased 
and find it hard to conceal their slant in the classroom . Maybe i.t 
i s because these a re days of free speech , academic freedom , and 
activism on campuses . 

ERM: It is also a time of sharp prejudice. 

VLH: Yes. And I'll say this, too. Students on campuses nowadays love 
nothing better than to hear somebody or something being panned. 
And if you don't destructively criticize, if you try to do a balanced 
job, you 're considered a kind of o ld fogy. They flock to those who 
a re the most violently opposed to something or somebody . The more 
rip snorting the lectures are about this or that being bad, the 
greater the s tudent aud ience. This is why I think the environmenta l 
concern is getting student interest today. Much of the critic ism , 
expressed or implied , is aga inst the establishment , aga inst the 
institutional systems as they exist today. And God knows we need 
to make changes all right, but the commentary is that this attitude 
of being against is what the students love. And they are more 
interested in that than they are in constructive things. Maybe this 
is just part of the age in which we live . I won't say thi s is always 
true about students . There are many notable exceptions . But, in 
general, one finds more students today seeking and promoting 
"aginism " than formerly . 

ERM: I think that ' s true. I think there is a great interest i.n the dramat ic 
speaker, the doomsday prophet, the person who i.s projecting a lot 
of statistics, some of them perhaps rather questionable but which 
foresee the g rimmest future . All of this, of course , can be turned 
around and b lamed on the establishment and the older generation 
who have created the conditions bring ing a 11 this trouble down upon 
us . 
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Entering Forest Research 

Well, you went to the University of California from 1922 
to 1927. 

VLH: Yes, I got a master's degree there. 

ERM: At what point in your career as a student did you decide you were 
going to go on beyond too undergraduate degree and make a 
different kind of career for yourself in the field? 

VLH: Well , that came later. Actually, that came after I had been o ut 
about ten yea r s and was in Washington at the time . This was 
before the beginning of World War II. It seemed a time when I 
could get away, and it was a good time because I had the kind of 
responsibilities then that I could get away from, bu t it mi ght not be 
feasible to get leave of absence if I delayed much longer . So I 
chose then to go back to sc hool for a Ph. U, and I chose Duke 
University . I was at Duke at the time war broke out, finis h ing 
up my academic requirements. 

ERM: When you were doing your undergraduate work and master 's work 
at California, did you have any particular employment goal in mind? 

VLH: No, I had not set a particular goal of where I wanted to work or 
what I wanted to work at. I worked for a lumber company the first 
summer between terms. I liked that . I worked o ne summer for the 
federa l Blister Rust Control and thought that was pre tty nice work. 
I was willing to accept most anything that might come along a nd, again, 
in similar fashion to e ntry into forestry schooling, I got a job by 
pure accident . Which is to say, my first permanent job in research 
was not planned. It came in an unexpected way. 

ERM: After you had your master's degree? 

VLH: Yes. It came about this way. There were very few jobs being 
offered in 1926 and 1927. One reason that I went on to a master's 
at that time was because there weren 't any jobs. I could, however , 
get an assistantshi p, which I took and continued my education. 
Well, in 192 7 there was one job being offered by the U .S. Forest 
Service. At lea st one that I know a bout; there mig ht have been 
others . 
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Ed Kotok, who was then director of the California station, 
which had been newly organized about a year or two before , was 
g iven the job of interviewing and recommending a candidate from 
the school of forestry at Berkeley for this job. Kotok called me to 
his office one day to tell me about it. I didn't know Ed Kotok then, 
but in what I later came to know as his characteristic manner he 
was pacing up and down the floor spilling tobacco in a trail . I 
subsequently learned that this was his habit when troubled and he 
had to make up his mind about something. 

He told me in effect, "We have a job offer from the Forest 
Service in research in the South, and I have been g iven the respon­
sibility of making a recommendation to the chief of the Forest 
Service. I have two candidates in mind a fter talking to the faculty. 
One of them is Vic Clements; the other is Les Harper. I have 
talked to Vic Clements and now I am talking to you ." 

After we had talked for awhile he made his decision. He 
said, "Well, I am convinced that you're not research material, and 
I believe the faculty here agrees with me on this. Your bent is for 
action programs . You ought to try to get a job as district ranger, 
because you have been a president of the forestry club, a member 
of the student council, and interested generally in organizing 
actions. 11 I suppose I was c lassed somewhat as an activist in a 
mild sort of way. We didn't have that term then, nor big issues. 
Whereas, Vic Clements was quiet, somewhat of a loner, and quite 
studious. Also, he was interested in mensuration and statistical 
methods, qualifications then in demand. But, low and behold, it 
turned out that Clements was Canadian and t herefore not eligible. 

Then it came down to me, and so I got the job anyhow . The 
interesting part of it is that I succeeded Ed Kotok as chief of 
Research of the U.S. Forest Service. I reminded him of this early 
incident. You can have lots of fun with Ed, you know. His reaction 
was a wry face and the retort, "I don't remember a thing a bout it. 11 

Public Regulation of Private Forestry, 1920s 

ERM: In school during those middle twenties you were an observer and 
probably a discussant on many matters of high importance to 
forestry. There was the whole struggle over regulation. 
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VLH: Yes, it was beginning then . I believe it started around 1919 . 

ERM : The debate within the fraternity of foresters over whether it would 
support the Snell Bill or the Capper bills 1 These were the bills 
that were up, and wasn't it the Clarke-McNary Bill that came out?** 

VLH : That's right. It was a compromise or alternative to regulation. 

ERM : In 192 8 came the McSweeney-McNary Act, which was the thing 
that really put a solid floor under research.*** Do you remember 
debates within the ranks of forestry s tudents and faculty leading up 
to these a c ts? 

VLH : I don ' t recall debate on such matters . If there was discussion 
amongst the students, I don' t recall it, and I am sure I would have 
had there been. I don ' t recall the faculty making much point over it. 
Undoubtedly it was mentioned, but this was not a live issue . 
Nor did I hear very much about it in the Forest Service until I got 
to Washington, D. C •1 about 1937 . 

ERM : I wonder why that was . I would imagine that if there was any major 
legislation pending in Congress at the present, it would be discussed 
among faculty and students of forestry school s today, would it not? 

VLH : If it were major legislation that seemed to have a serious chance of 
passing, that might be true, but I don't believe that the kind of 
legislation proposed with regard to federal controls at that time was 
regarded very seriously by the political scholars . I think I could 
say that it didn ' t have much chance. I'm not sure that anyone, in 
view of our country's heavy commitment then to respect for private 
property rights, should have thought it had much chance . You get lots 
of bills introduced that don' t have much chance of passing. I'm 
inclined to think that the federal end of legislation itself didn ' t create 
much of a ripple insofar as it concerned the profession . 

*u.s., Congress, House, H .R. 15327, 66th Cong., 2d sess . , 
1921. (Also known as the Snell Bill) . Three separate Capper bills 
were introduced in 1920, 1921, and 1924, but no hearings were ever he ld . 

** C larke - McNary Act of 7 June 1924, ch . 348, 34 Stat . 653 , 
16 U . S . C . secs . 471- 570 (1964) . 

***Reforestation and Forest Products Act of 22 May 1928, 
ch. 678, 45 Stat . 699, 16 U.S .C. secs . 581- 581i (1964). Also 
known as the McSweeney- McNary Ac t. 
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What did seem to matter more was what a few leaders in 
one part o f the profess ion were saying, that part that was employed 
publicly, and what a few leaders from another part were saying , 
that part tha t was employed privat e ly . In the beginning , the 
balance in number of employed professiona ls was on the side o f 
the public. Until after World War II there were few private foresters. 

So, it seems to me that the controversy within the Society of 
American Foresters that was be ing waged o n philosophical or ideo­
log ical grounds among a re latively few leaders had lit tle reference 
to specific federally proposed bills . Proponents a nd opponents o f 
regulation of private forests badly d iv ided the society and left it 
gun-shy for years in regard to controversial issues. 

As I recall the discussion at t hat time, there was a big 
question as to whether fede ral controls were constitutionally proper , 
whethe r the federal government would be justified in getting int o 
an area that was cons idered to be t he states' responsibility. 

It hadn't been long since forest conservationists had 
struggled with this same question of possible fed eral inva sion of the 
states ' respons ib il it y in regard to the purchase of nat ional forest 
l and in the East. For many years there was strong resistance to 
federa l purcha s e of land for nat ional forest purposes for fear it 
would be successfully challenged on t he grounds of an inadequate 
showing of federa l responsibility. Init ially , the Weeks Act of 1911 
authorized a very cautious approach to federa l acqu isition . Purchase 
was limited to land located on the headwaters of navigable streams . 
The rationale for federal involvement was that navigabl e streams for 
transport of logs a nd othe r goods were interstate in character and 
that forest land s ituated in the headwaters area of such streams 
deserved spec ia l protection. In sp ite o f its dubious justification , 
the land - purchase provision o f the Weeks Act was no t challenged . 
By 1924 the proponents of land acquisition for na tional forest purposes 
obta ined a broadened legis la tive authorization . Under the provisions 
of the C larke-McNary Act of 1924, federa l purchase of land locat ed 
anywhere on the watersheds of navigable streams was poss ibl e . 
Moreover, the national forest land acquired was to be for timber as 
well as streamflow protection. Most of the national forests in the 
coast a l pla in of the South were acquired under this broadened authority . 

Most s tudent s of public regulation o f management practices 
on private land recogn ized that there was a serious question involving 
justification for direct federa l intervention . The belief appeared to 
be fa irly general during the 1930s and 1940s that there was serious 
risk that a federal law would be knocked down if a bi ll were to pass . 
Currently , under t he influence of the environmental movement, I 
would expect less res i st ance to such a federal law purely on the 
grounds of st at e versus federal respon s ib il ity . 
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ERM: The initial crusade of Pinc hot, which launched t he profession in 
this country, ran into difficulty with Pinchot ' s exit as chief of the 
Forest Service . But it also lost a lot of its steam, it seems to me , 
because of World War I, which took public interest away from 
conservation for several years . Then when attempts were made to 
revive it after the war, there wasn't the same passionate feeling 
about it. Maybe some of the leaders had lost their drive . You 
were contemporary with those events . Do you have a ny notions 
about how they imposed thems e lves on t he character of forestry 
and general development of forest policy? 

VLH: You are speaking now of the leaders of the forestry profession as 
in the Forest Service especially, are you? 

ERM: Right. But not just in the Forest Service. Some of them were in 
state forestry. 

VLH: Yes . I would say that there were a number of them around that 
had the same crusading spirit and would have been just as effective 
but the issues that they were pushing at that time were far less 
glamorous and some were pretty unpopular . For example, any time 
tha t you start interfering w ith the r ights of a private owner to 
handle his property as he wi shes, you 're fooling around with somethi ng 
that's pretty d istasteful to a lot of people on matter of princ iple . 
It's repugnant to them. 

We must remember that people came to th is country from 
Europe with a rather bad experience or history with individual 
rights, and they certainly weren 't going to lose them over here 
without a struggle . The rights of prope rty ownership, the whole 
custom and law that had grown up in protection of property rights 
which had vested considerable authority in the owner to do as he 
pleased with his property , were something cherished by the 
majority of people. Therefore , I think it was the regulation issue 
itself which they were pushing that doomed the movement to 
failure, rather than a weak crusading spirit of the leaders in the 
profess ion . 

Although the fight to compel the private owner of forest land 
to improve his cutting practices toward regeneration of the forest 
was not won wit h federal leg islation, there were other sub stantial 
achievements in the period immediately following the F irst World 
War. To mention only two, there were the Clarke-McNary Act of 
1924 and the McSweeney- McNary Act of 1928. Both the initiation of 
these laws and their implementation reflec t great credit to the 
leaders hip qualities of the forestry leaders. 
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The campaigns to win these other achievements can 
scarcely be called c rusades , however . The issues involved 
were not particularly emotiona l, and it is doubtful whether they 
attracted wide a ttent ion. 

I suppose we could labe l with the term , crusade , any 
movement pursued zealously and which is h ighly charged with 
emotion. Most of our conservation movements that fa ll in this 
c lass have related to land ownership or the property right s therein . 
These are the ones tha t have the most controversial issues and 
which are apt t o a ttrac t the largest a ttention of supporters and 
opposers . The issues involve business benefits versus public 
costs , private property rights versus public individual rights; and 
the issues usually generate a flood of propaganda, both written and 
spoken . It takes pass ionate feeling and zealous attack to get a 
major policy change to increase public ownership or to curtail 
private property rights against t he o pposit ion of the private enter­
prise system . And the likelihood of winning is roughly correla ted 
with how outraged the public will become over the abuses be ing 
inflicted on it. 

It i s understandable that the public got worked up over the 
prevalent and long-practiced abuses of the public land d isposal 
laws during the 1800s and that the c rusade to create the forest 
reserves, which later became the national forests , was successful. 
Likewise , it i s underst andable that the public got less excited 
over the failure of private forest owners to assure an adequate, 
national supply of timber, a remote and ambiguous gee 1, and that 
the crusade to compel good private forestry through federa l leg isla­
tion accordingly failed . If regulation of timber cutting practices 
on private land comes to pass it is apt to happen because of 
environment a l abuses rathe r than because of a short fa ll in t imber 
supply . 



RESEARCHER, SOUTHERN FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION, 1927 t o 1937 

Naval Stores Research 

ERM: You first went to work for the Forest Service at the Southern Forest 
Experiment Station in 1927 . Weren't you initially involved in nava l 
stores research ? 

VLH: Yes. The first project I was assigned to was then under Lenthall 
Wyman, who headed up naval s tores research at that time. The 
purpose of the project was to devi se improved turpentining practices 
that would result in higher gum yie ld and do less damage to the 
timber. Naval stores products are timber products. They are known 
in the trade as gum turpentine and rosin. They are manufactured 
from oleoresin, often called gum , which in turn comes from live 
trees that are periodically wounded. The wounding preval ent at 
that time was weekly chipping with a hack . The chipping was 
very destructive to second-growth timber. Well, we solved that 
problem largely by decreasing the depth and height of chipping . 
In other words , the less punishment to a tree through scarring it 
in order to get the gum to flow, the less damage to its welfare as 
a living plant . 

ERM: How far was that, four or f ive inches gap between the scars? 

VLH: No . Within a given face the chipping streaks were continuous , 
progressing up the tree by ch ipping once a week . Each streak was 
one half inch deep and a half inch h igh . Much additional naval 
stores research has been done since I left the project in 1934. Now 
the recommended practice is to chip about once a month w ith just a 
delicate scar on which acid is dabbed to prolong the injury that 
induces the resin duct s to produce oleoresin. The turpentining 
streak will flow for maybe two to four weeks . Then you put another 
streak, or scar on the tree , and you end up with very little physical 
damage to the tree and a higher yield than formerly. 

ERM: Now this is one face . Sometimes there is a face on the other side. 
Is there a limit to how much space is des irable be tween these two? 

VLH: There is a limit. You need a life bar between them, that is, a live 
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cambium between them so that the tree will get sufficient moisture 
from the roots and the products of photosynthesis from the leaves 
can get down to the roots. As long as you leave a two-to four-inch 
bar between faces, you ' re perfec tly safe. 

ERM: How many years did you spend in the naval stores field? 

VLH: Well, I'd say I probably never got out of it completely while I was 
in the Forest Service, but my years of active research in it were 
about eight. 

ERM: From 1927 to 1935 . 

VLH: Right. 

ERM: Is the turpentine industry compatible with other uses of the forest? 
The lumbering use, of course, is one. But are there other uses 
that turpentine lands could be put to? 

VLH: Yes. I think one achievement that we accomplished in research is 
that we made lumbering and turpentining compatible . There was a 
time if you dedicated trees to turpentining , why that was just about 
it so far as any other use of the timber was concerned. With the 
kind of annual burning that you had to do to protect the turpentined 
trees, about all else you could get out of the land area would be 
hunting and grazing . With the new practices we developed we 
found that you get much better hunting, much better wildlife 
habitat, out of another kind of burning , not annua l burning, but 
periodic burning. You got even better grazing by periodic burning 
and not necessarily annual burning . Certainly we harmonized the 
naval s tores chipping techniques with the biological requirements 
of the tree to the point that they are not nearly as destructive as 
they used to be. There is nothing intrinsic in the naval stores 
business that would interfere with one going ahead with almost any 
other use of forest lands besides naval stores, but, at the same 
time, I must say that naval stores appears to be a dying, a gradually 
declining indust ry . 

ERM : Because substitute materia ls have taken the place of wood? 

VLH: Yes. The markets are shot. We have learned how to breed trees 
to inc rease the o leoresin yield as much as three and four ti.mes of 
what we used to get on the average . We've learned how to chip at 
much reduced cost over what we used to d:). We've learned how to 
do very little harm to the growth of the timber . In spite of a ll of 
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these improvements and their cost advantages, the naval store:> 
industry still hasn 't enough of an edge that it can compete in the 
markets with substitutes. The r i sing cost of labor and the 
difficulty of getting labor for naval stores work--looked upon as 
demeaning--is a l so a factor. There is continuing research going 
on on the part of the Agricultural Research Service tryi ng to find 
new uses for rosin and for turpentine. This kind of research has 
been going on for a long time , but it ' s a difficult field. Another 
factor that has come is that much of the rosin, especially that 
the trade needs now,is derived from a by- product of pulp and paper 
making . It ' s called tall oil. It's a by-product of pulping resinous 
wood. It has to be taken off and further processed. It used to be 
thrown away with the effluent . It had no real use . But now i.t is 
produced in great volume in southern pine pulp mills. Res earch, 
most ly by the industry itself, has shown that tall oil can be 
salvaged at a profit . It is sold at a cheap price, and this rosin is 
used for many of the same purposes as gum naval stores rosin. So 
as a competitor of gum naval stores rosin, it's got the edge . 

ERM: And it can be extracted in far greater quantity. 

VLH: Oh, yes . The big pulp mills are now extracting barrels a nd barrels 
of it for the market. And the source of it continues to expand with 
an increasing number of pulp mills and more efficient salvage of 
by-products . 

Austin Cary and Eloise Gary* 

ERM: Did you know Austin Cary during this time? 

VLH: Very well indeed. Aus tin Cary had an office in the wintertime with 
us in Florida when I f irst jo ined the Forest Service; that was in 1927 . 
In 1931 I moved to Lake City to conduct investigations on a new 
experimental forest and to broaden our work to include research in 
silviculture, use of fire as a management tool, and so on . He 

* See a lso, Frank Heyward, "The Forest Management Advocate: 
Frank Heyward Speaks of Austin Cary's Forestry Crusade in the South;• 
typed transcript of tape-recorded interview by Roy R. White , Forest 
History Societ y (Santa Cruz , California, 1971). 
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moved also :i.nd continued his office space with us. He had no 
o fficial connection with our office though we gave h im o ffice space 
and he had the use o f our fac ilitie s whe n he needed them. We had 
the bene fit of his consultation on problems. 

ERM: He had kind of a free road . 

VLH: Yes , he was a free agent . I don 't think that he fe lt responsible to 
anybody . The Forest Service had c onfidence in h im; he didn't like 
to have c onstra ints put on him. He was an eccentric man. And a 
go od b it of his value was due to the history that developed around 
him because of his eccentricity. For one thing , he was very 
forgetfu l. He could wear the mantle of professor very well; I guess 
he was a professor at one time. Let me illustrate his poor memory 
for na mes. He sat in an office with Frank Heyward during the early 
1930s , a nd I don 't kno w how many times during the week he would 
come to my office and ask , "What's that man's name that shares 
office space with me?" The stories about Doc Cary ' s eccentric 
behavior appeared to enhance his public image. I would say , 
however , t hat his main characteristic was his empha sis on common 
sense . He was very pro-industry in his fores try t hinking . 

ERM: He knew how to get ahold of too o ld lumbermen, did:i't he? 

VLH: Right. And he k new how t o appeal to their bus iness sense. A k ind 
of forestry that made money was his forte, a nd this certainly had 
appeal to practica l lumbermen . 

ERM: He was a Schenckian in that sense . 

VLH: Yes . That was the only kind of forest ry worth ta lking about as far 
as he was concerned . He wouldn 't have gone for recreation at a ll. 
He was a New Englander who I imagine wou ld th ink immoral a 
practice of spending time , any of your time , unproductively . 
Another charact eristic o f Austin Cary was that he 'd come t o visit 
with you and probably fall as leep s itting in a living room chair. 
You sat there cal mly while he snored until he awoke and shook 
himself. He would rise and say , "We ll, it's very n ice to have a 
visit with you , I'll be go ing now. And t here hadn ' t been ten words 
spoken. But we a ll liked him. 

ERM: And he was accompanied a good deal by Dr . Eloise Gary . 

VLH: Elo i se Gary did micros::::opical a nd other bas ic research work in naval 
stores research, and she and Doc Cary d id travel together to many 
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of the same meetings. We used to hear various incidents about that, 
which added to Cary's growing reputation. They went to a hotel in 
one of the small towns in Georgia. The proprietor liked to tell the 
story about that first time he laid eyes on Eloise Gary and Austin 
Cary. 

Austin Cary and Eloise Gary both signed the register, but 
the clerk gave a key to but one room. He didn't detect a difference 
in their names ; Cary or Gary sounded the same to him . Eloise Gary 
protested. She said, "But I want my own room . I am Miss Eloise 
Gary." And he looked at her hard , "But you're traveling with him, 
aren't you?" When she replied, "Yes," the clerk retorted, "Well 
then, you ought to be married." Austin Cary didn't crack a smile 
through all of this. He stood looking on with a blank stare, 
probably thinking of something far away. Eloise Gary liked to tell 
that particular story, also. 

She was a fine woman and a great scientist. She was with 
us a great deal in those days, working in a makeshift laboratory 
and carrying out field work with us . I must say that a good bit of 
my education in the naval stores field came from her . She had at 
that time a better basic training than any other one in naval stores 
research. 

ERM: I visited with her briefly before she passed away. She was a 
charming lady. She had several rat her unusual dog s that she had 
imported from Australia. She was particularly fond and proud of 
them. 

Charles H . Herty 

Well, then you must have known Dr. Herty. 

VLH: Oh, yes, I knew Dr. Herty. He did the initial research in naval 
stores as an agent of the Forest Service. He devised a system of 
getting away from the old cut box at the base of a pine tree in which 
you collected the gum from the weekly chipping:; for naval stores. 
A cup was named after him-- it is still being used to some extent-­
the Herty clay cup. It is hung on the tree right below galvanized­
iron gutters that direct the gum into the cup. His cup and gutter 
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system of turpentining enabled the naval stores industry to make the 
trans it ion from virgin timber to second- growth trees. A cup and 
gutters could be used on a relatively small tree whereas a box made 
by axe at the base of a tree required a fairly large tree . 

ERM: People in forest research have had a very profound impact upon the 
economy of the South. 

VLH: You 're speaking of Herty, in particular, and Cary . Well , yes. I 
would say as contributions go, during their time their ' s were major 
ones. But I wouldn 't say that they were the greatest contributors to 
what revolutionized resource use in the South. Herty' s work on 
making paper from southern pines could have played a promotional 
ro le, but the compelling factor that brought capital South was not 
the technology of mak ing paper. The th ing that brought them down 
here was be ing assured of a continuing resource by t he national 
Forest Survey. This was undoubtedly the most powerful influence 
pulling the industry to the southern pineries. It convinced everybody 
that a whale o f a lot of wood was available here r ight now, in the 
early 1930s, and it convinced them that the South could grow wood 
at a faster rate than most any other region. 

Inman F . Eldredge* 

ERM: That brings up the name of another great old raconteur and friend of 
mine and, I am sure , of yours, Cap Eld!'OOge. 

VLH: Oh, yes . I would say he probably had far more influence than 
Herty on what happened in the South . He ran the Forest Survey in 
the South, and he probably was drawn into the inner councils of 
industry many times in trying to p inpo int where wood resources 
were and the extent of them . All of us got involved in peddling 
the results of the survey at the time. I recall I was visited by a 
group of businessmen from Jacksonville when I was stationed at 
Lake City . They were wondering whether they should promote a 

*See also, Inman F. Eld redge , typed transcript of tape­
recorded interview by Elwood R. Maunder, Forest History Society 
(Santa C ruz, California, 19 59). 
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pul p mill in Jacksonville . Would the t imber resource be ava ilable? 
We were a ll supplied with the la t est Forest Survey releases, so I 
handed them out and assured my visitors that there was an awful 
lot of worked- out naval stores t imber that wasn' t being used , but 
which ought to be used . 

It developed that one of their main concerns was air pollu­
tion . Had they known then what they know now, they probably would 
have dropped their project . Water pollution was involved , too, in 
their concern, alt hough that didn 't seem to bother them as much as 
the stink from the pul p mill. They asked me to speak to the 
Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce, which I did . At that meeting 
they agreed to go ahead on the basis of the assurance that I gave 
them tha t the wood raw materia l supply was ample . I was mere ly 
echoing what Cap Eldredge had been saying about the Forest Survey 
result s . 

ERM: I never heard a man who could te ll stories the way he could. My 
ora l history interview with him required very little editing . It 
flowed out of t he man like a r iver. 

VLH: He used to tell me and others a t the southe rn station, "You know, 
when I have to g ive a speech, it worries me to death . " Of course, 
I think he was trying to set us at ease . We were young and were 
nervous about public speaking . We knew he did it so well, and 
we wer e asking for his c ounse l. "How do you do it Cap? " "Well , 
practice, " he replied. 

ERM: He was a rare man. 

VLH: I th ink he had more influence o n professional foresters and on 
forest industries in the South than any other man. And he came 
a long at the ri ght time , too . He was in his prime during the period 
when forest ry was ready to move . He came to Fargo, Georgia, in 
1927, the same year that I began at Starke, Florida . We used to 
see him frequently. His job at Fargo was to put a large acreage o f 
private ly-owned land under management , and he experienced all the 
problems the landowner then had to face . It was a natural develop­
ment that he return in about 1932 to the Forest Service as the head 
of its southern division of the newly authorized national Forest 
Survey. He had an excellent background for the assignment . 
Moreover , he was known widely throughout the South . 
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Forest Service Advisory Committees 

ERM: You must have known Joe McCaffrey. 

VLH: Yes, Joe McCaffrey was :::>ne of the members of our Advisory 
Committee on Research. McCaffrey was one of the great leaders in 
the South. He wasn't the Cap Eldredge type, but professionally he 
was far out on the end of the many managers of industry. 

ERM: I had that same impression in my interview with him. He was a 
long country mile ahead of other industrial people, including those 
in his own company. He is a very plain-spoken man. He doesn't 
hedge on what he believes. One of the things--! think I'm right in 
my recollections here--he said to me in the course of an interview 
was, "One of the greatest privileges of my life was to sit on the 
Advisory Research Committee . This put me up against a variety of 
men from around the country and from different walks of life, 
different positions, who sat down periodically in different places 
and really picked the bones of forestry hard, really grappled with 
the gutty problems. I learned more out of that committee than 
anything else I ever did."* 

VLH: I've heard a number of others say that , including the assistant 
secretary of agriculture . Much to my dismay, though, after I left 
the Forest Service these advisory committees were completely 
abolished. 

ERM: Why do you suppose they were? 

VLH: I think it was the fee ling that the will of the departments was 
being thwarted with too much influence. They had their policies, 
and admin istration had policies, and the secretaries of the 
departments were committed to carry these out. 

ERM: These advisory committees would take pot shots at some of their 
policies. 

VLH: And also advised them to get into things that didn 't fit in with their 
policies. Therefore, they thought, what's the use ci. having such 
advice, we 're not going to use it anyhow. 

*J. E. McCaffrey: "Go South, Young Man," typed transcript 
of tape-recorded interview in 1965 by Elwood R. Maunder, Forest 
History Society, Santa Cruz, California. In process. 
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ERM: But that's the growing edge isn't it, really? That's like reading 
poetry to find out what 's coming in the future because the poet, 
like the artist, is a head of h is time and reflects a good deal of what 
is coming. 

VLH: Yes, I heard a dean of a forestry school say--he had been quite 
critical of things going on in the Forest Service-- aft er he had 
attended one or two of these, "You know, I have learned more 
since I have been here about the Forest Service and its problems, and 
I must say my respect has increased for what you fellows are doing." 
He a l so mentioned that he was g lad of this opportunity to cross 
swords and rub e l bows with many of these other people , many 
picked deliberately with d ifferent interests and backgrounds. 

As I say, the assistant secretary got up in a public speech 
after the first one he attended and said, "I just came back from 
attending the Forest Research Advisory Committee, and I have had 
a liberal education in the forestry field. I feel confident now to 
talk to you about it." He told me, too, "Why this is the best day 
I ever spent." Yet he was the same person who was party to, I 
guess, getting rid of the m, not only ours, but all of them. I must 
say that the Department of Agriculture had a whole slew of research 
groups and some of them may have been of very little value to the 
departme nt . Some of them represe nte d rather narrow interests . 
For example, peanuts research had its own advisory c ommittee, and 
other commodities had their separate committees. This was cost­
ing the departme nt probably several hundred thousand dollars. 
The easy way o ut wa s to abolish a ll of them, even t hough some, 
such as the forestry one, had proven their worth. 

Forest Service Contributions to Southern Economy 

ERM: To what extent do you believe that forestry and particularly the U . S. 
Forest Service lent a id to the economic prosperity of the South during 
the 1920s and the 193(6? We have earlier mentioned the Forest 
Survey ... , a Forest Service program that stirred up the great interest 
of pulp and paper people to come to the South. Were there other 
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inputs on the part of forestry and the Forest Service of earlier 
dates, in the twenties and thirties? 

Yes, I would say that the research done by the Forest Service in 
the South beginning in the early twenties laid a beginning basis 
for the kind of pract ice that people could apply to forest land 
when they started on a fairly large scale to put it under management 
in the late thirties. They had over ten years advance research. 
They knew how to plant trees, for example; we had done a lot of 
research on that. And we had done a considerable amount of 
research on s ilvicultural methods. In connection with , and as an 
offshoot from, our nava l stores research had carried out careful 
experiments in prescribed burnings. In other words, we had laid 
the basis for many of the forestry practices . Then we , of course, 
went on with enlarged programs of research. I think you will find 
a consensus amongst the private forestry people here in the South 
that probably the thing that has helped them the most, that is 
provided by public agencies , is in the research that's done . 

ERM: Research stations have made a very high mark. 

VLH: They have made a tremendous contribution. 

ERM: What methods did you find most effective in getting your research 
before the industry and before the general public? Were you 
chiefly dependent upon published papers and bulletins in monograph 
form to do this, or was there an active program of public speaking 
that went along with it? 

VLH: Well, there was a great deal of public speaking that went along 
with it , and I think we depended heavily upon the forestry and trade 
associations to carry a good bit of the extens ion work. The Forest 
Farmers Association became active beginning in the early forties. 
Every state had its forestry association. It comes to mind that the 
staff of the Louisiana Forestry Association has been very prominent 
in this field. They have carried many a rticles on the results of 
research in their association magazine. They have gone on the 
lecture c ircuit and have spoken on these matters. Then, of course, 
we in research kept a stream of station publications coming out. 
That is one thing we have prided ourselves on. 

I think we substantially improved our extension of research 
results to those who needed and could use them when we reorganized 
the state and private programs of the Forest Service and made one 
of the chief functions of these programs the extension of research 
results to the state forestry organization and to landowners. The 
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state and private organiza tions are now working in close associa­
tion with the stations . In some areas their offices are in 
conjunction with the s tations . They are continually holding 
workshops , holding meetings of various sorts, and getting out 
published abstrac t s or rewrites of recent research findings . They 
do a more sophisticated, popular-educational job than one ca n do 
in a lecture or by a research publication . 

I don 't mean to slight the state forestry organizations or 
the forestry extension work of the state un iversity agricultural 
extens ion service . The state foresters and their staffs have 
played an increasingly important role in encouraging improved 
forestry throughout the South. 

One of the purposes of the reorganization of Forest Service 
e){tens ion work was to relieve the Forest Service experiment statio'1s 
and the Forest Products Laborato ry at Madison, Wisconsin, -:>f the 
inroads 0f such work on the researchers 1 time . The reorganiza tion 
has helped. However, many :>f the b igger forest industries with 
competent professiona ls still prefer to go C: irectly to the researchers 
for he lp in problem-solving . The Forest Service does not discourage 
th is. The contac ts are good for the researc h scientists. 

ERM: Do you see as 3.n unfortunate by- product of this good meeting of the 
minds and free exchange of ideas between industry and public 
agenc ies like the Forest Service a public not ion that industry a nd 
forestry were getting too c lose, that foresters began to lose their 
conservation image and began to be associated primarily with 
commerce ? 

VLH: I have mixed feelings about that . I'm not sure how generally held 
that view is among the public. I think that if you want to find where 
the public got this notion, it was through t he propaganda efforts of 
conservation ists, the people who normally you would think would be 
c lose to the Forest Service . Certq. in ly , they and the U . S . Forest 
Service should have goals in common . Yet I think the conservation­
ists have done more to drive a wedge between themselves and the 
industry and the Forest Service by pointing the ir finger at t he Forest 
Serv ice and saying it is timber oriented, t hat it is in cahoots with 
t he forest products industry . If you go back and look at the record 
you will find very few instance s where the organized forest products 
industry has agreed with the Forest Service on programs for national 
forests and for private owners. 
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ERM: You are right. They were bitter opponents in many a battle. 

VLH: Yes . About the only thing that the organized industry would come 
to Forest Service rescue on would be highly selective research, 
rarely , if ever, on action programs. Also, it can be said, their 
interventions on research were not always friendly . 



ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DMSION OF SILVTCS, 1937 to 1943 

Function of the Division 

ERM: Well, you were with the Division of Silvics from 193 7 to 1943, I 
find on my well-ordered biography here . Could you tell us a little 
bit about what the function of this division was during this period? 
How did it relate to the developing thought on multiple use ? 

VLH: It was concerned primarily with timber management practices and 
fire control. Forest influences had been taken out of it before I 
arrived. Ed Munns, who used to head up the silvics division, 
had moved over to a new division with Forest Influences . Ted Haig 
was director of the Division of Silvics . I was his assistant director . 
Our work was practically a ll concerned with silviculture, forest 
management, fire control, genetics, things like that . As far as I 
know, our only connection with multiple use was in assignments 
that we were asked to do outside of our own division. One of my 
assignments was working on this Fores t Outings.* 

ERM: I was just going to ask you if the department did any analysis of 
silviculture as it related to recreation, wildlife, and watershed . 
It was more precisely zeroed in on its own narrower field, right? 

VLH: That's right. 

Public Regulation of Private Timberlands 

ERM: Do you agree with the conclusions of the Copeland Report of 1933 

*u. S . , Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Forest 
Outings: by Thirty Foresters, edited by Russell Lord (Washington, 
D. C. : Government Printing Office, 1940). For the Forward to this 
study, see Appendix A, pp . 158-159. 
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recommending nat ional planning and federal acquisition of 224 
million acres of forest land?* 

VLH: Are you asking me, did I agree with it then? I don't think that I 
concerned myself at that time as to whet her I ought to agree or not. 
I was not in on the development of the Copeland Report. 

ERM: You wrote no part of the chapters. 

VLH: I wrote no part of it. I attended none of the conferences on it. I 
was quite aware as to what was going on and some of the recom­
mendations coming out of it, but I never felt concerned about it 
enough to try to think through what I believed personally. 

ERM: It took a pretty strong anti- private forest ownership stand. 

VLH: Oh, yes indeed. 

ERM: One wonders whether at the time you had any thoughts about that 
at all, or whether in retrospect you have any thoughts about the 
report and wha t it accomplished in its time. 

VLH: I 'm not sure it accomplished very much. I think t he statistics that 
it brought together probably had their benefits dulled by the fact 
t hat along with the same report recommended action programs t hat 
included regulation and broad acquisition programs. I think that 
was a mistake, looking back on it. Not that this country may not 
have needed it, but it jus t did not fit in with the ideology as I 
know it now. I learned to know it much better as I got more 
involved in policy matters. I think it was a mistake to have 
pushed regulation of timber- cutt ing practices as long and as hard 
as we did knowing the makeup of people and the likes and d i s likes 
of people. I thi nk we pushed public regulation too long and too 
ha rd, knowing the public as I know it now and how the people in 
general react to governmental regulations involving property rights. 

You asked whether I think that regulation was in prospect 
t oday. I think that the kind of regulation that might be accepted 
now is likely to be restrictions on use of land in order to protect the 
environment. I feel that regulation of forest practices on private 
land only for the purpose of insuring an adequate national supply 
of wood is not yet in the cards . 

ERM: There is Sl'eculation in Washington that an executive order or 

*U. S., Congress, Senate, A National Pla!!....&!_American Forestry, 
S. Doc. 12, 73d Cong., 1st sess. , 1933. Also known as the'Copeland 
Report." 
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legislation is soon going to put a ban, or at least a two- er three-year 
moratorium, on clear cutting. And this may extend beyond the 
limits of just public lands. There may now be some endeavor to 
impose it upon private landowners, too. Wouldn't this actually be 
a detriment? 

VLH: Yes. The impact of a ban on clear cutting would be serious and 
unwise for many reasons. Moreover, I can't see such a drastic 
regulatory measure actually getting by Congress at the present 
time. However, I stick to my the sis that should we get regulation 
of use or management of private lands it is apt to come in the form 
of restraints connected with environmental quality and not directly 
and solely related to production of wood. I think environmental­
quality type of regulation of private lands is not a far-fetched idea. 
I think we may soon be seeing some of it. Before this happens we 
should have a lot more and much better land-use planning than 
we've had in the past. Along with the land-use planning would be 
zoning. 

ERM: And this may impose regulations. I think yo'J made allusion the 
other night to prospects of this having direct effect especially on 
small landowners who might, perhaps, be brought into a more 
cooperative view of conserving and using the resources on forest 
land. Do you see such possibility developing? 

VLH: Well, again I must say I don't believe the country is ready for 
compulsion-type regulation of timber production for timber products 
per se to the point that this feature could be made part of the 
program to get higher wood yield out of the small ownerships. 
However, I feel that there might be other forms of regulation less 
harsh than outright compulsion that might be acceptable to the 
small owners and to the pressure groups and public opinion, for 
example, offering the small owner a long-term contract in which 
once signed he has no choice except to stay with it or else 
reimburse the public treasury for all the costs that the government 
has put into it. This, in a way, would be a form of regulation. 
However, the owner has a choice, an opportunity to say no in the 
beginning. Under a scheme such as this one might block up 
sufficient area in small ownerships for the government itself to 
provide or underwrite the services, provide the sort of forest land 
management practices that are needed. 

ERM: Haven't private efforts ever been made to try to do this? 

VLH: No, not exactly. As I was going to say, you might be able to 
make it possible so that private industry could do this. At the 
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present time I don't think private industry has the authority or would 
want to assume the risks of doing this on a general scale for the 
small owners. I think they would run up against both legal 
obstacles and profit problems. However, with the government 
paying part of the costs and offering financial incentives, a govern­
ment-industry partnership might be practicable. 

ERM: It is my understanding that some large pulp and paper company 
foresters have rendered management advice to small landowners. 
Is there any obligation to sell the forest crop to his company? 

VLH: As I understand it, the.ce is no legal commitment on the part of the 
landowner. He may feel a moral obligation to make his timber 
available to the company that rendered this ma nagement advice. 
But there is nothing that compels him to do so, and he can pull 
out anytime he wants to. He can sell to another company. 

ERM: What if the company that• s rendering the advice is the only 
company within marketable reach of the pulpwood? 

VLH: I wouldn't say that is the general condition. I think there is enough 
overlap in wood-buying areas that there is competition. I think you 
could find alternative markets for wood in most areas. 

The New Deal and Multiple Use 

ERM: What impact did the legislation of the New Deal period have upon 
the developing case for multiple use on national forests? Did the 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration make any measurable input 
to that developing thought, or was any appreciable research 
financed by the AAA fo r the selection and propagation of extra-high 
yielding treas for naval stores? In othe!' words, did the AAA con­
tribute significantly to the advance of multiple use on the national 
forests? 

VLH: I don't think so. I don't see any connection between multiple use 
and the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. My principal 
connection with this administration was while I was at New Orleans, 
at the time I was chief of the Division of Forest Management and 
Forest Influences Research. I was called into Washington along 
with Cap Eldredge to help AAA develop a program of benefit payments 
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for turpentining. I was called in because I had worked at the Lake 
City naval stores branch of the statio:-i. We outlined a program 
after some misgivings as to whether this was a wise governmental 
program or not. We were assured, however, that this was to be a 
temporary program of incentive payments. I'm quite sure that's 
what the MA people thought at the time, but the program didn' t turn 
out to be temporary. 

The other day I got a publication that was probably sent to 
me by somebody out of pure sentiment knowing that I had helped 
develop the program at the very beginning. The program is still 
going, bigger and more active each year since 1936. You see that's 
close to thirty-five years. That's quite a spell for a temporary 
program. 

ERM: What about the TVA [Tennessee Valley Authority] ? 

VLH: No. The TVA is not in the land management business, for one thing. 
They did buy considerable land for reservoir purposes, but they got 
rid of all the land they didn't need for that purpose. Much of their 
power-generating effort in fields that impinge on forest land 
management, I would say would be inimicable to multiple use. This 
may be a harsh thing to say about TVA, which is quite a respected 
agency, as you know. But their great emphasis was on t he 
development of power, and their use of coal has been a great stimulus 
to strip mining. 

ERM: They have become one of the big strip miners. 

VLH: Indirectly, yes, their heavy purchase of coal as fuel for steam 
plants and what they advocate has made a tremendous use for coal 
everywhere. As I understand, they have developed a methodology 
of using coal quite effectively in generating steam. This means 
more use for coal and more strip mining. I saw a program on 
television the other day. A man has just written a book about strip 
mining, and he tore into the TVA for the evil it has done his country; 
he comes from Kentucky. 

ERM: Was this on the "Today" program of NBC? 

VLH: Yes. 

ERM: I saw the equal-time antidote this morning . The moderator had 
Mr. Peabody of the Peabody Coal Company and the head of the Coal 
Manufacturers' Association for equal time this morning. These men 
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contend that present-day coal operators are doing a beautiful job 
of restoring the land after they have harvested the crop. They said 
t hat they favorecl regulation t hat was of an ad hoc variety, in other 
words, not anything that sets down a rigid pattern for every situa­
tion. Each situation, they argued, must be looked at separately 
with restoration of the land proposed according to rules set in each 
situation's study. 

VLH: Well, all I can say is I accept that with a great degree of salt. I 
have had quite a lot of experience doing research on restoration of 
strip-mining soil banks, and I think we developed a methodology 
by which this could be done. But it certainly wasn't done, in the 
days I knew, by the industry. I haven't been through that area in 
the last few years. 

ERM: The coal operators freely admitted that great damage had been done 
in earlier strip mining, and when Frank McGee pressed them with 
the question, "Well, aren't yo:.i going to go back and put it all 
right?" both of these fellows said, "No, we can't afford to do 
that. The harvesting that was done in earlier days went forward on 
the basis of no imposed public judgment that these lands ought to 
be put back in shape." They contended further that the cost of 
restoration was never cranked into the selling price of the coal 
that was harvested. If restoration is goi ng t o be done, it will 
have t o be done as a venture that the public pays for now and not 
as something that the coal companies alone pay for. 

VLH: I'm inclined to agree with them on that. I think the states have 
been very lax in passing the legislation that was needed. You 
can' t blame a man who is not forced by law to do something if he 
doesn't go ahead and do it. To do otherwise might put him at a 
disadvantage with his competitors. This is the same fix we get in 
with the pollution from pulp mills. Until there is legislation that 
compels all of t hem to abate pollution, you can't logically expect 
them to voluntarily do more than what looks reasonable to a profit­
conscious unit of our social institutions . 

ERM: It's very easy to poke the finger of shame at the industrial types . 
It has become a very popular pastime, but there is a lack of logic 
in much such conde mnation when you come to analyze it. 



CHIEF, DIVISION OF FOREST ECONOMICS, 1943 to 1945 

Impact of War on Research 

ERM: Did you feel that there was an awareness of multiple use as a 
concept within the Division of Forest Economics between 1943 and 
1945? Was multiple use considered sound economics by your 
colleagues at that time? 

VLH: During that period, when I was head of the Division of Forest 
Economics Research, our whole thought was on helping to win the 
war, and our entire program was oriented toward assisting t he War 
Production Board carry out its miss ion. We conducted surveys of 
timber supplies, sawmill supplies, the need for rubber tires, and 
that sort of thing, to help the war boards allocate necessary 
supplies--gasoline, trucks, and so on- -to the forest products 
industry. 

ERM: That was the sole purpose? 

VLH: Yes. That was true for forest economics research and for other 
research as well. We had set aside just about our whole normal 
research program during that period. As a matter of fact, the rest 
of the Forest Service had set aside much of its work even in the 
national forests. At that time the national forest administration had 
a legitimate reason to put most of its effort on timber sales. In the 
first place, there wasn't very much demand then for t he cultural 
benefits that come from resource use. Secondly, the justification 
was to provide the sinews of war so we could win it. 

ERM: The old story of guns versus butter; in any case, where guns 
interfered with multiple use, multiple use went out the window. 

VLH: Yes, I don 't think that anybody even talked about multiple use 
during that period. 

ERM: This must have been a very difficult period for the Forest Service 
itself, to see a lot of programming set aside . It is almost as if you 
came to a stop and went into high gear on the war. Many fondly 
held hopes must have gone a -dwindling. 
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Yes. To give you a little personal history during that period, 
probably the activity of the Forest Service that was hit hardest 
during the war was funds for research . These could a lways 
be set aside . Researc h wasn' t s©mething you n"E?.eded 
immediately; it was something for the future. Anything for the 
future had to be set aside. Our research funds were cut clear, 
clear back, and we wouldn't have even been able to maintain a 
skeleton organization without the contracts with the War Production 
Board and the armed services that kept our stations and forest 
products laboratory working . These war- connected agencies were 
financing about all of our field stations; they were financing most 
of us in the Washington office. 

During that period, Henry Clepper, who had been with the 
Society of American Foresters, was on detail as a special 
assistant to Phil Boyd who was one of t he administrators in the 
War Production Board. Clepper knew what we could do . He knew 
whatthe board needed, and he helped a great deal in directing what 
they needed toward us and us toward officials in the board. I was 
the principal Forest Service contact with the War Production Board 
and the one to negotiate work agreements between it and the Forest 
Service. I was constantly running over to their offices. If I didn't 
come back at the end of each day with anot her fifteen to twenty 
thousand dollars, why, I considered I hadn't been very successful. 
At the same time our Forest Products Laboratory at Madison, Wiscon­
sin, was constantly in touch with the armed services over their 
needs. The entire laboratory effort, much expanded over normal, 
was on war work. Our hope was we would win this war and get 
back on regular appropriatio:1s for research on forest production and 
forest utilization problems. 

ERM: Wasn't the substitute-for-rubber proposition out West involved with 
research? 

VLH: Yes. The g uayule shrub from which guayule rubber is made. But we 
didn't get involved in that too much. I think that ARA [ Agricultural 
Research Administration ] got involved in the research. Guayule 
production was considered an agricultural operation for which soils 
and agronomic research was needed. 

ERM: But wasn't the plant being cultivated on U.S. Forest Service 
managed forest lands? 

VLH: On farm land, mostly leased, I assume. As a matter of fact, the 
Forest Service ran the project, but Forest Service research wasn't 
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involved. You're right, the rubber plant was being grown by the 
Forest Service. Chris Granger, chief of national forest management, 
headed the project in Washington for the Forest Service. 

ERM: It was a ranger district project. 

VLH: It was a special project separate from activities in the national 
forests. It was organized and run by the Forest Service with a 
tremendous amount of money and effort going into it. They had a 
small amount of research to help them guide it, but they drew on 
Charlie Kellogg and a few others in the Department of Agriculture 
who were experts on soil, experts on chemistry of rubber, and that 
sort of thing. But the big job was preparing the areas, planting 
the guayule and then cultivating the guayule to a harvestable stage 
for the manufacture of rubber out of it. 

Impact of War on Multiple Use 

ERM: How did the war affect the budget in the Fo:est Service for things 
like wildlife and watershed management on the national forests? 

VLH: I think they just about decimated them. 

ERM: Was the whole emphasis put upon timber production? 

VLH: And grazing. As I recall, we had to soften up the regulations of 
cattle stocking on ranges during that time in order to produce more 
beef. This action was probably the hardest for the Forest Service 
to take, but it was a movement a long with many ot her sacrifices. 

ERM: How great a drain on the national forests d id this provoke? 

VLH: I don't think it did great permanent damage. It didn't go on long 
enough. Fortunately, we won the war in a re latively short time, 
but it did aggravate the problem of range restoration because of the 
overstocking, which was bad enough before. And it was probably 
even more difficult to pick up where we left off, to rega in momentum 
on control of range use. And as for the timber, I don't think it had 
any permanent effect at all. Without doubt, however, there was 
damage to watershed protection because overgrazing and less atten­
tion to logging caused erosion and runoff. 



DIRECTOR, NORTHEASTERN FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION, 1945 to 1951 

Reappraisal of the Forest Situation, 1946 

ERM: From 1945 to 1946 you participated in a reappraisal of the forest 
situation under Assistant Chief Ray Marsh.* What generated this 
study? Was it just purely the end of the war and the whole 
national tendency to take up reappraisal of everything, or was 
there some other force behind this? 

VLH: Yes, I think there was. It has been customary for the Forest 
Service to periodically appraise the timber supply and demand and 
the forest and range conditions. We haven't been able to do as 
good a job in the water areas or in the wildlife habitat and recreation 
fields as we have been able to d:::> in timber. At that time, there was 
a lot of interest especially in the timber resource because of 
questions being raised about the adequacy of our national wood 
supplies. Timber shortages during the war had stimulated some of 
the questions. You may recall that during that same period 
industry was stoutly claiming that we had nothing to worry about, 
that there would be timber coming out of our ears. 

Stanford Institute Report, 1954** 

ERM: Was this before the Stanford Institute Report? 

*U.S. , Department of Agriculture, Fore st Service, ''The 
_Manag:emP.nt Status of Forest Lands il'! thP. UnitP.d States/ by Verne L. 
Harper and James C . Rettie. Report 3 of U .s. Forest Service, 
Reappraisal of the Forest Situation (Was hington, D . C . : Government 
Printing Office, 1946.) 

**Stanford Research Institute, America's Demand for Wood, 
1929-1975 (Tacoma, Washington: Weyerhaeuser Timber Company, 
1954.) 
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VLH: Yes. The Stanford report came along later. It was largely an office­
type analytical study of Forest Service Forest Survey data, industry 
reports, and other statistics related to the timber supply and demand 
situation. This study was financed by the forest industry. By and 
large, the statistical conclusions of this study were not greatly 
different than those of the Forest Service reappraisal project. The 
big difference was in the credibleness that the Stanford report had 
for industry. 

Also, it came a long at the time when the forest products 
industry was expanding its forest holdings and looking to timber 
management of its forest properties rather than to its former practice 
of cut-out then sell as cutover land or, failing that, abandonment 
of the land to the taxing counties. 

This was the period of economic expansion after World War 
II. The forest products industry was now in a receptive mood about 
the outlook for expanding wood markets and the need to keep forest 
land productive. Its position remained hard-set against the Forest 
Service's warmth for regulation a nd other public programs , however. 
It was suspicious of the close connection of the Forest Service's 
statistical reporting and the program interpretations in the Forest 
Service periodic appraisa ls. 

There was far more reason , it should be said, for the 
Forest Service to periodically round up its Forest Survey statistics 
and related information on supply and :iemand for timber than for the 
purpose of justifying forest regulation. The analyses in these 
natimally concluded studies provided the major guidelines for a 
great deal of our national forest, research, and statewide private 
work. The statistics of timber supply and requirements were 
research jobs performed with increasing skill and objectivity. The 
interpretation of the statistics in terms of program a::::tion neces­
sarily involved considerable value judgments, of course. 

The reappraisal p.-oject was the last periodic national 
appraisal in which the basic statistics and their analyses were 
presented in one comprehens ive report containing program recom­
mendations as well. Thereafter, the two were kept quite separate, 
a practice of which I was a strong advocate. Our whole research 
organization welcomed this change , particularly the Forest Survey 
group , on which much of the work fell. 

ERM: How many people d id a program of that kind put to work? 
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VLH: Well, I suppose we had a group of maybe thirty or forty in 
Washington for a period of two or three months. Some of us spent 
a much longer time than that, of course. I was Marsh's chief 
assi stant and spent about two years on the project, one year of 
which I was on detail from my new post as director of the North­
eastern Forest Experiment Station. 

ERM: What about in the field? 

VLH: In the field, except for the Forest Survey units, the work was done 
in connection with other activities. It was pretty hard to get a 
reading on just how much time was spent by personnel outside of the 
Forest Survey and related economic research work. Their contribu­
tions were substantial. 

ERM: Did it involve putting on part time help? 

VLH: No, we did it with the regular force. And, of course , the Forest 
Survey in the field divisions of economics were mostly involved 
full time because the job required bringing together all the estimates 
they had on Forest Survey and, where they had not made a recent 
field survey, finding a way of bringing data to a common point in 
time . Rounding up and analyzing "Forest Survey results on a periodic 
and national basis is a normal job of the Divisio:'l of Forest Economics 
Research. In the case of the reappraisal project, the big push was 
put on in Washington after the Forest Survey and related data .were 
in from the field. The job then was to prepare data summaries and 
program implications. For that purpose we brought in from the 
field selected personnel from among our top people in both national 
forest administration and research. 

Multiple Use in the 1940s 

ERM: In the Forest Resource Appraisal made by the American Forestry 
Association in 1946 it was stated that forest management involving 
reasonably careful logging accompanied or properly fo llowed by 
restoring measures, works no appreciable reduction of watershed 
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value, but tends rather to increase them.* Do you agree? If so, 
how does logging practice increase watershed values? 

First as to whether I agree to the statement. In general, I agree 
that no appreciable reduction of watershed values will come fro;n 
properly laid out logging and skidding roads, skidding of logs without 
serious disturbance of soil, and restoration after logging of road 3 

and disturbed soil to a water-sp:readi ng state. But, as you no 
doubt know, assuring no appreciable reduction can be a highly 
complex, professional task. 

Now, as to whether and how logging practice increases 
watershed values, the subject becomes still more complex. I 
would not expect much, if any, improvement in water yi e ld from t he 
ordinary logging operation even though carefully conducted to 
prevent erosion and overland runoff of water. Unless the logging and 
related practices were designed to manipulate vegetation toward a 
chain of actions that would surely follow through natural processes, 
any increase in water yield would be e ither quite temporary or 
entirely accidental. Manipulation of vegetation to enhance water 
quality and usable flow from underground springs and stream 
drainage is a highly sophisticated undertaking. 

It can be done, of course. The F'orest Service is doing it in 
some areas of the national forests, using methods developed i.n our 
Forest Service research. Also , I believe the Northeastern Station 
of the Forest Service has been conducting research on watershed 
treatments for municipal watersheds in cooperation with municipali­
ties. One of the objects there is enhanced water values . 

Logging can be used in the West to create certain patterns 
in the residual stand that will cause snow to drift in banks in high 
mountain snow areas. The snow banks will melt much more gradually 
than evenly spread snow. The slow melting of snow prolongs the 
seepage of water into the soil, and the eventual bleeding of the 
soil water into stream channels keeps the streams alive much later 
in the summer than had there been no 3Ccumulated snow drifts as 
sources. Logging also can be used to convert an area from trees 
that are water demanding for their life processes, to grasses, which 
are less water demanding. One would have to maintain the land in 
grass cover, however, in order to reta in the saving from evapo­
transpiration. 

*American Forestry Association, "Forest Resource Appraisal," 
1946, Box Fl3, American Forestry Association Papers , Forest History 
Society, Santa Cruz, California. 
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ERM: In the Forest Resource Appraisal of 1947 the American Forestry 
Association board of directors stated that, "While production of 
wood may be regarded as the most important use upon a major 
portion of the nation's forests, the fact is that certain very large 
areas possess watershed and other values, which may take prece ­
dence over commercial wood production. 11 * Would you have agreed 
with this statement for the 1940s or 1930s? 

VLH: Yes, in the 1930 s and the 1940s I would have subscribed to that 
statement. Our scale of values by which we judged the extent to 
which commercial wood production takes precedence has been shifting 
toward the other forest values. Accordingly, I would be inclined now 
not to adhere to such a sweeping statement . I am beginning to 
doubt the wisdom of giving timber values such a dominant position 
anywhere that it would enjoy priorlty over, say, all environmental 
amenities to a point they could be ignored. 

* American Forestry Association, "Forest Resource Appraisal," 
1947, Box Fl3, American Forestry Association Papers, Forest History 
Society, Santa Cruz, California. 
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Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, 1960 

ERM: Dr. Harper, I wonder if you could set forth something of the story 
of how a key piece of legislation like the Multiple Use-Sustained 
Yield Act actually is planned, drafted , comes into being--the 
various steps that go into the creation of this kind of legislation.* 

VLH: I'm not sure I could distinguish how it was done with the Multiple 
Use Act from how it would be done in general with any act . So 
maybe I 'd better speak first, at least , to any bill that might be 
introduced in the Congress. The orig in o f bills can be either in 
the administration itself, say, with an agency which has res pon-
s ibility for a particular program, or it can be from the Congress or 
even maybe with the constituents of a congressman. But regardless 
of its origin, the executive branch, as a rule, is asked to do a 
drafting service for the bill. This is to at least g ive them a start . 
In the Forest Service there is a group skilled in drafting legislation 
a long the lines that a congressman has reques ted or along lines that 
the agency itself has determined would be desirable. 

The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Bill orig inated in the 
Forest Service. This was to be statutory authority that the Forest 
Service felt it wanted , and, therefore, it originated the bi ll, 
although I understand that there had been a bill introduced even 
before we got our bi ll up to the Congress. As you know, there is 
a rather long channel that proposed legislation must travel before 
it actually reaches the Congress if it is an administration bill. 
It must pass the White House, as we say, which means the Bureau 
of the Budget, and any o ther agency that might be concerned with it. 
Only afte r it has been reviewed and the White H )use is satisfied 
that this is in the interest of its administration wi ll it be sent up as 

*Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act of 12 June 1960 , 74 Stat. 
215, 16 U.S.C. secs. 528-531 (1964). For the text of this act, 
see Appendix B , p. 160. 
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an administration b ill; so it takes a little time to negotiate all 
the hurdles. 

ERM: And it can be hung up e ndless ly . 

VLH: Yes . Sometimes it is hung up endless ly . Sometimes bills go 
t hrough rather rapidly . 

ERM: So, in a sense, if a bi ll is being initiated within the agency , as 
witha multiple use b ill, it's beholden upon the agency to sell its 
idea all along the line that has to be traversed before the bill gets 
into the hopper on the Hill. Is that right? 

VLH: That is correct . 

ERM: That's a pretty ticklish and precise job isn't it? 

VLH: Yes . My understanding is that this particular b ill was practically 
rewritten in the Bureau of the Budget because they didn't 1 ike the 
language used by the Forest Service architects of the bill. Much 
of the substance was retained, but they had their preference for 
language , and they introduced some new ideas . Also, a lot of this 
was done in consultation with the Forest Service . 

ERM: Who in the Forest Service was the principal architect o f this bill? 

VLH: Well, Reynolds Florance did the technical drafting, but this 
proposed bill came under the supervision of Ed Crafts who was the 
deputy chief in charge of legislation and program contacts with 
o ther agencies . Crafts, no doubt, initia t ed the substance of the 
bill. * 

ERM: So Reynolds Florance and Ed Crafts were the men in the Forest 
Service who probably had the most profound impact in the 
creation of the actual bill itself , is that correct? 

VLH: That is correct . 

*See also, Edward C. Crafts , "Forest Service Re searcher 
and Congress iona l Lia ison: An Eye to Multiple Use ," typed 
transcript of tape - recorded interview by Susan R. Schrepfer, 
Forest History Society (Santa Cruz, California, 19 72). 
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ERM: Of course, a step of such importance would be the subject of 
many sessions of chief and staff before the decision is made to go 
forward with the drafting of such a bi.11. Were you party to those 
discussions? 

VLH: To some extent . I was in on some of the d iscussions, probably 
not nearly all of them. But I knew what was going on . I knew 
the issues at stake. I knew what the decisions were whe n they 
dee ided to go ahead. In fact, I guessed considerably in advance 
of (Richard E . ] M cArdle' s ratification of the idea that Ed Crafts' s 
ideas would prevail; and I was in sympathy with them . 

ERM: Thinking back to those times, what do you recall from those d is­
cussions of the issues that were at stake? 

VLH: Well, I think that the biggest issue at stake was whether or not 
we should seek the legislation; whether this would be a wise 
thing to do. There seemed to be some risk involved, at least in 
the minds of some folks. They felt that we already had this 
authority, but the proposed legislation would give the Congress 
another chance to consider the whole matter, and legislators 
could change their minds. They could say, "No, we sort of inched 
into a 11 of these authorities that you now have and after reconsider­
ing it, we have decided to take away some of them." So some who 
were in on the Forest Service considerations felt that it was a little 
risky. I personally did not subscribe to that view . I didn't feel 
that there was much risk involved in it. My hunch was not derived 
from what the politicians were saying or doing then but from my 
understanding of grass roots politics. 

ERM: Who were the people who were most leery of taking the risk? 

VLH: I think right within the Forest Service, as I recall, Ed Cliff 
himself had some reservations. He felt that there was risk 
involved in it. 

ERM: Ed was then in what position? 

VLH: He was deputy chief in charge of National Forest Management, and 
I think he felt that what he was doing was backed up by all the 
authority he needed and that the big job ahead was to try to 
make multiple use work. And there were others, I understand. 
Ray Marsh, who occupied the legislative pos ition in the Forest 
Service ahead of Ed Crafts, had some reservations about going 
ahead with it. I understand Chris Granger was another one . I 
wasn't in on the conferences with them, but this is what we were 
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told at the time. As I recall, there were no others in the chief's 
staff who had any great reservations about it . If they had any 
reservations at all, it was, "Well , why bother about it? We 
th ink we 've got the authority , let's get ahead on the job of 
trying to get a program here of harmonizing these uses in a 
constructive way. 11 

But I think there were-- you asked about the issues - -! 
think there was another issue that really swung it, at least as 
far as I'm concerned. The issue was that this would be a very 
useful way of focusing nationa l attention on the fact that the 
national forests are multiple - use forests - -something that we 're 
not sure that the public knows at the present time ; we're not 
even sure that all the congressmen and senators know--and that we 
would kind of like to see the special interests involved in this 
come together under a topic which says that , "We woul d like to 
see the authority reaffirmed by the Congress that says that these 
lands shall be managed in accordance with multiple-use principles . 11 

I think most of us felt that this purpose would be usefully served. 

ERM: This legislation sought to reconfirm and to solidify, probably to 
codify, the whole structure of Fore st Service authority in this area. 

VLH: That certainly was the argument that appealed to me most. It was 
the one under which I was perfectly willing to see it go ahead. 

ERM: Isn ' t this perhaps a natura l th ing that develops in every area of 
government? 

VIE: I would think so . 

ERM: You have from time to time a fogging of lines of authority or 
responsibility and public understanding that you want clarified . 

Research Legis l a tion: McSweeney- McNary Act, 1928 

VLH: Yes. I think we went through that same thing in the 1920s with the 
passage of the McSweeney- McNary Act, which again was a 
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Fores t Service sponsored piece of legislat ion .* It d idn ' t 
originate from t he out s ide . It was sought by the Forest Service , 
and I t hink ma inly for that reason we wanted reaffirmat ion from the 
Congress that it was the will o f the Congress that we have a 
fores try research program of a broad dimens ion . Understand that 
we a lready had a ll the authority , but it existed in previous legis ­
la t ion; it was scattered . 

ERM: I made some notes las t night on the McSweeney- McNary Act , 
wh ich more or less la id down a charter of research for the Fore st 
Service . I had several questions I wanted to ask you about it. 
I was reading your chapter , e ntitled

11
Fore s try Resea rch': in t he 

c ommemora t ive s ixtieth a nniversa ry vol ume of the Soc ie ty o f 
Ame rican Foreste r s .** In th is you c ite d a report published in 192 6 
that had been sponsored by t he Societ y of American Foresters . 
Th is report was called , A National Program of Forest Research , and it 
was authored by Earle H . C lapp , R. C . Ha ll , and H. B. Hastings . *** 
This wor k outlined the importan t existing forest ry problems and 
posed a broad program of research for t he ir solution . 

This led to the writing and passage of the McSweeney­
McNary Act of 1928 , which a uthorized the system of Forest Service 
regiona l experiment sta tions , a nationwide Forest Survey, and 
expansion of a broad forestry research program. This act was , 
as you defined it in your chapter of this book , "the bas ic charter 
for federa l research activit ies in fore stry" and "a profound 
influence on the development of research by t he Forest Serv ice and 
other agencies ." **** 

*Reforestation and Forest Products Act of 22 May 192 8, 
ch . 678 , 45 Stat . 699 , 16 U . S . C . secs . 581- 58l i (1964). 

**He nry C lepper and Arthur Meyer, American Forestry, Six 
Decades of Growth (Washington , D. C .: Soc iety of American 
Foresters , 1960) , pp . 36-49 . 

***Ibid . , p. 3 7; Earle H . Clapp, A National Program of 
Forest Research (Washingt on, D . C .: American Tree Association , 
1926) . 

****Clepper and Meyer, American Forestry, p . 3 7 . 
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I wonder how you see that charter now after nearly half a 
century of personal involvement in forestry research . What do you 
see as its strengths and weaknesses? If you could go back in 
time would you make changes in that program of research in the 
last forty - four years ? 

VLH: Yes . Well, I'm not sure that I'd make many changes in the bas ic 
charter in the McSweeney-McNary Act over the few that have been 
made from time to time since its passage. There were a few 
amendments passed since then, one of which I was responsible for, 
which gave us authority to make grants to nonprofit insti tutions 
for research, which brought other skills into the total effort. 
That was not part of the original McSweeney-McNary Act. But 
this legislation was incorporated in the Granger-Thye Act of 19 50, 
as amended.* Of course , there were other minor changes that 
have been made from time to time. The original act set limits on 
appropriations, which didn't hold for very long; they've had to be 
lifted since . But by and large, the research act of 192 8 is still 
good , and I see no reason for substantial modification at the 
present time . 

I would say that perhaps the major change that I was 
instrumental in mak ing in research legislation, when I had res pon-
s ibility for federal research in the Forest Service, was incorporated 
in the Mcintire-Stennis Bill.** The Forest Service didn't ask for 
authority to make federal grants directly to universities for forestry 
research during the time of the McSweeney-McNary Bill for two 
reaso'.'ls . One was that grants didn't rate well with the Forest 
Service at that time. The other was that authority already existed 
in the Hatch Act, an agriculture research grant act.*** 

The Hatch Act as amended is the basic law that authorizes 
federal funds to agricultural experiment stations for a broad range 
of research in the field of agriculture . And it always has been 

* Simplification of Work of Forest Service Act of 24 April 1950, 
ch . 97, 64Stat. 83, 16U.s.c. secs. 504a-581 (1964) . 

**Forestry Research, State Plans, Assistance Act of 
100ctoberl962, 76 Stat. 806, 16. U.s.c. secs. 582a- 7 (19 64). 

***Establishment of Agricultural Experiment Stations Act of 
2March 1887, ch. 314 , 24 Stat. 440, 7 U.S.C. secs. 36la- i 
(1964). 
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interpreted to be broad enough to cover forestry. However, the 
very small amount allocated by the state experiment stations to 
forest research reflects the narrow view in which forestry problems 
had been seen by the state universities over the years. Also, it 
hadn't grown because forestry was in competition with older, 
well-established fields in agriculture. It became only too 
apparent as time went on , at least to me, that the Hatch Act would 
never do much for forestry research. Therefore, beginnir:;J about 
1949 I became the principal proponent of spec ial legislation to 
funnel federal funds to the states on a matching bas is in support 
of forestry research in forestry schools a t universities, particularly 
the state universities. 

To put a cross such an idea you had to start selling it to 
a lot of people. I th ink I had more difficulty in the early days of 
my push selling it to my colleagues in the Forest Service than I 
had selling it to our agricultural colleagues in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Research Legislation: Whitten Act, 1956* 

The movement that led up to the introduction and passage of the 
Mcintire -Stennis Act had a long history. I became concerned 
about the lack of research being done at the state level back in 
the 1940s. And in a report that I prepared in 1949 in response to a 
congressional request as to the status of cooperation between the 
Forest Service and the state agencies I included a recommendation 
that called for special legislation comparable to the Hatch Act, 
but, in this instance, directed toward the field of forestry speci­
fically. It would provide federal funds on a matching basis and 
help stimulate research at the state level. 

ERM: You made this recommendation when you had a position in the field? 

VLH: Yes . At that time I was director of the Northeastern Forest Experi­
ment Station, and I headed up a committee to prepare this report. 

* Availability of Funds for Cooperative Forest Service 
Research Act of 6 April 1956, ch. 176, 70 Stat. 100, 16 u.s .c. 
sec. 58li-l (19 64) . 
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It involved collecting basic data, its analysis, and then report 
writing. The request, of course, was made on the chief of the 
Forest Service. The assistant chief of the Forest Service in 
charge of Research was Ed Kotok at that time , and Ed Kotok, 
knowing that I had just been through the throes of helping to 
prepare the reappraisal report , fe lt that probably I was in the 
best position to chair this committee. 

As lots of committees turn out, the chairman does most of 
the work. Unless you want a true committee report, a product 
that looks something like a camel, why somebody has to take the 
lead. And this is what happened. I got lots of help from the other 
stations in collecting the data, but when it came to its analysis 
and report writing, I did that myself with the help of Jim Rettie, 
who was at that time working with me at the northeastern station. 
Our only recommendation on new legislation was for authority to 
channel federal funds to the states on a matching basis in order 
to stimulate forest research. 

It fell with a thud like a ton of bricks; it just dich 't go 
over in the Forest Service . I was told that the Forest Service was 
against it. I knew that it was Ed Kotok who had the main respon­
sibility . He felt, in the first place, that we had our hands full 
with our in-house research and, therefore, Why should we help our 
competitors do their job? I looked at it in another way, that 
we 're all in the same boat and that there was a total job to be done 
and we ought to work together with as many agencies working on it 
as possible. But that view didn't prevail. It never passed the 
Forest Service's Washington office review of the report . 

ERM: What was the chief's attitude at that time? 

VLH: I don't know. I was in the field, of course; I was director of the 
l\brtheastern Forest Experiment Station and was not brought in on 
any conferences about this particular report. I don't know to what 
extent it got review. It could have stopped with Kotok as far as I 
know. Perhaps not. Had he reviewed it with the chief and top 
staff, I'm sure his recommendation would have carried weight. 
And so I'm not surprised it was omitted from the final, revised 
report that was sent up to the Congress. 

No one outside of the Forest Service family, and perhaps 
few within it, knew that I had recommended a federal grant 
program. Had this been more widely known I might not have been 
called into the Washington office to take over the job of assistant 
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chief in charge of Research in Kotok' s place. This was in 1951. 
Kotok was retiring. I fell heir at that time to one more requested 
report that he had engendered in his testimony before the appro­
priations committee. I might say that appropriation affairs weren't 
going very well for the Fore st Service at that time in the field of 
research . Kotok wasn't having success during the last few years 
in getting even the funds that the Bureau of the Budget was willing 
to request. 

ERM: Why was this? 

VIB: I don't know, other than that much of the trouble could have 
stemmed at that time from the House Committee on Agricultural 
Appropriations . Jamie [ Lloyd] Whitten was chairman of that 
subcommittee, and he was a tough one to appear before . He was hard 
on all research at that time in the Department o f Agriculture . 
I'm not sure he was just singling out forest research. He was 
giving a hard time to all the research agencies. On top of that I 
think Whitten fe lt there was a creditability gap. At least he would 
take advantage of Ed Kotok by asking him real tough questions 
about details that even I who came up through the research route 
couldn't have answered when I got to be Research chief in defend­
ing appropriations. Kotok tended to be superficial, and because 
he didn't do a good job of answering, Whitten used that to imply 
that Kotok didn't know what was going on. Accordingly, the 
committee would take the position that since there was confusion 
it shouldn't appropriate funds for increases but instead should 
ask the Forest Service for another special report. Requesting a 
special report was a tactic in high fashion then in Congress. It 
served the get- us- off- the- hook purpose and a save- us- from - flat­
den ial posit ion. 

ERM: But this is a typical tactic of Congress when they want to shoot 
something down, to confront those who are testifying with a very 
hard line of questioning. 

VLH: Yes , that's right. To continue with what I said, their favorite 
stunt was to stick you with another report to write. And so the 
committee s a id to the Forest Service, "Now, we want you to give 
us another report on your cooperative relationship with the states." 
Jamie Whitten had a belief that somebody else should help out on 
the research job. He said, "Why am I getting these requests that 
the federal government must do this job? Don't the states have a 
responsibility? Doesn't private industry have a responsibility? 
What are they doing in re search? Will you find out for me and 
write a report and make a recommendation as to what the Forest 
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Service and the Congress should do?" I had a sneaking hunch that 
Ed Kotok was glad to bow out right at that time because he was 
getting perhaps a little tired of these requests for reports coming 
almost every year. 

I had done the previous one, and so it seemed natural that 
this one I should personally take on, also. My remark to my 
research division directors was, " This is one that we'll do our best 
to comply with. " Then we racked our brains, "What can we come 
up with this time that is different from what has been said before? " 
This is when my scheme was born that later became known as 
"coop-aid research. " The idea was that we would ask Jamie 
Whitten to sponsor new legislation that would give the Forest 
Service permission to make grants to nonfederal agencies or 
individuals for purposes of stimulating joint effort between the 
grantee and the Forest Service on specific projects. The conditions 
as to whether or not matching of federal with nonfederal funds was 
to be required were not to be specified i n the legislation itself, 
but rather left to the Forest Service to decide on a case-by-case 
basis . 

So we concluded our report to the effect that the one thing 
that would probably stimulate more cooperation between other agencies 
and the Forest Service would be the authority to use some of our 
funds to help the cooperators do some things that they couldn' t 
otherwise do because of lack of cash. In discussing the report 
with Whitten, I used the example of a university professor who has 
time and a graduate student, but he has no money for a research 
project. If he had a little money to pay an assistantship for that 
student to help him on the research, he could get a lot of student 
assistant time for the research, while at the same time the student 
used the research toward a masters ' degree or even a Ph.D. Thus 
you would be buying a great deal of research with very little money. 

The architects of the proposed bill were Harry Irion and 
myself. Irion preceded Reynolds Florance as the Forest Service 
expert on legal matters concerning cooperative agreements, legislation, 
and so on . Irion did the technical job of drafting the bill . The 
report justifying the opportunity t o increase cooperative research was 
drafted by William Duerr, then a member of our Forest Economics 
Research Division in Washington. This was done in the winter of 1951 
while I accompanied Lyle Watts to the month- long FAO [Food and Agri­
cultural Organization] conference in Rome. The report with the 
proposed bill as appendix--all duly polished and cleared with the 
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Agriculture Department, Bureau of Budget, and other offices - -was 
ready for delivery to Chairman Whitten on our appearance before 
his Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations in March , 1952. 

Whitten seemed much interested. Congressman Whitten, 
said ha welcomed the legislative recommendation . He gave us 
permission at once to use funds for the purpose we suggested 
pending clearance of the bill in the legislative committee. 
Wh itten introduced the bill at his leisure without change. It 
passed without hearings being scheduled for it. 

ERM: Then this would have been about what year? 

VLH: It passed in April, 1956, and we started us ing the new authority 
in t hat same year, I believe. As I recall, we did not use the 
appropriation- process authority given us by Whitten in 1952. 
Our Forest Service fiscal agent thought it not adequate for auditing 
purposes . However , we began making coop-a id grants under the 
Whitten Act authority as soon as feas ible. The grants were very 
modes t in amount in the beginning. 

It was not easy to persuade our regional forest experiment 
stations to use their funds for this purpose . I personally spent 
much time in writing memos and in discussing the matter with the 
stations, pointing up the advantages to the forestry schools and 
to our own program through use of coop- aid grants. 

ERM: Don ' t those opportunities for cooperative agreement between 
research stat ions and academic units persist today? 

VLH: Yes. It is a continuing program . I don't know just what level 
it's funded at at the present time. This would depend on the 
current policy of the Research chief in Washington. 

The policy that I developed and that was in use when I 
left in 19 66 consisted of first building a kitty for research grant 
purposes by taking money off the top of our appropriated funds 
each year before a llocating the funds to our research operating 
unit s for use on their in- house research projects. 

A certain amount of these grant funds were then allocated 
t o the regional field stations and the FPL [ Forest Products Laboratory J 
at Madison, Wisconsin., as coop-aid funds. Provisions in the 
allocat ions prohibited the field units from making overhead assess ­
ments and requ ired that a ll of it was to be used only in mak ing 
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coop-aid grants to nonfederal agencies for research that was 
closely related to their own authorized in-house projects. 

The remainder of the grant- fund kitty was held in Washington 
and administered as a grant program based on competitive project 
proposals made by nonfederal institutions. The single grants in this 
program were much larger as a rule than those of the coop-aid 
program. 

Why did I earmark coop- aid funds in the station budgets 
and stipulate that such funds must be used for that purpose? It 
was to give the directors of the stations moral encouragement and 
an authority to lean on if they wished to deny their own proje ct 
leaders the funds instead of giving them to outsiders. 

As you can imagine, it would be unusual at a station not 
to have crying needs for more funds being pressed upon the director 
by his own project leaders. In those beginning days of our coop­
aid grant program I found the competitive pull on station directors 
of the university professor's need for research funds no match at 
all with the hungry appetites of the station's project leaders for 
all the funds they could get . 

In this connection I am reminded of a cat that we had that 
had a batch of kittens off in the hedge from the house . She was 
always meowing around at the back door for food . We'd give her 
a nice big chunk of hamburger and expect her to take it to the 
kittens. The old cat would take it very gratefully and bravely start 
toward the kittens, but always before she got there she had 
swallowed the meat. Well, this was what was happening to the 
coop-aid allotments of funds given the stations before we took 
away their option of using the extra money as t hey saw fit . 

Well, that is a precursor to the Mcintire-Stennis program. 
I discovered that our project grant programs weren't anywhere near 
big enough and that, really, we ought to be thinking in terms of 
millions of dollars, rather than in terms of thousands of dollars or 
even a few hundred thousand dollars. A few hundred thousand 
dollars were about all I could see in prospect as project grant 
funds . Another limitation of the project grant programs was that 
they were on the basis of the fields you were doing research in and 
on the basis of who could help you most in your own projects . I 
thought that what the forestry schools des!)9 rately needed was a 
base allotment that they could reasonably count on year after year 
so that they could use such allotments as a leverage to go out after 
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matching funds to build up their total programs of research for use 
on projects determined by their own scale of priorities . 

ERM: Excuse me . Do the individual stations have to use up that part of 
the kitty that is apportioned to them each fiscal year, or can they 
have it back? 

VLH: It has to be used up each year. 

ERM : Has it been used up? 

VLH : Oh, yes . There was never any problem about it being all 
committed. You understand that once the money is obligated it 
is considered spent in federal accounting terms, even though the 
contract runs for several years . 

ERM : The fact that it is not retrievable is, of course, the incentive to 
get it spent. 

VLH: Yes. This is true of most of our appropriations, you see . Any 
money not obligated in a fiscal year reverts to the treasury. 

ERM : How much are you l imited by matching funds? 

VLH : There are no requirements for matching in the Whitten Act itself or 
legis lation authorizing other project grant programs . Each project 
is negotiated as to contributions to be made by granter and grantee. 

ERM : In other words , the organization that ' s doing the work would not 
necessarily have to put up anything. Is that it? 
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VLH: They wouldn't have to put up anything. Matching can be 95 percent 
or zero . The project can be totally federally supported, or it can 
require substantial bearing of cost by the grantee. We deliberately 
wanted this flexibility in the Whitten Act; there is nothing in the 
legislation that would limit this. 

ERM: It's purpose is to stimulate research, not to frustrate it. All 
right, go on with this. 

Research Legislation: Mcintire - Stennis Act, 19 62 * 

VLH: Well, as I say, realizing that this wasn't going to be sufficient 
to do what I had in mind that needed to be done, I looked to other 
avenues of obtaining my original goal of a Hatch Act, in effect, 
for forestry. Beginning in 1956 I found a way to bring the influence 
of forestry schools to bear on cooperative research arrangements 
by getting them involved in some of the discussions that we were 
having in the field of research at that time in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

We had just completed a review of the research field as we 
saw it from the department- wide federal view , and we wanted to 
bring the state agriculture experiment station directors in to get 
them to look at our results from their viewpoints . Our hope was to 
make the final report of our efforts a rather comprehensive view of 
the country's problems and needs for research in the agricultural 
and forestry fields. I had just successfully gotten the forestry 
school deans included in the department's invitation to the state 
universities for representation at a joint department-state meeting. 

I should back up just a little bit to say I wormed myself 
into these discussions earlier in 1956; it was probably the first 
time the department had formally made forestry a party to the 
agricul tural research discussions that were going on. This they 
had not been in the habit of doing. Therefore, for the first time, 
as far as I know, the Forest Service was recognized within the 

* Forestry Research, State Plans, Assistance Act of 
10October1962, 76 Stat. 806, 16 u.s.c. secs . 582a - 7 (1964). 
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Department of Agriculture as having a research organization of 
sufficient distinction to be included in the department's research 
policy deliberations. 

When we got to the stage that we wanted to bring in state 
consideration of the report, which we had jointly proposed within 
the department, the question came up, "Who is going to represent 
the states? " I insisted that we should have forestry school repre ­
sentatives who would know the forestry field from the state point 
of view come in. I didn't feel that the agriculture experiment 
station directors had an adequate view of the forestry problems . 
This created a problem of protocol for the Department of Agricul­
ture. It didn't want to appear to be dictating to the states who 
should come in, but it agreed that the department would take the 
matter up with leaders in the state agricultural experiment stat ions. 

Well, the state research directors apparently agreed that 
we would have one or more forestry school deans in on it . Frank 
H. Kau fert was the first one to be invited. I think he was the 
only state forestry research representative at the first joint 
conference we had. Then on subsequent ones we brought Dick 
[ Richard J. ] Preston, Jr. in from the State University of North 
Carolina. And then finally [ Ruthford H .] Westveld from the 
University of Missouri. So, we had three deans of forestry schools 
in on these early discussions during 1956 and 1957. After the 
joint meetings these deans would usually meet in my office to 
review with me their experience. For the first time, I take it, 
they were sitting alongside agriculture experiment station direc­
tors and having a chance to talk about forestry problems . I didn't 
realize it, but apparently this hadn't been going on at the state 
level in all states, anyhow, maybe in some, certainly not in all. 

They all agreed that we've got a long, hard, educational 
process ahead of us and that the people in agriculture research, 
including their own directors in the states as well as agricultural 
research leaders generally, were heavily oriented to agriculture. 
They knew a great deal about the problems of peanuts and hogs 
and cattle and growing sorghum and that sort of thing. To them, 
trees were only another crop, and a minor crop at that, growing on 
the back forty that had no substantial market value to offer the 
farmer. And, therefore, the amount of research going into forestry 
probably was quite liberal already so why worry about the need for 
more. 

Well, we knew this wasn't true, of course, but how is one 
going to proceed to change that view? I told them I was working 
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on it and that there were ways at the federal level that I could 
probably be influential, and I asked them to think of ways at the 
state level. I suggested to them, "Why don't you get organized? 
You, apparently, are not having much success in making your views 
known to ESCOP [ the Experiment Station Committee on Organization 
and Policy of the Association of Land Grant Colleges and State 
Universities ] . ESC OP is a powerful group around here. 11 I added, 
11 Isn' t there some way in which you can organize the forestry school 
deans so that you can negotiate on a group level rather than on an 
individual basis? 11 

The upshot of our meetings was that the forestry deans did 
organize and they won a place for their organization in the compli­
cated structure of organized interests pertaining to the land grant 
colleges and state supported universities. Westveld, dean of the 
forestry school at the University of Missouri, was the stem 
winder in getting this done. He had help from some of the others, 
notably Preston. Beginning about 1958 there was already notice­
able evidence of an awareness by the state agricultural research 
leaders of the forestry presence. It continued to grow each year . 

During that same period I made it a point to get invited to 
the regular annual meetings of ESCOP. I was often asked to 
speak at their general meetings and to sit in on the forestry dis ­
cuss ions in subcommittees . At one of the general meetings, in 
1959 or 1960, in which committees made their reports, a committee 
chairman very candidly told the meeting that his committee 
recommended that the agriculture experiment station directors take 
a position of need for an expansion of forestry research at the 
state level. He bluntly s tated the case in political terms, that 
there was a rising interest in research on forestry problems coming 
from the politicians and that the state agricultural research 
directors had better be with this movement. He pointed to the 
recent increases in research coming to the Forest Service and the 
growing restlessness of the forestry schools; and he wrapped up 
his report by saying that something political is sure to happen 
soon on forestry research at the state level and you directors had 
bette r make sure you are in on it. 

It was shortly after that, in the late winteror spring of 1961 
as I recall, that I was visited by the legislative cor11mittee, which 
at that time was chaired by [F . ] Earl Price, who was d ire ctor 
of the agriculture experiment station in Oregon . Coming from 
Oregon, he was probably better acquainted with forestry problems 
than most of the other agriculture experiment station directors, and 
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he undoubtedly had quite a lot of influence with the ot hers in 
getting their concurrence on a constructive legislative course in 
forestry research. Price did most of the talking for his group. 
In effect, what he said was, "We have come to the conclusion 
that something ought to be done . We don ' t know what is best to 
do. We t hink maybe you have ideas on this, and we would be 
gl ad to have you give it your best thoughts and take the lead on 
it if you will." 

We discussed alternative courses of action, and they 
observed, in words about as follows , "We ' d be perfect ly willing 
to see the Hatch Act funds earmarked for forestry even though we 
have resisted any earmarking , whatever, up to this point. But we 
will make an except ion in the case of forestry if you feel that that 
is the best congress iona l route to go. Or, if you feel that new 
legis la tion is needed , an act somet h ing like the Hatch Act but 
directed toward forestry research, we'd be w illing to go a l ong tha t 
route. We want you to know that the agricultural experiment 
s t a tions ' directors want in on what is worked out and you have 
our backing. " And with that they l e ft it pretty much in my hands. 
I had a lready expressed to them a preference for new legislation 
provided unexpect ed obstacles d idn't develop . 

This was exactly what I had been waiting for. Here we had 
the forestry school deans back of it, agriculture experiment station 
directors back of it . Now it was just a question of making sure that 
there were no serious objections to the idea within the Department 
of Agriculture . And , I think , for the first time, I began to take up 
serious ly the mechanics of federa l-stat e cooperative research with 
my own research group and with the top staff in the Forest Service . 
There were a lot of questions asked about it because thi s was a 
new tack, th is was a new policy for the Forest Service. Always 
before they had rejected the idea . 

But, after cons iderable discussion, both my top research 
staff and the chief ' s staff agreed that this would be all right; we 
would go along the new-legislat ion route . It was decided t hat in 
this particular case I would take t he lead in nurturing the legis la­
tion through the Congress rather than ask Ed Crafts to do it. This 
was at Ed Crafts ' s request . Since I had been so directly involved 
in it, Ed Crafts' s feeling was , "Why don't you go ahead and 
handle this entirely on your own? Why do I need to get involved 
in it ? Anytime you need advice or help on contacts , who to see 
and so on, or if you want me to do something about it, I'll do it. 
But otherwise , why don't you go ahead? " This was one of the few 
exceptions in which legislation was handled by anyone outs ide of 
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Crafts ' s shop. We in Research--and I took the leading part in 
it--steered the proposed legislation through the channels, the 
Budget Bureau, the W"hite House, and the Congress committees 
until it was enacted into law. 

My next job was to decide which route we were going to 
take in getting the proposed legislation. Would we draft a bill 
and get the administration to send it up as an administration bill? 
Or would we welcome a request from a congressman or senator 
for legislative service, in which case it would be a congressman's 
or senator' s bill . 

While we were debating this in my office, I got a call 
from Congressman [Clifford Guy] Mcint ire. This wasn't really 
surprising because I had talked to some of the forestry school 
deans to the effect that it would be very nice if we got a request 
from the Hill. I'd even let it be known as I traveled the halls of 
Congress talking to my friendly contacts that I was thinking along 
the line of this type of legislation. I hoped that somebody might 
become interested in it. Mcintire was a log ical man to do it 
because he had expressed on a number of previous occasions a lot 
of interest in forestry. He was about to run for reelection, also, 
and I think he was glad to have a project that he could push that 
would meet with the approval of his constituents. Al [ Albert D .] 
Nutting, who was dean of the forestry school at the University of 
Maine, was, of course , all for the idea, a nd I am sure he had so 
told Mcintire • 

With the request now before us from Mcintire to provide 
legislative service in drafting a bill that would do a somewhat 
similar job for forestry that the Hatch Act was doing for agricultural 
research, we proceeded immediately to draft the bill with the help 
of Reynolds Florance, who was the lawyer in our outfit and who 
worked for Ed Crafts in his group and did all the technical legisla­
tive drafting for the Forest Service. I outlined the things that I 
wanted in it , and I reviewed a number of other b ills, including our 
Cooperative Forest Management Act,* in the fie ld of federal funds 
going to states to help small-ownership forest management. I 
reviewed the Hatch Act. I reviewed a number of others, and I 
took out of these acts the good points that I wanted incorporated 
plus a list of other things that I wanted to see in this bill. 

I took a draft of the requested bill to Congressman Mcintire. 
It was not long; he read it while I sat there. He said, "That sounds 
good; it sounds like this may do what we want, but I must think 

*Cooperative Forest Management Act of 25 August 1950, 
ch. 781, 64 Stat . 473, 16 u.s.c . secs. 568c, d (1964). 
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about it because I want this legislative bill really to do the job 
that needs to be done . I've got to have the chance to study it 
carefully, but I'll be in touch with you . " Well, not long, maybe 
a week or two later I got a call from him. He wanted to make a 
few changes in the draft of the b ill, and he said that he had talked 
it over w ith Al Nutting while up in Maine. It seemed t o meet with 
his approval with a few changes . 

These were minor changes, which I could very easily agree 
to right there on the spot. I reported these same changes to 
Senator [ John Cornelius] Stennis' s office who was the co- sponsor 
of a similar bill in the Senate. I should add that right after we got 
the request from Mci ntire, I had taken this draft of the bill to 
Senator Stennis , too , because he'd always expressed a lot of 
interest in forest research. I told him what was transpiring, and 
asked him if he would like to sponsor the bill in the Senate . He 
said, "I certainly would, let me take a look at it . " He looked it 
over and asked , "You think this is a good piece of legislation? 
Do you think you need this authority?" I said, "Yes, I definitely 
do, " and I gave h im a rundown on my discussions with Mci ntire . 

ERM: Did Stennis check it out with other forestry people as Mcintire had? 

VLH: No, he did not . I happen to know that. I might add that my 
relationship with Senator Stenni s was somewhat different than it 
was with Congressman Mcintire . Mcintire didn't know me as 
well as Senator Stennis knew me. I had been working with Senator 
Stennis for some time . I think he had complete confidence in my 
judgment abou t forestry research matters . When I told him it 
would be the same bill that would be considered by the House in 
its agricultural committee, the only question he asked was , "You 
are for this ? The Forest Service is for it?" I said, "Yes , and I 
might add that the forestry school s and the land grant colleges 
are for it, too. " He sai d , "Fine . I ' ll talk with Senator[ James 
Oliver] Eastland about it. He is chairman of the Senate subcommittee 
that dea ls with this sort of thing. I'll get him to co-sponsor the 
bill, and I think I'll get some other senators to co- sponsor it also 
[ Senator George Aiken , a Republican, was the other co- spons or.] 
He even got a Republican to spons::>r it with him to make it a 
bipartisan effort. So things were going along smooth ly in the 
Senat e . 

I soon learned that there was a little trouble devel oping. 
I say, a little trouble, because normally with new legislation there 
are a lot of rather serious problems that come up. This was a 
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proble m, but it was not as b ig a problem as you normally have . 
Somebody was raising a quest ion about who was going to 
administer the act. There was objection to the Forest Service ; it 
should not have the responsibility, probably because it was thought 
the Forest Servi ce might d ictate the kind of researc h that would be 
done by the forestry school s . It was the forest industries that were 
making this objection . 

ERM : The NLMA [National Lumber Manufacturers Association]? 

VLH: Yes, you could say that . Initially , it was Albert Hall, a consulting 
forester, who saw evil in a possible heavy influence of t he Forest 
Serv ice on the forestry school s if the b ill were to be administered by 
the Forest Service . Later, however, it became Ralph Hodges, 
lobbyist and spokesman for NLMA, who was identified to me by the 
secretariats of both the House committee and the Senate committee 
as being the one who was adamantly opposed to the Forest Service . 
These committees were not in a mood to cross the organized- industry 
interests a nd told me so in fina l tones. 

I won' t say the objection to the Forest Service was Ralph 
Hodges ' s personal idea because he was, of course , speaking for the 
NLMA. Moreover, I understood that the pulp and paper industry 
group went a long with NLMA on this but with less enthusiasm for it . 
W . C . Hammerle eventually became--during the final stages of the 
bill before enactment--an industry spokesman. He, personally, 
didn ' t really care how the department would delegate the handling of 
the program . Hammerle was with the pulp and paper interests . 

Well , I told Congressman Mcintire that my own view was that 
this act should probably be administered by the administrators of the 
Cooperative State Research Service, the U . S. Department of Agricul­
ture agency that a l so administers the Hatch Act because both would 
be administered under similar policies and programs . Therefore, 
there would be a lot of sense that I could see in having them do it. 

I had already c leared this idea with the Forest Service ' s top 
staff, and it had agreed that this probably was a wise policy. I had 
told them, "I think either we ' ve got to meet the objections, or we ' re 
going to have a long delay . We 'll not get this act through within a 
two- year span unless we compromise , and I ' m not sure but that 
CSRS is the proper agency anyway . " 

I found the most serious objection in the secretary' s office of 
the department . The assistant secretary of agriculture, who had 
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responsibility for all the research in the department including that 
in the forestry field, raised the question as to why we should agree 
to this . He said that, "I think you fo lks in the Forest Service can 
do a better job of defending the need for forestry research because 
of your greater knowledge of the forestry problems . Also, you 
seem to be doing a pretty good job right now of getting increased 
appropriations or gett ing more appropriations for your fie ld than we 
seem to be doing in other areas of agriculture research . So why 
change a good thing that is going for us at this present time?" 

Then I told him that, in my judgment, if we didn' t accede to 
this request for change because of the objection, that we wouldn' t 
get passage of the act this year . There would be a de lay . That 
would be the least we could expect . We might not even get the 
legislation at a ll because I had been assured by both the House 
committee and the Senate committee that they took the objection 
of the organized industry serious ly. 

ERM : They were ready to go . 

VLH : The congressional committees wanted something done about this, 
otherwise they were not ready to go . So when I told the assistant 
secretary that , he said , "Well , a ll r ight, if that ' s your recommenda ­
tion, go ahead , we 'll agree to it ." So I went back and talked to 
Mcintire then, who was going to get the House c ommittee to hold 
hearings first . I told him that we had the agency administration 
problem ironed out within the department. There would be no 
questions about it . The Forest Service would not be involved in its 
administration; that it would be the Cooperative State Research 
Service . 

He wanted to write this in the act, and I said, "No, why do 
that? I ' m afraid that you' ll find that the department and the whole 
administration will object to that ." " On what grounds? " he asked . 
"Well," I said, " This is not customary. There had been quite a 
drive in recent years to get a ll legislation drafted so as to give 
authority to a secretary of a department and not below the depart­
mental level, not direct to a department agency, because departments 
are constantly reorganizing their inner structures and you remove a 
degree of flexibility if you name a particular unit with in a department 
to do the administering . If they should change the name of that 
unit or change the composition of the units, they would have to come 
back and get the legis lation amended . But , I said, "Why not say 
who will do the administering in the legislative history- - in your 
hearings on this and in your committee report that you write on it ? 
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Legis lative history carries almost as much weight, maybe not as 
much from a legal standpoint, but certainly it carries weight with 
the department in the administration of any legislation that comes 
out ." 

Well , he asked me how we might go about that, what would 
be said . I told him, when the department testifies , we can make 
sure that there is something in its testimony that says that it is the 
intention of the secretary of agriculture to ask the Cooperative State 
Research Service to administer this act along with the Hatch Act . 
He wondered if we could be sure to get such a statement in the 
testimony. I said, "I imagine I can . I imagine I will be speaking 
for the department. I ' m sure the department will agree to such a 
statement. They have already agreed in principle to it . And I 
think the Bureau of the Budget will agree to it if the department does, 
because the Budget Bureau usually does not interfere with how the 
secretary of a department wants to administer his responsibilities. 11 

So that ' s the way we left it, and this seemed to satisfy the 
forest product s industry . I passed t his information on to the 
Senate committee , and it satisfied Senator Eastland . Undoubtedly1 
the same contact from the industry that was visiting the House 
committee was also visiting him . So I think he a lready had the 
story; he knew that the objection had been overcome . 

We were ready then for hearings, and I had already drafted 
the report for the department in response to the request from the 
House committee for a report on the bill . As soon as that report 
was received, the House would be ready to schedule hearings in 
order to get the legislation passed in 1962. This was in the spring 
of 1962 . We kept waiting to get word from the committee that they 
had received the report . Mcintire was pressing me, "Where is your 
report? We can' t do anything more now until we get that report ." 
So I began to investigate and see what was hanging it up. 

I discovered that it was still in the Bureau of the Budget, 
that it had been reviewed there . But I couldn ' t find out why they 
were holding it . I called the man that we had been dealing with 
on other research matters and asked him to find out. You see, 
every agency has a contact man over there with whom they deal on 
questions in a given area that are connected with the budgetary 
process . This is a way to facilitate communication amongst the 
various agencies in the federa l government. He was very glad to 
try to find out what was holding up our re port. He called back very 
soon and said, "I can tell you exactly what ' s ho lding it up--
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objection on the part of the White House staff , not in the Bureau 
of the Budget itself." 

It apparently had cleared all of the groups in the Bureau 
of the Budget that would review it, and they were waiting for 
concurrence from the White House before sending the report on up. 
I asked him to find out who in the White House was holding it up. 
He agreed to look into it . My fina l question to him was, "Why 
don ' t we get a conference with him ? Can you schedule one sc 
that I can appear before him and see if I can ' t answer his objection?' 
We got a conference scheduled very soon with the person at the 
White House who had apparently been given the responsibility to 
review this particular report and to confer with the Bureau of the 
Budget on whether or not it should be sent on up . 

I took Reynolds Florance with me from the Forest Service . 
There were one or two more in our party from the secretary ' s office 
in the legislative service of the Division of Finance , I believe . 
And there were two or three there from the Budget Bureau. The only 
person from the White House staff was the person that had been 
given the job of handling this particular pie ce of legislation. He 
was a medical doctor from Harvard, as I recall. I don ' t remember 
his name . I do recall , though , that he was a very nice chap to 
talk to, but very adamant in his objection to our proposed way of 
going about the distribution of federal money to the states on 
problems in which there was major national responsibility . 

He was very much biased toward grants on a project basis to 
universities who competed for the grants on the merit of tre 
applicant 's qualifications, on who could do the best job. He 
pointed out something that we already knew--of course, it was 
well-known-- that the ten top universities in the United States get 
most of the federal grant money . There was a good reason for that, 
he observed, "They had the talent. There is where you get your 
money ' s worth ." And he said , "Here you are proposing to spread 
this money out amongst a ll the states, and, undoubtedly, there are 
some state universities not near as competent as others . That's 
my objection to the Hatch Act. It spreads t he money a.it on a 
formula basis in which each state participates. I don' t think 
agricultural research is very efficient . " 

I didn ' t want to argue with him on that last point even 
though I disagreed with his statement . In my own view, agricultural 
research has been extremely e fficient in problem solving and has 
produced some outstanding basic research findings . But I wanted to 
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talk about the Mcintire-Stennis Act proposal. Incidentally, it 
wasn't called that at that time. At that time it was called the 
Cooperative Forestry Research Bill. 

I told him that I felt that this proposal had great merit 
and that we were in a stage in the field of forestry research tra t we 
very much needed to stimulate the states to do more than they were . 
Many of these problems were local, and it was a great disappoint­
ment to me that the states weren't doing more than they were . We 
recognized they had authority from the Hatch Act to do research in 
the forestry field, but I didn't think they really appreciated the 
forestry problems. So I told him that we wanted this earmarked , so 
to speak, with special legislation in the forestry field to stimulate 
the same kind of attention to forestry problems that was going into 
agricultural problems. He, of course, caught me up very soon, and 
said , "Yes, that ' s the same kind of inefficiency." He had a 
fixation on his assumed poor-quality re search that was going on in 
agriculture versus what was going on in the field of health, 
medicine, and so on, because federal grants in these other areas 
were made in a different way . 

We argued about the merits and demerits of my bill, and , I 
might say , I d id all the talking in support of the proposal we had, and 
he, of course, did a ll the talking against it. So this was a debate 
between the two of us as the rest of them were onlookers who were 
very much interested, but I guess they felt they couldn't contribute 
very much help to me . And it looked like we were about to end up 
in a stalemate. I felt pessimistic about the outcome toward the end 
of this conference. 

I guess maybe I showed a bit of my disappointment, too, 
because the White House staffer then said, "Well, I 'll tell you . I 
know , Dr. Harper, you are very earnest about this, and I haven't 
made one dent in your feeling about it in a ll the convincing reasons 
that I thought I was bringing to bear against your proposed bill." 
I said, "No, you haven 't. I am just as much convinced now of the 
need for this bill as I was v.es when I came in here. I 've heard a ll 
your arguments before, and I don ' t believe they have merit for this 
particular field of research that we ' re talking about. " 

"All right, " he said, "I'll tell you what I'll do. I will stand 
aside . I will remove my objection. You can go ahead with this 
legis lation, but just remember one thing that I want to te ll you right 
now, and that is that I thought I was doing you a service . One of 
these days you ' re go:ing to remember that and wish that you had 
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listened to me, because you are going to be disappointed in the 
results. You're going to look at the poor returns and the inflexi­
b ility of the program to get at high- priority problems and say., "Sure ly 
there must have been a better way to do this than the way that we 
sought through this proposal." I told him that I was glad that he 
was removing his objection, and I thanked him for it and left . 

We returned to the Department of Agriculture and said, 
"E verything is going fine now." I called Mcintire and said, "Our 
report ought to be up there in a few days. I'll keep on its tail from 
here and see if I can't speed it up ." And I called back to the 
Budget Bureau to ask my contact there to let me know the minute 
the report left, because time was getting short and the House 
committeewantedto schedule hearings on it as soon as possible . 
He reported back at the end of the day that the report had cleared 
and was on its way, exactly as signed by the acting secretary of 
the Department of Agriculture. So I reported all that to Mcintire . 
He was delighted, of course, because this meant there would be 
smooth sailing . 

The agriculture committee of the House scheduled the 
hearing on this bill with Congressman Mcintire chairing the meeting . 
Since Mcintire was a Republican in a Democratic Congress, this was 
recognition of his leadership in this particular piece of legis lation. 
Congressman [Abraham P. ] Grant, a Democrat and regular chairman 
of the subcommittee in which the bill was considered, was absent . 
There was a fair size attendance of witnesses and spectators . The 
forest products industry was well represented. Dick Preston was 
there as was Westveld . Senator Stennis arrived near the end of 
the hearings and spoke warmly in favor of the bill . In fact, there 
was no opposition to the bill at all during the hearings . 

I testified first, as the representative of the Department of 
Agriculture . After my statement, Mci ntire grilled rre on the 
question of who wou ld administer the new legislation . He said 
for the record that he was making it very plain in this legislative 
history that it was the will of the committee to agree with the 
secretary of agriculture that the Cooperative State Research Service 
would administer the act. I told him that the testimony I had g iven 
was ample assurance of the secretary of agriculture ' s intention and 
that I could speak for the administrator of CSRS, a lso, in saying 
he was glad to undertake the task. 

After Senator Stennis spoke and the hearings were al::o ut 
over, the Senator made a point to single me out publicly for 
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complimentary remarks about the Forest Service and the fact that 
this forestry research we were discussing would be in good hands 
with my handling it. To add to what could have been an embar­
rassing episode for a ll of us, he patted my shoulder with approval. 
He had missed my testimony divorcing the Forest Service from 
administering the new legislation and had missed Mcintire' s 
emphasis on the committee's approval of the department 's plans for 
having CSRS do the job . The industry folks had heard my testimony 
and chose to ignore the implications that the Forest Service might 
yet get hold of the implementation of the act . 

After Stennis had left, Westveld remarked to me that Senator 
Stennis was awfully Forest Service oriented. He wondered whether 
the senator would be of much help in providing funds to implement 
the act. I explained that I was sure it had slipped the senator's 
mind that the Forest Service would not be handling this cooperative 
federal-state research prograll\i he probably assumed I would be 
managing it inasmuch as I was there testifying for it. 

Moreover, to indicate the senator's interest in forestry 
schools I told Westveld of the plans the senator had for strengthen­
ing the forestry school at Starkville, Mississippi, at the state 
university located there. He had been seeking my help on sugges ­
tions of how to build it up toward accreditation and making it a 
stronger force in research and graduate training . He had expressed 
interest in all the forestry schools . My advice to Westveld was 
that the senator would be very sympathetic toward the new act and 
its implementation with funds. He could count on the senator as a 
good friend of the forestry schools . 

I think that completes my story on this subject, with the one 
exception . I must conclude on the note that ten years have now 
passed, and I have not lived to regret this particular legislation as 
the White House staffer predicted I would. 

ERM : How have appropriations gone in support of this? 

VLH: Not very well, not as well as I would like to have seen them . We 
wrote in the authorization that one half the amount of the Forest 
Service budget was authorized as a federal money ceiling for this 
particular grant program. We did tla t on a rationale that if the 
states put in one half and the federal government appropria ted ore 
half, then the states ' combined budget would support a program in 
size equal to that of tre Forest Service of the federal government . 
This seemed to us to be a good division of responsibility between 
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the federal government and the states . At the present t ime 
something less than $5 million annually is being provided in federal 
funds, whereas the Forest Service budget is well over $40 million for 
forestry research . 

The prospects seem good r ight now [ 1972 ] for a substantial 
increase soon in Mcintire - Stennis appropr iations . My understand­
ing is that Senator Stenni s has agreed to work toward a doubling of 
the size of the program as soon as possible . Former Congressman 
Mcintire, who is now the chief lobbyist for the Farm Bureau Federa­
tion, has a lso indicated he will push for the increase . 

ERM : How would you describe the Cooperative State Research Service? 
How is it made up? 

VLH: It is a unit in the Department of Agriculture that reports directly to 
the secretary of agriculture, with a mission that is solely concerned 
with administering federa l research funds that come to the dei:a rtment 
as a line item identified as payments to states for agriculture or 
forestry research . These funds are mostly on a matching basis; I 
think they do administer a very small part on a project basis, where 
the federal government bears the entire cost of the project . But by 
and large, the reason it is called "cooperative" is because the state 
is putting up at least half of the money and the federal government 
is putting up the remainder, and that makes it cooperative . The 
job of CSRS is to see that this money is apportiore d to the states 
accordi ng to a formula which is either written into the act itse lf, or , 
at least, the general guidelines for the formula are written into the 
act. Then CSRS has to review programs at each state experiment 
station to make sure that the money is being properly used . 

ERM : Isn' t there only so much money each year that is available for this 
kind of thing? 

VLH : Yes. There is a limit. Of course , this is a line item that the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture and Related Agencies 
considers . They hold hearings on that particular line item, and 
as a result of the committee ' s recommendation the Congress may 
accept the administration's budget request for funds, which may have 
a small increase in it, or it may decide to cut that, or it may decide 
to add to it . 

ERM : But no state is necessarily going to take its full moo.sure of 
advantage of the federal monies available to it under this act. It is 
an optional thing . They have qot to match whatever their allowance is. 



VLH: 

66 

That's right, they must match it, but I know of no state that hasn't 
been able to match it. I think most of the states are putting in more. 
I think the Mcintire-Stennis Act has fulfilled one of the purposes that 
we hoped for, and that was that it would stimulate state legislative 
appropriations. 

ERM: This then has stepped up the tempo of forest research across the 
country? 

VLH : That ' s correct. I think it has been a great enhancement to the teaching 
programs, also, at the state level . 

ERM: This doesn't touch any other institutions except state institutions, 
is that right? 

VLH: Yes, that ' s right, and, of course, this was a point that we had to 
make a decision on, and it was my decision to recommend in the draft 
that we sent to Congressman Mcintire that the bill be confined to 
state - supported educational institutions . Not necessarily only those 
that had a forestry school because in some states there was not a 
forestry school and we didn ' t want to bar any state from this. Each 
state, however, has an agriculture experiment station that can or does 
research in forestry. We knew that in some states there was more than 
one university and more than one forestry school , and so we wrote 
guidel ines into the act itself in which the governor would have the 
option to designate which universities getting state support would use 
this money . 

ERM: Over the last decade hasn ' t this strengthened the public schools over 
the private because it' s made vast new monies available to them that 
are, not available to the private universities? 

VLH: Well, yes. One reason why we didn't extend the coverage to the 
private universities was that this would complicate implementation in 
several respects . For one thing the private institutions would not be 
able to get state money for matching. All their money, as a rule, comes 
from elsewhere . We wanted to stimulate state public funds . The way 
the Mcintire-Stennis Act is worded and being administered money other 
than state funds is allowed as matching money . In other words, you 
can use industry grants or even private foundation money . But we felt 
that real stability in the research program probably would come only 
from state legislative appropriations, and, therefore , we decided to 
confine it to that. Actually , however, most of the matching comes from 
state appropriated funds. 
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Now, I know that there are some very good private s chools 
left out of the program. And at one stage in the passage of this act 
this fact threatened to disrail smooth running of the passage of the 
bill during the final moments . Duke University apparently had voiced 
a complaint to their senator [Senator B. Everett Jordan] , and he 
raised the question with the Senate committee, or maybe it was on the 
floor itself, or both. Anyway, he offered an amendment while the b ill 
was before the Senate for final vote . The amendment amended the bill 
to include Duke University, or, anyhow, to include certain forestry 
schools. The problem of which private institutions to include is another 
reason why we found it difficult to include the private universities, 
because how could you include one or two without including them all? 
And there were a great many private institutions and some already with 
forestry schools. You could dilute the program so far that it wouldn't 
do any good. Besides, I knew that the state agricultural research 
directors wouldn 't stand still for broadening the b ill's coverage beyond 
those in which they operated. 

ERM: Of course, there weren ' t too many that were involved in fores try, were 
there? 

VLH: No, but there were some weak ones as well as the two strong ones, 
Duke and Yale . Well, now this amendment offered by the senator from 
North Carolina did pass, but under certain rules of the Senate, a senator 
can recall a matter. I got in touch with Senator Stennis ' s office immedi­
ate ly when I'd heard what happened, and he already was having the whole 
matter recalled, and the Senate reconsidered and this time it rejected 
the amendment. But Senator Stennis to ld Senator Jordan 
that he was doing this in the interest of quick passage of the b ill in 
question . If we amend this it surely will have to go back to t he 
House , he explained The House may object to our amendment, and we 
might not get a bill passed this session of Congress, he added. 
Instead, he suggested to Jordan that he wait unt il next year and seek 
amendment then. And Jordan said, a ll right . But he ' s never raised 
the question since, as far as I know. Incidentally the bill passed in 
October of 19 62. 

ERM : Once established doesn ' t congressional funding of an idea like this 
become less difficult? 

VLH: Yes, and , of course, I think that ' s one thing upon which the White 
House staff based its objection, that once you establish a formula­
grant program it becomes institutionalized and it's awfully hard to 
get rid of. Whereas, if it ' s in the form of a project- grant program, 
it's much easier to terminate or to change the whole nature of its 
content . And he ' s right . But in my view, we were perfectly willing 
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to institutionalize this formula - grant program because I foresaw a 
continuing need for research in forestry. The problems seemed 
acute then, and I don't see any letup yet . The problems have 
actually intensified in the last ten years; I think they will increase 
even more in the next ten years . 

ERM: Over and above, of course, the obvious values it has to forestry 
research, it is in a very real sense an application of federal aid to 
forestry school s , aid to education in a sense. I presume a lot of 
the forestry schools now are pretty much shored up by this federal 
money and that this money gives them greater leverage with their 
state legislators when they go to battle . 

VLH : I am sure that is true. It gives them a measure of stability that they 
never had before. I think they feel that this federal appropriation 
gives them more security than the state appropriations would offer 
without the matching requirement, and, therefore, they've now got 
stability on which to plan a staff. There is no doubt but that the 
Mcintire- Stennis Act funds have enhanced the quality of the schools' 
staffs and the breadth of their research and teaching programs . 

Incidentally, we wrote into the act a very broad scope of 
activities to be carried on . In other words, certainly, Mcintire­
Stennis wasn't a narrow interpretation of the field of forestry. It was 
intended to be just as broad as our federal charter is, if not even 
broader, because, for one thing, in the Forest Service we limit our 
research in the wildlife field to wildlife habitat; however, the Mcintire­
Stennis Act includes the wildlife animal side as well as the habitat 
side . And we did this deliberately, knowing that the schools were 
teaching wildlife sciences in a broader way than we were handling 
them at the federal end in the Forest Service. You see, the authority 
for doing research in the b iological phases of wildlife per se was 
over a t the Department of Interior in the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and 
Wildlife . The Department of Agriculture, and , of course, the Forest 
Service only had authority for the wildlife habitat research phases. 

ERM: Did this cover social science research, too, if it were done within 
the forest school? 

VLH : First of a ll, the act itself doesn ' t say which unit of the university 
will be supported. The only reference in the act itself to forestry 
school s is in the preamble where it says it is the purpose of the 
Congress to broaden the base for research to include work done in 
states to enhance the training and research programs of the fores try 
schools, etc ., etc. Then it goes on and says these monies will be 
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made available to the state to be used as the governor decides, for 
forestry research in state - supported institutions . 

Now, that means that once it gets down to the university 
leve l , there is nothing that would prohibit the university from giving 
some of this money to a social science project leader or scientist 
connected with the project if it felt it wise to do so . Here in the 
University of Florida , for example , I'm sure that Mcintire-Stennis 
money goes to s cientists from departments other than our forestry 
school--the Department of Soil because they are working on a forest 
soil problem, the Department of Pathology because they are working 
on a forest pathology problem . The scientists outside of forestry 
schools, however, are usually working in collaboration with scientists 
in the forestry schools . 

ERM: That's a question I'll have to ask my old friend Frank Kaufert, up at 
the University of Minnesota, whether he lets any Mcintire- Stennis 
money slip through his fingers to other departments at the University 
of Minnesota [ laughter ] . 

VLH: I must say that this was a bone of contention at the beginning that I 
had with some of the forestry school deans . They would like to have 
seen this act oriented directly to them. They would have liked to 
have bypassed the agricultural experiment station directors and the 
university president and everybody e lse, if they could have gotten 
away with it . They are a special interest group like every other special 
interest group . But I fe lt that I had a broader responsibility, and I 
felt that we ought to give the state as much flexibility as we could on 
this and still fulfill our overall purposes. 

I realized that in some s tates there would be a tug of war 
between forestry schools as to which should get the federal allocation 
of money and that turne d out to be true . It was a hard-pressed issue 
in Illinois, for example . That state had a real tough problem to resolve 
as to whether a ll of the funds should go to the University of Illinois 
at Urbana, where the long- established forestry school had a graduate 
research program, or whether some of it should go to Southern Illinois 
University at Carbondale, where they had just organized a new forestry 
school. However, the prospects were for a forestry school at 
Carbondale much bigger than the one at the University at Urbana . But 
they had no forestry school research underway at Carbondale at that 
time . It finally was resolved at the state capital level that half would 
go to one and half to the other . 

California had a similar problem . I ' m not sure how they 
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resolved it, but I've heard that some of the federal money goes to 
Humboldt State College to keep peace in the state university 
family . Most of it, I believe, goes to Berkeley . These were 
decisions we felt should be made at the state level. They shouldn't 
be made by the Department of Agriculture, and it ' s worked out very 
well . 

ERM: Isn ' t there a Mcintire-Stennis advisory committee? Frank Kaufert, 
for example, is on it. How does that function? 

VLH: Yes . The act itself specifies the general composition of that 
committee, and it is one of the few cases in which there is a legal 
requirement that there shall be an advisory committee. 

ERM : Incidentally, is that idea traceable, in any way, to the advisory 
committees you had in the Forest Service? 

VLH : I think perhaps it is in part. However, I personally wouldn't have 
made it mandatory by legislation; I didn ' t have it in the original 
draft . I fe lt that this was an administrative problem and that if an 
advisory committee was desirable it would be up to the adminis tra­
tors at the federal and state levels to make that decision . If they 
found that it wasn' t worthwhile, why, then they cruld abolish it . 
But, this was another point that the forest industries insisted on . 
They insisted on making an advisory committee a requirement with 
the added provision that half of its membership be drawn from 
industry. 

So we had to work out a balance in the composition of the 
committee. We finally reached agreement on equal representation 
from the state and federal agencies and from the industry groups . 
I'm not sure of the details , but that was the idea . The CSRS does 
have to be careful in the selection of people for the advisory 
committee to make sure there are as many from one group of interests 
as there are from the other. I think there are seven members from 
each of these groupings . The assistant secretary for re seer ch in 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture is chairman. 

I should explain that CSRS , according to the Mcintire - Stennis 
Act, must have the advice of both an advisory board and an advisory 
committee . The forestry deans wanted the board idea in the bill, and 
I had no objection to it. In fact, that seemed wise . The board 
members, about five as I recall, are e l ected by the forestry 
schools in the Mcintire-Stennis system and the board members elect 
their chairman . The advisory board, in turn, has advice from 
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ASCUFRO--Association of State College and University Forestry 
Research Organizations . All in all, as you can see , the CSRS is 
loaded down with advisors . 

I should say that this multi- group system of channeling 
advice to administrators of grant agencies was characteristic at 
that time . You found it in the case of the Hatch Act program and 
in programs of the National Science Foundation. The advisory 
bodies were often layered, complex, and many. On the other hand, 
where grants were made by operating agencies with the grants 
related directly to the agency's mission, you did not find such an 
e laborate system of advisory bodies . 

ERM: In light of the last ten years observation of that project, how does 
the we ight generally line up in this? How much of the weight of 
the advice is cast one way or another? 

VLH: It depends on the caliber of people you have on the advisory 
committee . I left the federal government early in 1966 , and the 
Mcintire - Stennis had been in operation since 1964, about two years . 
I was one of the representatives for two years on the Mclntire-
Stennis Act advisory committee, and it seemed to me that the 
general caliber of persons that we had on this committee was 
considerably below the caliber of leaders that \".e had on the federal 
forestry research advisory committee . I don't know why that was, 
except perhaps CSRS wasn ' t able to entice people high enough up in 
their organizations to take part in it . The discussions were either 
rather general or devoted too much to housekeeping affairs . I don't 
like to be critical of my colleagues, but Cooperative State Research 
Service did a miserable job , in my view, of presenting problem and 
research backgrourrl material to the committee to give them 
something to work with . They didn' t go to anywhere near the trouble 
that we did in the Forest Service for the in- house research advisory 
committee to provide background statements and to bring experts in 
to explain what research they were doing, so that the committee 
members felt that they knew what was going on, knew what the 
thinking was, and, therefore, they could express their opinion of 
research priorities, problem omissions , etc . , [telephone interruption]. 

ERM : Do you want to add anything to that statement thct you were making? 

VLH: No, I don ' t believe it ' s necessary. 
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ERM: I wonder if you could give me an idea a:f the status of written record 
on the authorship and the development of this whole program, so 
that we cm have this as a supplement to what you have already 
given us. 

VLH: Yes . Incidentally , I ought to explain how the Mcintire-Stennis 
Act g':lt that name, first . It has been customary , particularly in the 
Forest Service, to name legislation after the congressmen and 
senators who have sponsored it . This is not true generally 
throughout the department, but has been the time- honored practice 
of the Forest Service . Usually you start with the person who 
initiated the bill. It is quite often a congressman ratre r than a 
senator. In this case, you put the congressman first. After 
passage of the bill in question, I vis ited with Mcintire with the 
purpose of getting his views on a name for the law. And I said, 
"By the way, I'd like to see this act named after you, Mcintire, 
and I am going to ask Stennis the same question. It ought to be 
known by both of your names, the Mcintire-Stennis Act. Mcintire 
was pleased, of course, and I think he expected it. 

I went to see Senator Stennis, and he said, "Yes, that's 
all right." He hadn't done a great deal of work in pushing the bill, 
and he was quite conscious of that, I think. He asked, "Are you 
sure I deserve this honor?" My reply was, "Well, there is no 
one e lse in the Senate that has done anywhere near as much as 
you have. After all, you did initiate the bill in the Senate, you 
saved it from delay in your floor action, and so , with your permis­
sion, I would like to give the new law this name. It requires only 
our administrative action within the department. My hope is that 
it will soon be known throughout the country as the Mcintire-Stennis 
Act .'' He agreed to it, and that is the genesis of the name. I took 
the matter up with the deans of the forestry school. They had 
already begun using a public law number to designate it, but they 
soon changed to calling it the Mcintire-Stennis Act. Now it is 
quite generally known by that name everywhere. 

Soon after passage of the act, Westveld wanted to write an 
article on the development of this legislation. He asked me how 
far he should go in involving me in its development . I reminded him 
of the need to be discre~~ inasmuch as we had strict rules against 
federal employees engaging in promotional activities with legisla­
tors. He remembered all too vividly a previous incident of his 
le tter writing to department officials in which he got me in a bit of 
trouble by relating what he and I were up to in seeking an expanded 
research program for the schools . Fortunate ly, it wasn't serious . 
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Someone in the secretary's office queried M cArdle about it, I think. 
Anyway, McArdle warned me to observe the regulations. Westveld 
promised to be careful about mentioning my role, but he wanted to 
write up the part that his own organization had in the passage of 
this act, and he wanted to give as much credit as he could to the 
deans of the forestry schools. He said that he would let me see 
what he wrote before it was published. 

When I got a review draft of hi s article, I found that he had 
been overly restrained by my admonition . He had not mentioned my 
name. In my comments on his draft I suggested he could be a little 
les s cautious about my part , and I re commended certain language 
that would pass muster with even the most critical monitor of 
federal employee behavior. His manuscript was good in the sense 
of doing what Westveld wanted to accomplish; namely, give credit 
to the forestry school deans for their good efforts and in the process 
present well the role of the artic le ' s author. I was pleased to see 
them receive the credit. 

At the same time, I wonder how many readers realize when 
they read an account such as Westveld's how incomplete and 
unbalanced it might be. Had the state agricultural research 
directors chosen to write about their roles, it could have been far 
more revealing of their greater political sophistication. The very 
fact that they did not oppose the bill but instead quietly cultivated 
grass-roots political support was an extremely important factor 
in its passage . It wasn' t the time and place for me to add material 
about my or other roles in Westveld' s article. The result is an 
unbalanced picture of how this legislation came into being . But, so 
what? The article was good in another respect: it pointed up the 
increased owortunity the Mcintire-Stennis program offered the 
schools for graduate training.* 

ERM: I think that is typical • People outside the workings in 
Washington are brought in as supporters in the field to drum up 
regional and loca l support, and they begin to feel that they have an 
importance far greater than they actually do . 

VLH: I am sure that's true . 

* R. H. Westveld, "Opportunities for Research and Graduate 
Education in Forestry," Iournal of Forestry 61, no. 6 (June 1963): 
419-421. 



74 

ERM: I think we see this in lots of cases. There is the case of the 
famous Article X in the lumber code of the NRA [National Recovery Act],* 
which survived the Schecter Poultry Case and was adopted as part of 
government policy. You ' ve got any number of people in the forestry 
field who today believe that they individually, or maybe with a little 
help from somebody e lse , are the author of Article X. 

VLH: Yes . And don' t you think we tend to encourage credit taking by our 
helpers? I am sure I have encouraged this sort of thing on many 
important undertakings . I think many of us realize that much of the 
success of a project depends on giving participants an opportunity 
to gain visibility for their part in it . I was happy to see the forestry 
schools start developing political awareness even though they 
hadn't come very far . Recognition is good for morale. It is better 
they get too much credit than too little. 

ERM : You encourage them to take credit because you might need their help 
again. 

VLH: That's part of it . Part of it is that you are very grateful for what they 
did anyhow. I felt that way about the forestry school deans; they had 
he l ped, and credit for what they had done was good for them . As a 
matter of fact, had my own role in the development of the Mclntire­
Stennis Act been spelled out in detail while I was still active in 
Washington my usefulness would have been greatly diminished . This 
would not have been because I had engaged in wrong-doing . There 
may have been some rules bent, but the damage comes when 
contacts dry up because of publicity or breach of confidence. And 
then, too, there is the matter of protecting one ' s current trade 
secrets . Most of us get to know pretty well the rules and regula­
tions in regard to adhering to administration policy and to avoiding 
political interventions that can be embarrassing. We learn how to 
live within the rules and still get done what we need to do . 

Congressional Lobbies 

ERM: The ground rules that you are speaking of have to do with government 
agency officials actually pushing a bill through Congress? 

*Nationa l Recovery Act of 16 June 1933, 48 Stat . 195 . 
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VLH : Yes . I forget what they call it now. But I think it is the Hatch 
Act; there happens to be another Hatch Act. It is a prohibition 
against a federal employee engaging in agitating for federal legisla­
tion unless one is speaking for the administration . You ' re not to 
do any lobbying . The Forest Service is under stricter rules by 
congressional legislation than many other agencies going back to the 
Pinchot era when so much attention was drawn to the fact that 
he was very influential and it looked as though he was using the 
newspapers to further his own programs, including pressure on 
Congress . So there was prohibition against the Forest Service 
using the newspapers or the communications media in general for 
distributing information of any kind, except that dealing with their 
own authorized program, certainly not for anythinJ promoting their 
views on the kind of legislation needed . 

So we had to be rather careful. There are always ways in 
which you can do the things you want, providing you know all the 
rules . One rule that we had was that when a congressman or 
senator asked you a direct question, you were obliged to answer it . 
It is not difficult to find ways to get them to ask questions, and, 
of course , everybody knows that . But if you get caught in the act 
of stimulating such que stioo s, it might be embarrassing, to say the 
least . 

ERM: In other words , if you got caught in setting up your brief with them, 
you ' d get called out . 

VLH: Yes. The same rule applies to appropriations or new legislation-­
any dealings you have with the legis lative branch. 

ERM: Yet aren't there tried and true friends in Congress for every branch of 
federal service who, in a sense, act as the friend in court? 

VLH : Well, yes . I ' ll go further than that and say, if the congressional 
contacts with the agencies who are doing the actual work of running 
the programs were cut off, the legislators would lose a gre at sourc e 
of information that they just have to have in order to do their job 
well . They were always calling upon agencies for help on this or 
that . So they welcomed your coming to them, and they often times 
were eager to do whatever they could to further programs of interest 
to them and their constituents . 

ERM: Just cs they call upon the lobbyists . 

VLH : Yes. 
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ERM: I know one lobbyist in the California legislature, Bill [ William 
R. ]Schofield, who is constantly referred to by his lobbyist group as 
the third House in the state legislature . * He thinks of 
himself in terms as of being a very honorable part of the whole 
process. 

VLH: Actually , they deserve a place there because it is a tremendous 
source of information for the legis l ators . I have heard eminent 
senators like Senator Margaret Chase Smith, who had a fine 
reputation in the Senate, say that she welcomes lobbyis ts coming 
to her office. They a re a fine source of inforrra tion even though 
s lanted . But she wants to study that information and use it as she 
thinks best, not just do a friendly act for the lobbyist. She said, 
"I hope we're never cut off from special interest groups who come 
here with problems or with profess ional lobbyists who come here 
with their problems, because somehow they have gathered together 
a large source of information." And they do; they spend a lot of 
money gathering statistics and gathering value - judgment views 
supporting their cause . If you want to know all the points of view, 
bring in the lobbyists from opposing camps and you ' re going to get 
it. 

ERM : Yes . I suppose that the big danger is that some groups are better 
able to sustain large-scale lobbying activities than others . 

VLH: Well, that ' s what has given the edge to the commodity special 
interests, because they have had more money than, say, a 
citizens ' organization, who is hard put to get enough money to 
pay a staff to perform a few services for the organization . The 
forest products industry, chambers of commerce--anybody who 
represents industry--can usually find the money to do a lot of 
pressure-group work, including financial support of political 
candidates for the presidency. 

ERM : I suppose , too, you have to look at their statistical evidence with 
a critical eye . 

VLH: I am sure that legis lators realize that , and if they are swayed toward 
one lobbyist or the other, it is for reasons other than the quality of 
the statistics; it could be because he is a friend, moneywise, to the 

* William R • . Schofie ld, "Forestry, Lobbying, and Resource 
Legislation 1931-1961," typed transcript of tape- recorded interview 
by Amelia Fry , University of California Bancroft Library Regiona l 
Oral History Office (Be rke ley, 1968). 
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party, to the campaigns that have to be waged . Or it could be a 
feeling that he is representing an emotional point of view that is 
more widespread than some other opposing view. Most of the 
legislators have to think in terms of politics, in terms of getting 
reelected; otherwise they can't carry on. They are in the same 
box that private industry is, except in a different context. If 
industries can't make a profit, they can't stay in business. Legis­
lators can't stay in business unless they get elected and reelected. 

Resistance to Controlled Burning 

ERM: Isn't it true that whenever one group makes hay with its research, 
by so doing, it seems to be trampling upon the toes of other 
e lements within the family, and there is certain reluctance to 
accept this ? 

VLH: I think this is natural. I think it is inherent in any large complex 
organization that changes don't come easy to all concerned. There 
is a period one must go through, and those who advocate change 
are inclined to be impatient that there is so much resistance. 
Those who resist get very impatient with those who push 
vigorously. We got into sharp differences in the field of controlled 
burning, which you may recall. The establishmEnt , if you want to 
call it that, in the Forest Service was against use of fire in any form 
for many years for policy reasons. Regardless of how much benefit 
that people in research found from use of fire for forest management 
purposes, the cost in terms of likely damage from those who would 
misuse it was considered by national forest managers to be greater. 
So they were reluctant to change policy. 

Some of my first research in the Forest Service that we 
tal. ked about was in this field of prescribed burning. And I got into 
it logically from naval stores. My first job was research on naval 
stores practices, trying to make the current practices less damaging 
so that a tree could live through the experience of being turpentined 
to become available for later removal in a logging operation. 

It was necessary to rake around each tree in the then 
current turpentining operation in order to protect it from accidental 
woods fires . You couldn't take chances on getting wildfire there. 
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If wildfire got to the turpentining face on a tree , which was 
corroded with what we called scrape, that is, the hardened o leo 
resin , the result was a lighted torch. And, of course, the intense 
heat killed the tree outright . On the other hand, you could burn 
over the woods of carefully raked trees and not harm the timber. 
Starting with that fact , we thought that there must be wider 
benefits from controlled burning, particularly for the purpose of fire 
protection because, as we could see in the naval stores orchards, 
there seldom was damage even to unraked and unturpentined 
trees . It was only in areas of heavy rough* that you got real heavy 
mortality of timber when wildfire oc curred . 

Also, there was another reason for light, frequent burns . 
There was the matter of grazing. I suppose a ll forest l and in the 
southern pine belt was used to graze cattle at that time. It was a ll 
free range when I firs t knew the country, and the cattlemen had 
learned through lo ng experience that unless they had a light burnim , 
they had very poor grazing for their cattle . So they wanted to burn 
frequent ly , usually annually . The wildlife people , hunters , 
especially of quail , wanted to burn , too . This improved the quail 
habitat . So there were a lot of reasons for keeping down the shrubs 
and removing the dead grass . Therefore , we started controlled­
burning experime nts , which finally provided the scientific basis 
for prescribed burning , a practice which is pretty generally used 
today in the southern pine region . 

I think the turning point in policy on the use of fire in the 
South came , oh , not unt il about 1945 or perhaps a little later. Lyle 
Watts was te lling me about it in 1951 during our tr ip to Rome to 
attend an FAO [Food and Agricultural Organization] conference. We 
had ample time to visit . I had been telling him of my research 
experiences in the South and of the reluctance of the forest supervi­
sors and the state foresters to publicly admit that controlled burning 
had merit . 

He thought this objection to burning had nON been changed. 
It seems he had visited the Osceola National Forest, the locality 
of much of my research, while I was stationed at Lake City . He 
observed the heavy rough in the woods and asked the forest 
supervisor what would happen if wildfire got to it . He was told that 

* Rough is , according to Dr . Harper , a local term meaning 
accumulated understory growth of herbaceous and woody plants, 
which made a flashy fue l . 
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the fire protection organization was good, that it could handle any 
fire. "You don't believe in prescribed burning?" Watts asked. The 
supervisor's answer was, "No, not for fire protectioo purposes." 

Watts had been briefed before his trip by someone who 
thought he should look into the fire protection situation. His 
attention was called to the claim by researchers-- and I was 01 e of 
the researchers mentioned--that the dead herbaceous and live 
woody undergrowth would eventually accumulate under a regime of 
fire exclusion to the point where it would be impossible to prevent 
heavy fire damage over a large area in the event of wildfire on a 
day of extreme fire-danger weather. We had placed this critical 
point in the accumulated rough at between five and seven years for 
flatwood conditions, the soil and terrain conditions of the Osceola 
forest . 

Well , the next day Watts and the supervisor drove to the 
Ocala National Forest . On the way back they saw a big smoke 
cloud in the distance ahead. Lyle Watts casually remarked , not 
thinking it to be really true, "There goes the Osceola up in smoke ." 
Unfortunately, it turned out to be all too true. The day was one with 
a heavy wind and there had been a prolonged drought . Fire got 
away and burned over almost all of the Osceola National Forest. 

The next morning, according to Watts, he sat in with the 
supervisor and district ranger in their analysis of what went wrong. 
Watts asked, "I wonder if it isn ' t time that we take a good look at 
what the advocates of controlled burning have been saying. Hasn't 
there been research in use of fire for protection purposes by the 
experiment station folks at Olustee?" "Oh yeh, yeh," they 
responded without enthusiasm. "There was work done on use of fire 
on the Olustee Experimental Forest," they added. After a pause, and 
without further comment by Watts, they continued, "Well, maybe we 
better get the research reports out and take a look at them again ." 

After Chief Watts got back to Washington, I was told, a 
top staff meeting was called. Watts said to his staff, "I think 
we ' ve got a problem on our hands. The time is overdue for us to 
change the policy d total fire exclusion in the South and perhaps 
elsewhere. Let's consider getting a letter out to all regions saying 
that, as far as this office is concerned , we'd like to have them 
consider the use of fire as a tool of forest management wherever it is 
felt to be wise from research and pilot testing work . " 
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This story by Watts is an illustration of how changes in 
administrative policy can come about . In this case it was on a 
subject debated for several years, and then came a dramatic 
demonstration of the wisdom of change. 

Research and Activism 

ERM : What about the controversy over Ashley Schiff' s book?* 

VLH: Yes, of course, there are things in Schiff' s book that I question. 
I consider his was a poor way to do research on material for his 
book . Had it been done, say, in my own group, I would have 
condemned it as being an incomplete, inadequate job because there 
was too much selection of the material that he used and exclusion 
of the material that he didn't want. 

In other words, he was doing much of what he was accusing 
the Forest Service of doing in the fire control field . And, also, the 
generalization to the effect that any research done by an agency, 
whose main mission is program operations, is apt to be so 
controlled, biased, unobjective, that it's no good, I couldn't agree 
with . I think I was quoted in one place in his book, but only 
quoted in part and not in context. Other parts of his text showed 
similar deficiencies in regard to other people. 

But, at the same time , there was some truth in his story. 
Yes, to be sure, the research statim people in the Forest Service 
had done a lot of research on the use of fire, and it was not 
accepted readily by the action program end of the Forest Service. 
Moreover, the people doing the research in the Forest Service weren't 
making as much noise about their findings as were others . We were 
quietly going about the job of doing a ratl"E r complete investigation, 
as we did , for example , on the effects of fire on soils . We 
felt that we had to know a great deal about these and other effects 

* Ashley Schiff, Fire and Waste: Scientific Heresy in the 
Forest Service, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962 .) 
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that are part of the total picture. We published our results 
probably in a way that the general public didn ' t see them, in other 
words, in a way that wasn't connected with controversy. 

But there were others that were willing to go public with very 
little data, make a big noise, and I would say H . H . Chapman was 
one of those. Along with other fine qualities of H. H . Chapman was 
a certain missionary zeal; he liked to get ahold of anything 
controversial and fan the flames in the hope , I suppose , of forcing 
a settlement of the issues. And he had definite ideas, too, on 
what should be proper settlement. He often pointed the finger 
at the Forest Service and also at the states for their forest fire 
protection policies . The states were in the same boat as the U.S. 
Forest Service on this question of burning in the South. They 
didn't like the idea, either, of countenancing frequent light burning 
even though under controlled conditions, for fear that the public 
would not understand the difference between prescribed and wild 
fire. 

ERM: Do you think there is any validity in the accusation t hat research 
for the Forest Service or other government agencies sometimes gets 
quashed when it disturbs the established mythology of the agency? 

VLH: I would say there is truth in the accusation to the extent that 
there is a tendency for the stronger organizational elements of an 
agency to exert power over the weaker elements. Unless an 
organization sets up its research independent of the direction for 
the action programs and mans the research with strong leaders who 
understand the research code of objectivity and the need for freedom 
to report their results and resist any attempt to quash research, 
there is apt to be undue control of in- house research undertaken and 
of research results reported. 

I have heard, although I don ' t have first-hand knowledge 
of it , that the research work of the Soil Conservation Service becarre 
controlled and slanted in support of its field operations. The 
research and the field operations were under the administrative 
direction of regional administrators , as I recall, an arrangement 
abandoned by the Forest Service in 1915. In the late forties or early 
1950s the research work was moved from the Soil Conservation 
Service to the Agricultural Research Service . 

In general, the Forest Service has maintained a healthy 
respect for one another between the research and national forest 
groups beginning with Earle Clapp' s direction of research and his 
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ins istence that the research organization was to be independent 
of national forest administration. Yes, I experienced pressures 
at times to quash research by harrassed, and perhaps even 
frightened , administrators over embarrassments caused by research 
reporting . And on occasions I have had harsh words with some of 
my Forest Service colleagues in the national forest administrative 
branch over W1 at I regarded as attempted abridgments of our freedom 
and independence in research . 

Nevertheless, insofar as I know, our research was not 
controlled at any level by other than research directors while I 
was chief of Research. We were influenced, to be sure, by our 
colleagues in the action program on problems they considered 
important for research people to work on . But the decision was 
up to the researchers as to how best to ta ckle the problems and 
how the research should be carried out. 

Also, I can say that we were inclined to be conservative 
and careful about reporting research results in sensitive areas for 
fear of causing undue difficulty for national forest administration, 
or for state and private forest managers, too , for that matter. In 
other words, we tried to be responsible research scientists, with 
an attitude of helping to solve problems, not to create more 
problems, for the action-program administrators. Our restraint in 
loudly shouting our results on use of fire for management purposes - -
at times not as much restraint as national forest leaders would have had 
us use--is a case in point . We did not get on the big white horse 
to lead a campaign of influencing the professional community that 
policies of outlawing controlled burning were bad . 

At the same time we did, however, discuss our research 
results and their policy implications with Forest Service and other 
administrators of forest land . We understood their reluctance to 
give up preaching forest fire protection without qualifications 
until the scientific and political evidence was compelling. It was 
the net benefit that counted. 

There are differences of opinion being expressed today 
about the role of research scientists in leading campaigns for 
causes . There are some public figures,such as Stuart Udall as 
reported in published material, who feel strongly that scientists 
should become deeply involved in speaking out against environmental 
degeneration and in pushing policy views on the public decision makers . 
He roundly criticized the National Academy of Science for its 
wrist-slapping of certain scientists because they had engaged in 
hyperbole, according to the academy, in public discussion of 
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environmental problems in the light of alleged scientific knowledge . 
He even threatened to ask that the academy be investigated by 
Ralph Nader for its lack of independence on questions of public 
policy. 

We will always have H. H. Chapmans and Stuart Udalls 
around, and they perform a public service as crusaders for 
causes. They should not be emulated, however, by scientists 
wearing the mantle of science. If scientists wish to crusade for 
a specific policy position they should wear their citizen hats . In 
this capacity there is need and ample opportunity for them to be 
activ:ists. Most policies are based as much or more on value 
judgments in which emotion plays a strong part than on proven 
scientific findings. 

This is not to say that scientists haven ' t any role as 
scientists in influencing public decisions on controversial issues. 
In fact, they have a very important role that in my judgment they do 
not fill often enough or adequately enough . Their role, as I see it, 
is to do research, first of all, on policy-related problems and then 
take the results of their analyses and evaluations of alternative 
policy actions to the counseling table where the policy decision 
makers can get the scientific and analytical inputs to weigh in along 
with less analytical and factual views from others before taking 
decision . This counseling role is a far more difficult one to fill 
than that of advocate and not very attractive to the professor­
scientist wanting public attention . 

We have some professors in this and other universities who 
are now engaged in hyperbole, who exaggerate in sweeping gener­
alities that are even less than half-truths, on issues connected with 
environmental quality. And they do this posing as professors 
and scientists representing the scientific community . They do a 
disservice to the scientific community . They would be just as 
effective, if not more so, if t hey represented themselves as 
concerned citizens and members of a pressure group--a group that 
deals in emotions and which is expected to slant facts as reasons 
for its views. 

ERM: One wonders sometimes whether leadership in government agencies 
doesn't get cemented in certain policies or certain directions in 
which a lot of time, money, and manpower have been invested. It 
is rather reluctant to shift the great gears in other directions. I just 
wonder what would happen if somebody came out with a real socio­
logical study--a public opinion study--that showed the course of 
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public interest was turning away from the Smokey Bear image of the 
Forest Service. It would be a pretty hard thing for some people 
in the Forest Service to swallow. It' s hard to change directions, 
and good hard research in any area puts the needle into a given 
established policy . I just wonder to what extent that kind of 
research is sidetracked or quieted? 

VLH : Yes, this could happen, particularly if the research outfit becomes 
too agreeable with the program policy makers and puts high priority 
on being members of one big , happy family in which debate is often­
times mistakenly regarded as discord with interest to make 
mischief. I'd say that there are subtle influences at work in 
most organizations--unintentional perhaps-- that discourage 
research that would challenge policy. These forces are in the 
form of togetherness and harmony preached from high authority, in 
t he form of rewards for good behavior and a popul arity with commit­
tees who pass on achievement performance, and so on. These 
forces probably have always been at work in tre Forest Service. I 
experienced them particularly when chief of Research during the 
1950s when it was popular doctrine to be popular with everyone in 
the organization. I feared the weakening of our research so much 
during that period that I probably tended to overreact in a show of 
independence for our researchers. 

On the other hand, I don't recall a single instance of flat 
denial of research proposed or of research results to be published 
from offic ial action. As chief of Research I did not assume that 
anyone outside of the research group, anyone that is, below the 
president ' s and Congress ' s purse strings , had a right to dictate 
what the research performance should be on. I neither asked for or 
received official approval of how research was to be set up and reported . 
I don't think any member of the top staff thought that Forest Service 
research should be controlled by other than research directors, 
although some could be pretty sarcastic about researchers when 
their policies got called into question, directly or indirectly, by 
the research results . Station dire ctors were more likely than 
other rese arch administrators to fee l the sharp bite of criticism 
aimed at discouragement of research publication. 

I recall when I was director of the Northeastern Station 
that I received a caustic review of a proposed publication by the 
station on the use of fire in the managenent of t-1ine stands in New 
Jersey. We were required by Forest Service policy to submit a 
proposed publication of results of research on sensitive or 
controversial subjects for Washington office review. The intent 
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of the policy was good; it was to avoid surprises and assure 
constructive criticism . It occasionally worked to delay publication, 
however, or to wate r down the impact of t he results with 
hedging qualifications , a consequence that most research directors 
hate, and I was no exception to the rule. The review letter was 
signed by Chris Grcnger as acting chief and said, among other 
things, that the "research work appeared to be superficial and 
barely warmed through, " or words to that effect . 

Later, when I deplored such foot-dragging on the part of 
the Washington office to Ed Kotok the then chief of Research, I 
got added rebuke from him . He too thought the research poorly 
conceived and the results no doubt in error. He wondered whether 
our station had come under the influenc e of H. H. Chapman at Yale . 
With that I blew my stack to Kotok--With whom incidentally, one 
can get away with temper reactions. I knew that Ed Kotok was 
not a career research scientist; he had come to research as a 
station director from the national forest organization and had 
authored a bulletin then that shot down , without research e vidence 
of any consequence, the concept of light burning in California. So 
I proceeded to defend my academic rights to report station research 
res ults that were rated as soundly come by , by competent scientists 
in the field in question. I was willing to take suggestion on editing 
of presentation so long as the substance wasn ' t altered . But I 
reminded him that the subject of fire, carefully controlled, as a 
silvicultural and fire protection tool for use in pine stands had been 
worn thin by repeated experim.ents showing similar beneficial 
effects and that I was in no mood to stand still for the kind of 
comments that were coming from entrenched interests in the Forest 
Service or elsewhere . Kotok, as was his character, quickly turned 
int o the father figure, giving me soothing advice and comfort with 
words hard to make sense out of but With intentions clearly e vident 
of meaning I was not wholly wrong. 

Not to prolong this story, I decided after rereading the 
proposed article on fire use to ask the authors--a station scientist 
and a state forest service official-- to rewrite the article in better 
scientific form . My decision to request this was influenced more 
by lack of a masterly job of writing of the results than by the 
critical reviews of the results. My reques t met with understandable 
disappointment and some resentment from the authors. It wasn' t 
long before H . H. Chapman heard about the delay and proceeded to 
make the most of another instance of Forest Service suppression of 
fire truths . He was right about the de lay but never knew about the 
fight to prevent it . 
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Now , let me say that instances such as the above were not 
frequent in the Forest Service . I don ' t deplore their cause . It is 
a healthy sign when policy decision makers for national forest 
programs c a n sharply question the validity of research resul ts or 
inept reporting of them in publications . It keeps the scientists in 
touch with real ity and mindful of good research tec hnique and 
reporting . But it doesn' t encourage in- house res earch on probl ems 
of established policy . If I were to live over my fifteen- year term 
as chie f of Forest Service Research I would more aggressively seek 
problems that were policy oriented and make more use of grant 
research for s ome of them . Research by outs iders , if competently 
done , has a number of advantages . It assures objectivity in the context 
of a de tached view of problems and of impacts in agency pol icy . It dulls 
the charge by outside critics that in- house research is probably 
biased; a charge of tentimes made by pressure groups . It a dds weight 
to the in- house re se arch infl ue nce on policy makers . 

Arrl a final comment on your question . Our custom, as I 
think I ' ve said before about Forest Service research, was to respect 
the need for policy and program decision makers in national forest 
administration to carefully weigh the evidence , scientific and 
otherwise, before they made changes in programs for which they 
and not researchers were held responsible . Our research policy was 
to report the results as honestly as we knew how , be willing to 
discuss policy implications , but not publicly c ampaign for a 
particular change . At the same time we took care that results of our 
public research were made publ ic . 

I think the position of the top staff of the Forest Service has 
been that it wanted to see the results of research and if the results 
were conclusive and a change in course of action justified by other 
criteria as well-- intangibles, political, public re lation , etc . --then the 
chief' s office put the weight of its authority behind a changed policy . 

ERM: Getting money for research in the Forest Service for some of these 
different areas came ratrer hard, did it not? 

VLH : Yes . I was a lways a little hesitant when I had the respons ibility of 
presenting the research budget--as part of a team in the Forest 
Service, which went before the Appropr iations Committee--as to how 
much identification should be given to problems as separate lines of 
research . I started out on the basis that the least identification a n 
individual lines of research the better off we were . I finally 
departed from that policy, however , and decided that we should 
emphasize as line items research in a ll five of the major uses : 
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timber management, range management, watershed management, 
outdoor recreation, and fish and wildlife habitat. We organized 
five divisions or branches of di vis ions to handle these, and I did 
the coordination between research units . Well, now, to be sure, 
some of these uses had less appeal than the otters, but there 
were ways you could get around that in efforts to achieve a 
balanced research program . 

For example, in the middle and late 1950s, I found that by 
working with leaders in Congress and their staffs that there were 
approaches to increased research appropriations in which the 
identity of not-so-popular items was not stressed. One of the 
approaches was to have a five - or ten-year projected plan of the 
research needed in general terms with forestry laboratories to be 
constructed. 

Senator [ John C. ] Stennis was an advocate of this approach . 
He wanted to see the total plan, see what the target was we were 
shooting at. And he kept close watch on progress we were making 
toward that goal. He made speeches on the floor of the Senate in 
support of the research plan and regularly appeared before the 
subcommittee that handled Forest Service appropriations in support 
of increases . 

Another approach , related to the first end really with 
its origin in suggestions by Senate staff men, was to first request 
laboratory construction funds for given locations and then once a laboratory 
was completed then to ask for staffing funds to put it to maximum 
use. We used our research plan to guide the balance of research 
among problems of various uses and the related research in forest 
protection, engineering , products, and economic s . Many of our 
new laboratories were for special purposes such as for tree 
genetics, forest products, fire control, insect and disease problems , 
silviculture of hardwoods in a given region, etc. But some were 
general purpose laboratories for which we had a relatively free 
hand in a llocating increased funds for staffing among uses . 

Senator Stennis and Senator [Robert Carlyle] Byrd of West 
Virginia were strong advocates of laboratory construction . Senator 
Stennis was a supporter of forestry research facilities nationwide. 
After I explained to him how inadequate our research facilities were 
he made a trip to look at some of them . 

When he came back to Washington he said he wanted to 
ma.ke a speech, or speeches, on the subject and wanted my help on 
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material for it . In his speech he brought out that the Forest Service's 
dedic ated scientists "were working under very inadequate conditions, 
oftentimes in nothing better than an old shed. 11 He said, 11 I want to 
see it made possible for them to have modern laboratories, and I 
propose we start a program of building the needed laboratories 
wherever needed and as justified by the Forest Service in a ten- year 
plan ." These may not be his exact words, but they are not far off. 

As a result of these approaches plus excellent public 
relations work on the part of the Forest Service's reg ional research 
directors, we moved rapidly toward research expansion and a better 
balance in our total program . 

ERM : You had the waterfront pretty we ll covered . 

VLH : Yes, and we had a we ll- trained research staff . 

Research ard Environmental Quality 

ERM : You covered the waterfront in research pretty we ll, but did you 
envisio n some of the demands that were coming on you? 

VLH: We tried to look at what was coming up in the next five years, parti­
cularly, and even as far as ten years ahead. We foresaw additional 
problems in the watershed field; additional problems in the outdoor 
recreation area; certainly more emphasis on wildlife habitat, on wild­
life generally . We foresaw, I thought, less growth in our timber 
problems . We were farther ahead in that area than we were in the 
others. We were pretty far along, a lso , on range problems, and so 
we were throwing much of the future emphasis toward the cultural benefits . 

Where we missed in our anticipation of future problems was 
the current tremendous concern about environmental quality. For 
example, natural beauty and the impact that clear cutting may have on 
the way people look at the forest. Had we had a better reading on 
that I think we could have devised a different research balance . 
However, we did build into our long-range plan the flexib ility for 
change, so it should have been a simple matter to shift gear s as fast 
as new problems became evident . My understanding is that consid­
erable shifting of emphasis is going on in the research branch at 
the present time . Perhaps these changes in orientation of programs 
have come too s lowly , however , at least this seems so to me as I 
look back over the last several years. 



FOREST SERVICE DEVELOPMENT OF MULTIPLE USE 

Early Commodity Orientation 

ERM: In the early years of forestry development the great emphasis, of 
course, was put upon the commercial aspects of forest land 
management. When do you see the first beginnings of a change 
over from that ? 

VLH: You are asking, I presume, in reference to national forests, 
particularly. Ql private lands there has been no change , in the main , 
from emphasis on commercial aspects of management, of course. 

According to what I have read, there is evidence that a real 
change over toward a balanced management of the national forests 
began in 1970. Prior to that time I would say that management had 
been heavily oriented toward timber production and harvest on a 
sustained-yield basis. I don't agree with the current charge being 
made by a number of interests, noncommodity interest groups, that 
the emphasis has been so great that other uses have been ignored 
by the Forest Service. On the other hand, I would say that there is 
too much truth for comfort in the charge that there has been more lip 
service than actua 1 practice of multiple- use management. 

Some uses, you understand, can be provided for fairly 
adequately in a secondary position relative to timber production and 
harvest, especially if demands for them are not peculiar or heavily 
pressing. This seco:1dary place has been the situation with respect 
to watershed protection in most areas. Care in laying out logging 
roads and their treatment after logging is over and keeping log­
skidding out of the stream beds were often all that was required in 
order to protect watershed values . In a few areas , however, such 
as in Arizona and southern California in the la te 1950s, the water­
shed use became more demanding, shifting to the need for a higher 
water yield as well as for safeguards for erosion-free water quality. 
In these a reas water was given primary consideration and national 
forest timber harvest a nd other vegetative manipulations were made 
to serve increased yield of water in usable flows from the watersheds. 
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Much of recreation can be provided, also, without much 
sacrifice to timber yields. Here aga in, unless the recreational 
demand is peculiar and pressing, it can be provided in an accompany­
ing position to timber use. If it is in the form of wilderness, it 
would, of course, be in direct conflict with timber use. 

I suggest that a fair assessment of our Forest Service 
policies for the national forests, as well as of the attitude of the 
forestry profession genera lly, is that they have been heavily timber 
oriented. 

ERM: Several generations of foresters have been educated along lines that 
would support that general frame of reference. Isn't that true? Isn' t 
it going to take time to adjust the balance, in just the manpower 
a lone? 

VLH: Yes, some of the reason surely goes back to the way that forestry 
professionals have been trained. The sort of curriculums that these 
schools have had gave main emphasis to timber management. That 
is only part of the reason, however, for the national forest orienta­
tion to timber sales. Another part of it is the way in which the 
public agencies get their appropriations and the high priority which 
the funding bodies--it could be the Congress or the White House-­
put on those things that can bring in revenue. 

About the only use of a national forest that returns substan­
tial revenue is timber. So it often got favored treatment, especially 
when it came to making timber sales ; not so much for tree planting 
or timber stand improvement. But anytime the Forest Service could 
say that it could sell a billion more feet if it had X more money, it 
was apt to get that money because that's revenue in the treasury. 
And so budget bodies to which these budget requests had to go and 
appropriation committees, which must pass on budget allowance, 
all were biased toward funds for those activities that returned 
revenue. 

For a long time regarding outdoor recreation there seemed 
to be a feeling on the part of the Congress that, going back to the 
protestant work ethic, this is play and why should we provide 
picnic tables and campground cleanup and that sart of thing for 
people who just go into the forest to have fun? Congress and 
others in government eventually got over it, but it took awhile for 
the people in general, including our legislators, to get rid of the 
strong reluctance to provide substantial funds for activities that 
were nonproductive of material goods . 
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Emergence of Research in Recreation 

ERM: Certainly, the Forest Service began back in the twenties to think 
somewhat seriously about the recreational needs. Do you recall 
the beginning of interest in recreation? 

VLH: You' re absolutely right on that. My first real intellectual 
experience i.n this area was in connection with a conference 
ca lled about 1939, I think it was, on outdoor recreation. The Forest 
Service at that time was trying to resolve some of its problems of 
classification of land and firm up its wilderness policy. They had 
:i wilderness set-aside policy, but they wanted to polish it up a bit 
by establishing size and other criteria that would distinguish between 
a wild area and a wilderness area. Also '.)O the agenda was a dis­
cussion of primitive areas, that is, those areas of national forests 
that wouldn't be reached by logging for a long time . Then we also 
got into problems of camping and picnicking. 

My particular assignment had to do with problems in need 
of research. However, I sat in on all of the discussions. 
Certainly, this conference was a serious attempt on the part of the 
Forest Service to bring recreation use into a more prominent place 
in the scheme of multiple uses of the national forests. 

ERM: That was in 1939. 

VLH: Well, it was about then, because I moved to Washington in 1937 
and it was before I went back to school at Duke . So it had to be 
about that period. Incidentally, there is a book out based on that 
conference. You probably recall it. It was edited by Russell Lord.* 
I am listed among the thirty foresters who allegedly authored the 
book. Actually, most of it was written by Russell Lord. 

Just to show the low priority given recreation by the country 
generally at that time, I recall the ridicule leveled at parts of the 
book by some of the book reviews. I say, by some reviews, 
because there were favorable ones. Russell Lord was a good writer, 
a respect~d author by writers. The critical reviews lost no time in 

*u. S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Forest 
Outing by_Thirty Foresters / edited by Russell Lord (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1940). 
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finding their way to legislators on the Hill, sent by outraged cons ti­
tuents, I suppose. One of the senators gave the Forest Service a 
dressing down about wasteful expenditure of funds on a questionable 
use of the national forests. He read from a book review a quoted 
passage from the recreation book that described a swimming party. 
It had to do with girl pinching, giggling, beer drinking, and the 
like . The senator made it plain that he looked with a jaundiced eye 
on use of the national fores ts for partying . 

ERM: A little frivolous? 

VLH: Definitely frivolous, yes. 

ERM: Hadn 't the CCC had some impact on the th inking of people in the 
Forest Service and the Congress re lative to the development of 
recreational potentials in the national forests? 

VLH: The CCC came along at a time when it was useful to put it to 
building campgrounds and that sort of thing, because this was the 
sort o f thing the CCC boys could do. And I think the Forest Service 
quite rightly felt that the time was coming when a great quantity of 
recreational facilities would be needed and it had better get the 
backlog of work out of the way as far as it could . I don ' t know that 
the CCC activities had any particular influence on the formation of 
new policies. I think they were a resu lt of ex isting Forest Service 
policies. Certainly , they gave a leg up on the job of providing for 
the hordes of recreationists that began to descend on the national 
forests in the 1940 s, right after World War II. 

ERM: There would have been a lot o f problems for the Forest Service and 
the National Park Service if a lot of that work had not been done in 
the thirties • 

VLH: Yes, their problems would have been more difficult. Also , it gave 
experience of building facilities, and the agenc ies took advantage of 
what could be learned . They found that some facilities they had 
built just weren't durable and that some had been more costly than 
needed . So they gained, I think, cons iderable value out of the 
experience, in addition to furthering the program of building needed 
recreational facilities. 

ERM: Who do you see as being the real thought leaders of the Fore st 
Service, and perhaps outside of it, who were beginning to move in 
new directions other than just the timber management lines? 
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Those who come to mind quickly are Bob Marshall in Forest Service 
recreation; [Herbert Lee, Sr . ] Stoddard, a wildlife biologist in pri­
vate employ in the field of use of fire in southern forests for management 
of the quail habitat ; Reed Bailey, whose classic work was on how to 
stop the mudflows from the Davis County, Utah, watersheds; and 
Ed Munns, Ed Crafts , and Sam Dana, who were advocates and 
promoters of uses other than timber . 

Most of the thought leaders were researchers that I have 
named or were in research at some time in their career. Many of 
the new ideas come from researchers. I won ' t attempt to be modes t 
here . I think that people in research are due a lot of credit for 
leading the way on these other uses by the kind of research they 
undertook. Of course, this was their job, but you could say they 
were doing their job well. One of the great values, as I see it, of 
a public agency like the Forest Service is having a research arm. 

Take the matter 'J f watershed management. I would say Ed 
Munns played a leading role by promoting the importance of the 
water values and persuading the chief of the Forest Service to create 
a separate Division of Forest Influences Research, which Munns 
headed . This was split off from the Division of Silvics Research 
about the time I arrived in Washington in 193 7. As to recreation 
itself, I started research in the field of outdoor recreation, 
probably the first really organized systematic program in that 
research area. It wasn 't easy to get it started. 

ERM: When would you da te that? 

VLH: I would say that we started seriously thinking about this about 
19 54, about the time that we organized an advisory committee for 
research. We were fortunate in having a very fine group of men on 
that advisory committee, including Sam Dana. 

ERM: Who were some of the others? 

VLH: Well, let me think . 

ERM: This, of course , can be retrieved from the records. I'm just 
curious to know who you believe some of the others are. 

VLH: Yes. Well, who is the man out in California, he may be retired now, 
who was the commissioner of fish and game in the course of many 
years? A very strong leader in the field of wildl ife . I can 't think 
of him right now. Oh yes , It was Seth Gordon. I'm sure if you give 
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me a little time I could think of a ll of them, but Sam Dana comes to 
mind first of all because he was the chief proponent of recreation 
research and Seth Gordon was his main ally in the idea . Their 
question was, ''Why aren ' t you doing research in recreation'!' As I 
recall, my response was, "Well, we have thought about it, but this 
would be an awful hard thing to fund with the Congress feeling the 
way it does. And I'm not even sure that I can get my colleagues in 
the Forest Service to consider that it should have priority over 
something e lse. " 

ERM: I think that could be said of almost any new idea that comes forth . 

VLH: Yes . But I toyed with the recrea tion research idea for two or three 
years, trying this and that way to raise fun ds for it. I remember I 
finally decided that there was o ne way in which I could get it 
started, and I wouldn't have to ask anybody because it was within 
my own authority to shift a certain amount of funds between major 
fields of research, that is, take some money from other activities 
within the limit we had . Congressional committees by custom had 
allowed us to take up to 5 or 10 percent from one activity and put 
it in another, and I felt we had sufficient justification for 
shifting money in this case without asking their permission . 

Inasmuch as the shift in funds was for the purpose of 
starting a new research activity there was some question on our part 
on how the Congress would view it when the auditing revealed the 
new research . However, nobody ever raised a single question about 
it . So that ' s how we got started on recreation re search. It wasn't 
a very big start. 

The next year, why, I tried a budget Line item . I was 
asking for a small increase in recreation research . There were a lot 
of misgivings about it in the Budget Bureau. Our Forest Service 
budget folks said, 11 Oh if you can get it through, fine. But we don 't 
think you're going to succeed . 11 "We ll, I' m gonna try it." It got 
to the Congress, and s ince it wasn't a very big item it stuck . From 
then on we kept inching up each year . So it is now quite a substant ial 
item. That is how we got underway with research in outdoor recreation. 

Sam Dana helped point up recreation problems . I asked him 
to take on the job, with a grant from the Forest Service, of preparing 
a probl em analysis in the field of outdoor recreation . He worked a 
year on it as a consultant to me as chief of Forest Service Research. 
He traveled a ll over the country talking to a lot of people about the 
problems. I feel indebted to him for lay ing out the parameters of 
the field and g iving us a critica l analysis of the problems most in 
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need of research. He did a very thorough job , and in the course of 
his study he talked to all the regional foresters and to the chief 
and staff. 

After he had completed the research problem analysis, 
Dana talked to the chief and top staff about the need for more 
emphasis on recreational-use management in the national forests. 
He thought both the research and the action programs in recreation 
management should be greatly accelerated. 

I'm not sure that Sam Dana influenced the national forest 
administration in action programs as much as he did me on the 
research needs. The Forest Service did begin to increase its 
manpower attention to recre ation on national forests very soon, 
however . 

I believe much of the idea for this increased attention as 
well as the motivation for getting underway with it came from the 
NationalParkService's Mission 66 . Tra nslated, Mission 66 
means a mission of catch up by 196&-- ten years from 1956 when 
initiated--in construct ion of roads, campground, picnic, and other 
recreation facilities in the national parks . The counterpart of 
Mission 66 for the national forests became Operation Outdoors 
in the Forest Service budget. For a few years real substantial 
increases in funds were allowed by Congress for construction of 
camp and picnic areas in national forests. 

About this same time, in the late 1950s, the Outdoor 
Recreation Commission was established. After the commission's 
report in the early 1960s, outdoor recreation received a big push 
everywhere- - federal, state, and local. 

Resistance to Multiple-Use Appropriations 

ERM: Who do you associate with the establishment of wilderness areas in 
the Forest Service ? 

VLH: I would say that the one who had been most responsible for the 
concept was Aldo Leopold. There were several others, I understand 
from my discussions with people active at that time, who were 
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associated with the idea . Arthur Carhart is one of them. There 
were others sympathetic to the idea. 

ERM: Do you recall the particulars of what Carhart did and when he did 
it? 

VLH: I recall some of his writings at the time, but I don 't recall whether 
he wrote about wilderness. He is reported, however, by some as 
endorsing Leopold's idea. Now , whether he had conceived the idea 
of setting aside some of the national forests for wilderness before 
Leopold did, I don't know . But anyhow when he heard about 
Leopold's propositions to set up the Gila Wilderness Area, my 
understanding is that he was one of the strong supporters of it. 
There were others; some of them at the top were very much in favor 
of the idea. So there was a certain sentiment in the Forest Service, 
I would say, that has always been partial to the cultural benefits. 

But there were people in the Forest Service--the Forest 
Service is a big organization--particularly those who had the 
responsibility, say, for running the timber branch that were wholly 
timber oriented. I can give an illustration. I made an integrating 
inspection in 1958 of the Northeastern Region.* It was a region 
that I knew quite a bit about, because I had been director of the 
station in that area at one time. Each deputy chief took his turn, 
as you probably recall from the scheme of things, in making an 
integrating inspection. He always had another inspector on it who 
was usually a career inspector who did much of the spade work and 
provided the continuity that was needed. 

Well, when we took a look at what the Forest Service was 
doing in the Northeastern Regim and particularly when we took a 
look at the national forests, the one thing that struck both of us 
who were doing the inspecting was that, of all the regions that we 
could think of in the United States, this was the one that was 
receiving and ought to receive the most pressure from outdoor 
recreation . Also, it is one in which watershed management has long 
received much local public attention . It always has critical water 
problems. Also, wildlife habitat has been long prominent. 

* U .S. , Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, "A Report 
on Forest, Watershed, and Related Resource Conditions and Manage­
ment, Eastern Region and Northeast Forest Experiment Statioi:i, 1958, '' 
by Verne L. Harper and Russell B. McKennan. General Integrating 
Inspection Report. Typed. National Archives, Record Group 95, 
Records of the Office of the Chief. 
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However, when we began to examine what was being done, 
why, we found that, yes , the reg ion probably had one of the better 
programs in watershed management of all regions, but it was small. 
The region was also doing a pretty good job in wi ldlife habitat 
management--some very fine examples of cooperation with the 
states--but it too was small. And in recreation they were hard­
pressed to provide the simplest kind of facilities in the face of 
mounting demands. Their facilities , compared to what the states 
were doing, were very poor, overcrowded . 

When we inquired, "Why is this so? Here is a region where 
the cultural benefits from the resource run very high, and yet it has 
relatively small programs in the recreation area compared to what 
we see going on in the timber-use field ." "Well," we were told, 
"That's where much of our money is. We get money for timber use, 
but we get but very small amounts for these other things. There is 
an imbalance in the allotments we get from the Washington office." 
I thought I detected quite a feeling of desire on the part of the 
regional forester, who happened to be Ham Pyles then, and many 
others that we talked to, for gett ing a better balanced program. 

So when I returned to Washington we prepared a report in 
which we criticized rather roundly the imbalance in the program and 
wondered if something couldn 't be done about it from the standpoint 
of a llotments. Well, these re pats get reviewed, you know, and 
they were reviewed by each national forest division. As the 
Recreation Divis ion reviewed it, they would put such comments on 
it as, "Hurrah !" And when the Watershed Management Division 
reviewed it, "This is fine." 

When timber management got it they blew up and d idn't 
even show me their comments . Ed C liff then was deputy chief in 
charge of national forest management programs . Ed brought the 
comment in from the Timber Management Division . He says, "You 
probably ought to see this . " I read it, and, boy, in effect it said, 
"This does it! The only bread and butter activity in the Forest 
Service is timber, a nd now they want to cut the timber program." 
Well, I asked Ed C liff, "What are you going to do about it?" He 
said, "It's got to be reviewed by top staff." 

As I recall, the report survived the reviews, but whether it 
had any effect , I don't know . But it does show that there was sharp 
division in the way the Forest Service itself was thinking about the 
use problems. It is true that the Timber Management Division handled 
a heck of a lot more money than anybody else did. Their projects, 
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particularly timber sales , were able to get money from the Congress 
because they were revenue producing and had support of industry 
and the Budget Bureau . I don ' t blame the Timber Division people . 
They were trying to do the best job they could . If the blame is 
anywhere it is on the rest of us who didn ' t ins i st that there should 
be a better balance by work ing at it at the main source of the trouble , 
namely in the budgeting and the appropriation process . 

ERM: I suppose it is like any big organization , public or private . People 
tend to become centered in their own division or special area and 
thus develop a tunnel - view of the world. 

VLH: Yes . That ' s, of course, the reason we had deputy chiefs who were 
supposed to give coordination to the work under them and between 
them. But this is rather difficult to do particularly when you ' ve got 
the appropriations cards stacked aga inst you. 

Research in Watershed Management 

ERM: Then watershed management became very important in your 
particular purview, didn 't it? 

VLH: Yes. And I think that this is an area in which we did better. We 
had a l onger history of research in it for one thing . We knew more 
about things that cou ld be done. I remember talking over with the 
top staff that one of the jobs that we needed to do in the watershed 
fie ld was to provide a better inventory of the soils on nationa l 
forests. We knew considerable about practices to stabil ize soils 
to reduce floods , but we didn't know very much about soils a s such . 
There were no soil survey maps of fore st land or of wild land . 

About 1957, I believe, it was agreed that I should work up a 
cooperative agreement with the Soil Conservation Service that woul d 
give them the technical leadership on the project since they were 
doing soil surveys for other lands and that we in research , wit h the 
help o f funds corning from national fores t administration , would 
conduct pilot surveys in cooperation with the Soil Conservation 
Service. And it was agreed that after we had conducted a few pilot 
surveys and after we'd got the methodology worked out, then we ' d 
turn the whole thing over to the national forest regions to run . 
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This was done, and I t hink it is one of our most successful 
programs. I think the managers of the national forests are getting 
a muc h better grasp now of the variation in soils and the re lation 
this has to the k ind of protective treatme nt that should be applied 
to prevent excessive eros ion and runoff. Then take the matter of 
vegetation manipulation, a device that can be use d to change the 
timing and quantify of the f low of streams. We also did a great 
deal of research rn th i s subject area, some of it going bac k to the 
early days . 

ERM: The watershed work was propelled earlier because urgent water 
problems were manifesting themselves. So wasn't this , in a 
sense, a response to pressures and needs? 

VLH: Yes, there were needs but not a great deal of pressure for programs. 
Of course, there was some interest in forest influences, in 
watershed protection, that goes way back. It probably even 
preceded interest in timber. You may recall that the pu:poses for 
the establishment of nationa l forests , as given in the act of 1897 , 
were providing for a continuou s streamflow and for perpetual 
supplies of timber.* These two purposes were actually named in 
the act. I think the public wanted to believe something good about 
watershed management. There was a feeling that forests had a 
beneficial effect on climate and on other things. The public didn't 
ask for much proof. And if we gave them a little bit of evidence, 
no matter how shaky the bas is, why , they were inclined to take it . 

I th ink a lot of our response in the beginning of our work in 
forest influences was stimulated by this early feeling on the part 
of the general public that there was more influence of fores t s on 
streamflow in particular than some skeptics, such as engineers, 
suspected. So we began to try to find out what effect vegetation 
would have on water supplies , how one could decrease the 
overland water flow , how to prolong the streamflow in the summe r ­
time, and so on. Of course , this also got us into controversies 
right within the Forest Service itself. 

Particularly questioned from a policy viewpoint by some 
were results that showed that by changing from, say, a timber 
vegetation to a grassy vegetation, the chances for increasing water 
supplies were enhanced . There is a lot less national forest revenue 

* Forest Reserve Act of 4 June 1897, ch . 2 , 30 Stat. 34-36, 
43, 44, 16 u.s.c. secs. 424, 473-482, 483, 551 (19 64). Also 
known as the Sundry Civil Appropriations Bill of 4 June 1897. 
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in range forage than there is in timber stumpage . We had quite a 
group of people to convince that such a change in forest use might 
be useful in some situations. There were times when our research 
people were politely accused of unknowingly, if not deliberately, 
embarrassing the Forest Service by feeding research results to 
people on the outside who strongly felt that there ought to be a 
change in the way the national forest programs were oriented. 

The real push to give priority to increasing usable water 
supplies came in the Southwest, in Arizona mostly, where interest 
was very high for doing anything that might increase the water 
supply to the arid valleys below the forested mountains . As far 
as the local people were concerned, the urban and the agricultural 
interests were for any measures t hat would increase water for their 
uses. They were saying to the Forest Service, in effect, "If you 
need to get rid of a 11 the timber and convert the forest land to 
range land in order to give us a few more inches of water, we ' re 
for it 0 II 

The upshot of the internal controversy and the foot dragging 
in the ranks of national forest administration was a large pilot 
program of manipulating forest cover to increase water yie ld in 
national forests of Forest Service Region 3, the Southwestern 
Region . In one area, the Beaver Creek drainage near Flagstaff, 
Arizona, the Rocky Mountain Station's watershed research group 
cooperated with Region 3 in installing s tream gauges and precipi­
tation-measuring devices . In a ll of the pi.lot operations a joint 
plan was prepared by research and admin istration . Moreover, 
the research group undertook the evaluations of the results. The 
keen interest of the people of Arizona in measures to increase 
national fores t water yields plus Senator [ Carl Trumbull ] Hayden's 
powerful position in Congress s timulated these pilot operations 
and made them possible by increased appropriations earmarked for 
the purpose. 

I don't know the outcome of the evaluations . The Arizona 
and New Mexico forest - cover manipulations are still underway, I 
believe . Meanwhile, forest-cover conversion to increase water 
y ield is being applied e l sewhere , in southern California, for example. 
There the conversion from brus h to grass is favored for still another 
reason: to provide protection against forest fire. 
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Evolution of the Administration of the National Forests 

ERM : What would you say about the role of the Forest Service as the 
manager of the bulk of the forested public lands up to, say, World 
War II, as compared to what the role has been since then? Isn't 
it fair to say that up until World War II the role was more custodial 
than since? There has been much more emphasis since the war on 
harvesting the forest in the management way. How would you 
interpret that? 

VLH: Yes, you could call it custodial, give it any name you wish, but the 
explanation behind it is that up until World War II there wasn't the 
demand for the products and services from national forest lands 
that developed after the war. Therefore, there wasn ' t the need 
for intensive management. This was true on all forest lands, 
industry land as well as national forest land. 

ERM: Immediately accessible raw material sources were pretty well 
depleted by the beginning of World War II. There was greater need 
to go into national forests. 

VLH: Yes . The more accessible material on private lands was becoming 
depleted . You see, up until World War II, private industry, I think, 
had a feeling that they couldn't afford to practice forestry and that 
they better liquidate their mature growing stock and turn the land 
back to somebody else to shoulder the taxes, sell it if they could- ­
they were selling some of it to the national forest system--or let it 
go back to c:ounties for nonpayment of taxes . We had a so- called 
new Public Ibmain that developed during tre period of the G-eat 
I::epression; a lot of land reverted to county ownership. 

ERM : Particularly here in the South? 

VLH: Yes, some here but more of it in the Lake States and in the Pacific 
Northwest . They were probably the worst areas. 

ERM: So there was a great hew and cry about hON taxes were so oppressive 
that operators in the field just couldn't afford to practice forestry. 
And then legislation was passed at the state level that created a 
tax break for the landowners, but, in actual fact, did they take 
advantage of the tax laws when they came into being? 

VLH: No. Modifications of, or rather substitute taxing devices for, the 
state property tax that were aimed to favor forest landowners have 
been pretty much a failure across the country. And I think it is the 
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feeling now anong most tax assessors and students of taxation in 
this country as well as the conclusion of the experts in European 
countries that there really is no substitute for the property tax. 
You can pass a yield tax law or a severance tax--there are other 
things that you could do--but the county governments have got to 
have funds on a steady-flow basis. When you tax land on a timber 
yield tax basis, you've got only an uncertain periodic revenue 
coming in. That is difficult to cope with by local governments who 
must provide school s and roads on an annual cost basis . 

So they have come to the conclusion that we ' ve got to liv e 
with the property tax and find some way in which to apply it in 
accordance with the productivity of the land. In other words, 
don't tax the forest landowners out of existence ; confiscatory 
taxation is what the forest landowners are threatened with , I think, 
here in Florida, for example . And if we didn't have a pretty good 
group of tax assessors in Florida and probably elsewhere who are 
willing to try some scheme to modify the property tax to fit forest 
lands, we ' d be in a hell of a fix for forestry. 

Land assessments have gone up throughout the South, 
particularly in the states with laws requiring assessment at fair 
market value , and a rising tax rate to boot has shot taxes up as 
high as a $1 to $1. 25 an acre . When you get up in that realm of tax 
cost per acre for forest land, growing timber is a pretty low-return 
business in many areas . 

There has been a serious attempt in this state, and I am 
sure in others , to try to relate the property tax assessment to the 
timber productivity of the land in terms of forest products, so that 
the taxing bodies won't exceed a safe level under which one could 
afford to hold and manage forest land with some prospect of profit. 



MULTIPLE USE- SUSTAINED YIELD ACT OF 1960 

Passage of the Act 

ERM : Could we consider the Multiple Use Act and try to pin down some 
de tails on that , just as we did on the Mcintire-Stennis Bill? 

VLH: I a m not sure that I can add much detail to that , other than that which 
is availab le, even in publication form, now that Ed Crafts' s artic le 
in American Forests magazine is out .* During the time that Ed Crafts 
was very busy on the Hill herding the passage of this bill , I was 
extremely busy getting organized for the World Forestry Congress . 
This act passed in 1960, and the World Forestry Congress was held 
the fall of 1960, and there was a period of time about a year there 
that I didn' t have much time to do anything except handle matters 
in connection with getting the World Forestry Congress into operation, 
plus carrying on the most urgent forestry research administrative 
matters . 

I knew what was going on, but I also knew that Ed Crafts 
didn' t need very much of my help on this sor t of thing. This is 
something that I think that one person has to deal with h imself. 
You don't spread it out, not in Washington anyhow. It is true that 
you have to get a lot of he l p from the field, and that I had concurred 
with Ed Crafts that our station directors could be brought in on this . 
They wouldn ' t be as involved, say , as regional foresters would be, 
but certainly they shou ld be given the background material and be 
ready to explain the proposed legislation , the reasons for seeking it, 
what multiple use is a ll about, and so on. So I knew that our station 
directors , especially, were involved in meetings and discussions 
about the bill. 

But en the Hill itself there were vital matters of hearings, of 
objections being raised by this congre ssman or that senator; this 
wasn' t something that I was up on . I ' m not sure that anybody was 

*Edward C. Crafts , "Saga of a Law, " American Forests , 
Part I, 76, no . 6 (June 1970): 13- 54 ; Part II, 76 , no . 7 (July 1970) : 
28- 35 . 
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up on most of it outside of Ed Crafts, maybe Reynolds Florance; 
because, again, as I say, you don't spread this around too far. 
I' m sure [Richard E. ] McArdle was kept informed day- by- day as to 
what was going on, but I don't think he got involved except in key 
situations where he felt that his presence or his e xplanations would 
be he lpful. I believe there were a few times when he did go up 
to the Hill and testify. Otherwise, Ed Crafts was the one who did 
it . 

ERM: Did Reynolds Florance compose the bill along with Ed Crafts? 

VLH: No . As I understand it, Reynolds Florance did the original draft , 
with Ed Crafts's ideas incorporated , but it got complete revision over 
in the Bureau of the Budget, undoubtedly in consultation with 
Reynolds Florance or Ed Crafts . The budget folks had a feeling 
that they could make this more harmonious with administration goals 
and with other land management bureaus in the federal government, 
if they carefully watched the language . They didn't change t he 
goal of this legis lation, particularly, but there were certain details 
and phrases that they wanted incorporated in the bill and so on. 
They had to look at the bill from the standpoint of the interests of 
many other federal agencies . 

I'm sure you know that the National Park Service was deeply 
involved , very deeply interested, in what was going on , and I 
believe we can fairly assume i t was raising objections, if not 
directly, at least indirectly, through their friends. The friends o f 
the National Park Service were certainly making a point throughout 
the hearings and in other discussions that I knew about that this 
proposed bill was aimed at stopping them from getting more National 
Park Service lands from Forest Service lands or rather from national 
forest l ands. Somehow, they seemed possessed with that idea . 

We ll, in a way , that was true, even though Ed Crafts 
stoutly denied it in his written article . I don' t know whether he 
would just as stoutly deny it in a personal interview or not. I think 
he is saying less than the whole story--I'm speaking of wlE.t was 
published in the artic le in American Forests--when he mentions 
that they had thi s complaint about the bill that it was designed to 
prohibit the transfer of national forest lands to nat ional park status 
and he makes the flat statement, "This is absol ute ly not true ." 
Well, I am sure that one purpose of the bill , at least as I 
understood it, was to make it harder for park advocates to justify 
transfer as the only means of preserving environmental amenities . 
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ERM : Particularly in regard to the acquisition of wilderness areas in the 
national forests, right? 

VLH: Not necessarily wilderness areas only. What this bill was attempting 
to do was to point up that all the uses were legitimate and deserving 
of equal consideration and that there was a lot of extra market values 
to be protected and enhanced in the national forests. Multiple use 
was a legitimate and characteristic feature of national forest 
management . Therefore, why should you transfer land to national 
park status for the purpose of recreation, scenery , and so on in 
order to assure the benefit of these resource amenities? You could 
get them just as well on national forest lands under a regime of 
multiple use and still produce timber for hous ing, range livestock for 
the meat market, more useable water for communities, and wildlife 
and fish for hunters and fishermen. 

ERM : And, of course , the Park Service and their allies have been consist­
ently trying to reserve the function of preservation and enjoyment of 
wild land exclusively for themse lves . 

VLH: I am sure that they were happy with t!1e public image that they had. 
The image that they and their friends helped make was that they 
were the principal agency that was responsive to the wants of 
people for, and deeply interested in, outdoor recreation, including 
wilderness preservation . 

ERM: Would you say, then, that it is likely that this attack on multiple 
use and on this act created in 1960, is an endeavor to reestablish 
that c laim for the other departments of government or some new 
department of government ? 

VLH: Yes, there may have been a futi.re and broader goal that motivated 
some of the attack . I ' m inclined to think, however, that the 
attack was inspired mostly by those who were thinking either of 
wilderness preservation per se or of the expansion of the national 

' park system itself. It was no secret at that time that Conrad Wirth 
was ambitious for national park expansion, and he was aggressive 
in building a public image of the park system favorable toward 
expansion. He was an outstanding administrator with a long 
antenna for spotting threats to his National Park Service goals . 

He wouldn't re ve to campaign openly against the threat of 
multiple use; he, or rather the national parks, had friendly pressure 
groups ready to fight the battles fcr wilderness preservation or for 
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national park welfare. The National Parks Association, the Sierra 
Club, the Wilderness Society were all prominent participants in the 
influence that was brought to bear on the political decision makers . 
As Crafts pointed out in his article, the Sierra Club never did 
withdraw its very active lobbying against the bill . 

The record of the Sierra Club would indicate its greater 
interest in wilderness preservation per se than in primarily protect­
ing the national parks system. I think the Sierra Club foresaw a 
real threat in the popularity of multiple use becoming a favorable 
force that would allow encroachment of logging into roadless areas 
and a consequent shrinking of wilderness conditions . Therefore, 
their frontal attack then was to kill the bill. 

Now, the forest products industry had qualms about the bill, 
too, for different reasons. As you know, it withdrew from the fight . 

ERM: The apparent rapprochment between the Forest Service and industry 
and, subsequently, industry's adoption of the multiple-use name in 
its own forestry efforts, I suppose, are interpreted by these conser­
vation groups as evidence that the Forest Service and industry are 
all in bed together and that the Forest Service is more concerned with 
commercial uses than it is the other multiple uses. 

VLH : Well, I think that is probably a rationale that the conservationists 
knew they could make a lot of people believe, but I ' m not sure that 
is the real belief of the conservationists-in- the-know on this. 
They are like everybody else who has a special interest. What they 
say isn't exactly what they believe at times. It ' s to their interest 
for the public to believe this is true, and they were capable of 
giving a nice logical explanation just as you have, which would 
he l p support that view. 

I think that real leaders in the conservation field know that 
there is no collusion whatever. But keep in mind that industry, I 
think rather reluctantly, gave up its oppos ition to this bill, because 
it had a great deal at stake here and quite rightly was concerned 
with the drive for new legislation on use of national forests . You 
see , up until now, despite the way the Forest Service felt about the 
authority it had, industry could still point to the act of 1897 where 
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timber was mentioned and recreation was not. So the industry 
people felt that that gave them somewhat of an edge as a dominant 
user that ought to be favored. Also, they had the feeling that the 
public image of the uses on the national forests favored timber. I 
think they were right in that assessment because this was and still 
is the biggest activ ity going on, and it was the activity that returned 
the most revenue to the treasury. It was the activity that was the 
subject of much publicity both by the Forest Service and by the 
industry on what they were doing on forest land. So why should the 
forest industries be in favor of legislation that would tend to tarnish 
that public image and hence weaken their position in the use-structure 
of the national forests? I frankly was surprised that they gave up 
their opposition as quickly as they did . I congratulate them for 
their early perception of the other, less tangible, values from 
forest land which were mounting in the public's view. 

Meaning of Multiple Use 

ERM: Isn't the multiple-use idea difficult to apply at the ground level? 
You have a ll these special uses addressed by many specialists each 
of whom is concerned with his particular use . I get the impress ion 
it is difficult to get it all together and apply multiple use at the land 
level . 

VLH: Can I go back to what I mentioned previously about the concept of 
multiple use and the great confusion that has prevailed over the 
concep:? As I said, multiple use means different things to different 
people . Another way of saying this is that the public image of 
multiple use can be a far different thing depending upon one's 
interest in the forest . 

ERM: And it is confused . 

VLH: It sure is confused. I am not sure that in the Forest Service itself 
that we all looked at it in the same way . I think there was a feeling, 
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both inside and outside the service, that multiple use had a univer­
sal meaning, that the kind of multiple use that fit the objectives of 
national forest management was the kind of multiple use applicable, 
also, to private ownership. In other words, multiple use was 
generally considered appropos to a lmost any kind of ownership that 
was n't l imited by law to a single dominant use . 

ERM : Almost an eternal verity. 

VLH : Yes. And so there has been from the start this confusion about what 
it meant. Naturally, there was difficulty in defining guidelines and 
putting programs into effect. Now, where do I think that we fell down 
in the Forest Service ? Once we got a multiple use act and settled 
that we were to apply the multiple-use principle of management to 
the national forests, we did not proceed fas t enough to devise 
guidelines and programs to get it to the ground . 

This included a ll of the planning that must accompany the 
application of multiple use, a ll of the alternative courses of action 
that one must consider before settling on a particular course, and 
more important than that, which no one foresaw until very recently , 
was the importance of getting the concerned publics involved in the 
planning and decision-making process so they could look at the 
alternatives and share with the forest land manager some responsi­
bility in making a choice . If all this had been cbne earlier it likely 
would have prevented a lot of the controversy that has developed . 

ERM : In other words, it was in the follow- up. 

VLH : It was in lack of prompt follow-up to get effective multiple use into 
practice. 

Buying Time With Legislation? 

ERM: That might imply that the multiple-use declaration had the purpose of 
diverting public attention from something else-- get the monkey off 
your back, in a sense . Is there anything of that in the history of 
the multiple- use idea? 

VLH: Yes , I think that we£ an important part of the reason for seeking a 
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multiple use l aw. There was a broader and more basic reason, 
however, that appealed to me . This reason was the need for a 
device that would focus national attention on the multiple- use 
capability of national forests for the purpose of public education . 
To be sure, a proposed multiple use bill would draw the pressure 
groups to the legislative pressure points and away from pressing 
their special interests directly on the Forest Service. 

I wouldn ' t want to minimize the importance of getting relief 
from pressure on the service, but the bigger goal appeared to be the 
e limination of so much confusion about the purpose of national 
forests and the difference between national forests and national parks. 
There was great confus ion in the mind o f the public as to whether 
national forests should be put into national parks. It didn ' t 
di stinguish between them, as a general rule . 

ERM : In fact , even today it doesn' t. 

VLH: No . And there was confusion as to whether the act of 1897 did or 
did not mean that commodity uses, timber and water, should 
receive priority over a ll other uses . In general, the view that 
indus try groups he ld saw timber and water, the two uses mentioned 
in the 1897 act, as primary uses . Other groups saw other uses as 
primary ones. 

On the other hand, we knew in the Forest Service that we 
had a legal basis for all the uses because there were many acts that 
had been passed--appropriations acts and others --that had 
sanctioned them . So there wasn't any question in o ur minds about 
the legality of multiple-use management, but there was great merit in 
focusing national attention on the fact that national forests were lands 
of many uses and that often a combination of uses yielded the h ighest 
net benefit. These were not lands of limited legal uses, l ike national 
parks . I doubt that many of the congressmen appreciated that fact 
until they got into debate over the Multiple Use Bill--a debate that 
was bound to reveal sharply the difference between national forests 
and national parks . Some in Congress had been dealing directly 
with the Fores t Service and already knew the capability of the 
national forests, but the rank and file congressmen certainly didn ' t . 
Many more, however, undoubtedly did a fter the Multiple Use Act 
was passed . 

This act performed an educational function which undoubtedly 
he l ped the Forest Service do its job. Plus , it drew attention away 
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from some of the harassing problems with which the Forest Service 
was having to cope . It caught the special interests whose 
attentions were diverted to protecting their interests in the proposed 
legislation , and I think a lot of good came of that. Some of the 
organizations that bitterly opposed the proposed bill in tre beginning 
changed their minds once they got better acquainted with it-- some 
never did. 

ERM: But it gave you a five- or six- year breathing spell. 

VLH: Yes, I think it lasted even longer. Normally there is a relatively 
brief breathing spell after passage of major legislation, a period 
when the new law is being implemented with administrative policy , 
programs, personnel, and funds. It doesn ' t take the interested 
public long, as a rule, once programs become actions to decide 
whether they like or dislike the results. In the case of the Multiple 
Use Act of 1960, the immunity from assessment lasted longer than 
usual for several reasons. 

One was the result of publicity by the ardent advocates of 
multiple use that tended to spread, perhaps unknowingly, perhaps 
deliberately, the propaganda that multiple use was a panacea for 
most forest-u se troubles. Another reason was the complexity of the 
concept of multiple use and the little- understood process of 
bringing into being a harmonious combination of uses appropriate to 
given ownership objectives. 

Still a third reason was the tendency of each pressure group 
to see multiple use always in terms of a balanced use that was 
tipped in its favor . Altogether these reasons invested a certain 
mixture of mystery and magic in the idea of multiple use that 
undoubtedly prolonged the period of immunity from attack which 
eventually came, especially from preservationist groups, against 
its alleged shortcomings . 

Multiple Use Defined by Ownership 

What I have said brings out in part one of the things that I 
think needs to be brought out more fully about the concepts of 
multiple use . Until you tailor and condition its application to the 
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objectives of ownership, the concept hasn' t much utility; it's just 
an ide a . Most forest land in truth is capable of supporting two or 
more uses and oftentimes the net benefit from a combination of 
harmonious uses is greater than if you apply just a single use . I 
think everybody would agree to thi s statement. But after you have 
said thi s you ' ve got to start talking about uses in terms of specific 
owners hips • 

Industry ownerships, for instance, have objectives peculiar 
to the private enterprise system. One of them is to make a profit, 
otherwise they would have to go out of business. Therefore, we 
should expect to see an industry ownership do only those things in 
the multiple- use framework that won 't serious ly interfere with the 
making of a profit. This doesn ' t mean that it would complete ly 
ignore a use that cos ts money to provide beyond a realizable mone­
tary return . The pressure of publ ic opinion as a regulatory measure 
can be great. Sometimes it is very effective . Moreover, mos t 
corporations want to be good citizens, so they open their lands to 
hunting and outdoor recreation , sometimes at a considerable cost to 
themselves. However, some of them have found that there are ways 
that they can recoup a part of their costs. They have discovered, for 
example here in the South, that people are willing to pay for hunting 
privileges, especially if good wildlife habitat management is provided 
and the hunting areas are organized . 

So much for adapting the multiple - use concept to private 
ownership objectives . There has been a lot of talk to the effect that 
multiple use has no place in the handling of national park lands. This 
begs the issue ; it evades the real point . The point is that, whereas 
several uses are made of national parks, any application of those uses 
must be consonant with the purpose of national park management, 
which is to protect the areas from commercial use of timber and othe r 
commodities. Beyond these s pecific legal prohibitions, the parks do, 
of course, afford protection of watersheds , preservation of scenic 
values, protection to wildlife, fishing, and many other forms of 
recreation . 

ERM: You can have recreation and wilderness experience . 

VLH : Yes . Preservation of natural conditions and recreation are the main 
purposes. I think a lot of the bitter arguments that were generated 
during the time that this bill was being considered by the Congress 
were precipitated by lack of understanding of the multiple- use concept. 
Friends of the National Park Service were inclined to characterize the 
concept as hooey inasmuch as several uses were served in most any 
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class of l and ownership. Friends of the proposed bill saw a different 
kind of multiple use for the national forests, a concept c loser to being 
holy rather than hooey. 

ERM: I sn't the quickest way to destroy something to say it has no meaning, 
that it's lost its orig ina l sense? 

VLH: Yes, I suppose that is the reason such argument s pursue the 
debunking tactic in the pol itical process of policy formation. I might 
add I'm not sure that a ll professors who have lectured on the subject 
have a full grasp of the concept of mul t iple use , such as Ken Davi s has. 
He, I think, has done a pretty good job of trying t o define multiple 
use and t o point up the problems of application . He has probably done 
more t han a nybody e lse in this area . 

Fifth World Forestry Congress 

ERM: The writing of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act was tied in also 
with plans that were going forward for the Fifth World Forestry Con-

* gress . The Multiple Use Act would be announced with a great 
sounding of t rumpets . Now , a ll of this gives the impression of a 
well-planned strategy in the Forest Service . You were in the inner 
sanctumM Was there such a strategy? 

VLH: Well, I was intimately connected with getting the World Forestry 
Congress to adopt the theme of multiple use. I think I originated the 
idea and carried it through endorsement at the FAO [ Food and Agri­
cultural Organization ] conference, with M cArdle 1 s concurrence, of 
course. This began back at least three years before the congress, so 
I exi:e ct we had been planning the theme as early as 1955 or 1956. 
I recall we were well a l ong in our plannirg at least three years before 
the congress, including the selection of Seattle as the site. I was 
directly involved in a ll phases of planning for the congress . As 
chairman first of a preliminary planning group and late r as chairman 

*Proceedings: Fifth World Forestry Congress, 29 August to 
10 September 1960, Seattle , Washington, 3 vol s . (Seattle : Univer­
sity of Washington, 1962). 
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of the Executive Committee in the Organizing Committee, I probably 
had more to do with pl anning the congress than anybody e lse in the 
United States. 

In regard to getting the bill passed at a time so that this 
policy could be announced at the congress, this we didn't know very 
far in advance. Such announcement was , of course, a desirable 
idea, but whether it could be realized was doubtful up to the last 
minute . The fact that the act went through in record time exceeded 
anybody' s grand hopes. To put through a piece of major legislation 
in the space of two years is a lmost unheard of, and I must say Ed 
Crafts did a fine job steering the bill through a ll of the committees 
and getting prompt action m it . 

ERM: Do you think that the fact that there was a World Forestry Congress in 
the offing 'i nfluenced the Congress to move more swiftly? 

VLH: I don' t think it was a consideration with the federal Congress . It 
was of some importance to the Forest Service , however . We were 
anxious to focus as much United States public attention on national 
forest multiple use as possible . We were not overlooking the val ue 
to our foreign visitors of a program centered on multiple use, but we 
recognized that the concepts and surely the practices of multiple use 
were more familiar in some countries overseas than in our own . 

The main reason why I proposed that this sub ject be put on 
the agenda was the hope it offered of having a wholesome effect on 
our own people. I'm not thinking of just the foresters; I'm thinking 
of the whole public . I ' m sure that McArdle, Crafts, and others 
shared this view. It wasn' t difficult to get the multiple-use theme 
adopted for this world congress . The country that hosts such a 
meeting has a pretty free hand in setting the progm m. Fortunately, 
our proposal met with enthusiastic response by other countries and 
the fores try department of F AO . 

Need for the Act 

ERM : Were there other factors involved in bringing the Multiple Use Law 
into be ing , internal factors in the Forest Service itself that might 
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have provoked a kind of eris is that demanded legislative action? 

VLH: No, I don' t believe so . I think that it was recognized that there 
were differences of opinion within the Forest Service about the 
emphasis to be given particular uses depending upon where a man 
sat, the responsibilities he bore , and his own philosophy. 
Needed changes in attitudes are matters that mus t be handled 
internally and it is doubtful whether legis lation could he lp very 
much . 

ERM : What I am driving at is that the tendency of the profession through 
the twenties, thirties, and forties was heavily weighted toward 
timber management, and the Forest Service, like the profession, 
reflected that tilt. Was there such commitment to this emphasis, 
with resultant movement within the agency, that top management of 
the agency recognized a need for c ongressional authority to spread 
forest policy more widely, to give greater recognition to other 
values besides timber management? 

VLH: I can't answer for a ll of top management of the Forest Service . 
There may have been some who fe l t a fresh policy declaration by 
the Congress would strengthen the hands of the chief's off ice to 
directly bring about internal changes in professional attitudes and 
outlook . I did not hold such a view myself, and I can' t recall that 
anyone e l se advanced this reason seriously as an important 
legislative objective . 

It is true that the Forest Service as a whole was heavily 
oriented during the time of the proposed bill toward timber use . 
And I am not sure I coul d truthfully exempt all of top management 
from such bias . There were many external forces pressing the 
service to expand timber sales as fast as possible to the extent 
of allowable cut under sustained yie ld . These forces were budget 
considerations of the top executive office and the Congress, as 
well as pressures from ti rrber users . 

It was difficult for the agency to resist these external 
forces toward timber harvest expansion . The hope of most of us, 
I believe , was that a new policy directive from the Congress would 
help equalize pressures from the several major user groups. This 
would help correct bias in budgets and programs, and, indirectly, 
these changes would cause changes in professional horizons and 
more appreciation for the noncommodity values of the forest . 

As a footnote to the hoped for redress of balance in the 
external pressures for resource use of the national forests, let me 
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add that the pendulum finally swung with a vengeance not antici­
pated at the time of the proposed Multiple Use Bill. Paradoxically, 
some of the interest groups who had bitterly opposed the proposed 
bill currently appear to see virtue in it if the principles of multiple 
use are properly applied. Which is to say, if tipped in one ' s favor, 
multiple use is good cri d proper. I am not suggesting that the 
pendul um has swung too far or that it has become fixed in motion , 
nor am I implying that the behavior of pressure groups is morally 
deficient . The point I wish to make is that we have recently seen 
the Forest Service being clobbered with the tool of its own fashion­
ing . The court injunctions against logging in certain areas not yet 
opened to timber harvest and the public outcry against national 
forest clear- cutting operations all seem to cite, among other faults, 
a s ground s for complaint, the neglec t by the service of the Multiple 
Use Act . 

The reason that is often given for the agency' s desire for 
the Multiple Use Act was the need to c larify the legislative 
authority . I don' t think there is any question but that the Forest 
Service a lready had the authority . But it is always a good thing, if 
anyone has doubts, to get Congress to give a fresh express ion of 
policy. But getting new legis lation and net effectively implementing 
it does not carry one very far. 

I won' t say that we in the Forest Service didn' t appreciate 
this fact. We knew we had to do something about it . But getting 
all of the fuzziness out of the meaning of multiple use; getting 
guidelines laid down; getting the principles of multiple- use manage ­
ment applied; getting the competence on the ground to do the kind 
of unit pl anning and zoning needed; and the development of pros and 
cons of a l ternative courses of action- -all constituted a very big job. 
And I don' t think the components of multiple-use application were 
visualized very we ll, let a lone the dimensions of the task . 

Role of Research in Interpreting the Act 

ERM : How much progress has been made? How great a contribution was 
made by U. S. Forest Service research? 

VLH: I think quite a bit of progress has been made by the national forest 
managers in improving the procedures for applying multiple - use 
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management. You might ask why the research arm didn't take a 
leading part in this? I must confess we could have made a stronger 
effort than we did. 

I was asked many times by members of the Washington top 
staff and by regional foresters, "What can research contribute 
toward the practice of multiple use? " My replies were probably 
very inadequate from the way I look at it now. My reply then was 
in effect, "Well, essentially as I see it, the big need is for 
administrative policy and action that will result in guidelines for 
field use and procedures for identifying units of land area and 
use combinations to apply to them . 

'' Then you've got a rather big job of evaluating alternative 
combinations of uses. Here is where I think we in research can 
help . Our main contributions probably can be made by our economists 
in the methodology of decision- making within the context of planning 
and alternative courses of action from which one must choose." We 
recognized that we hadn' t done much as yet in this area of research 
and that we ought to be doing more . We made a start on the problems 
in our economics research branch, which continues to work on the 
problems . I believe the economists have been doing a great deal in 
this field since I left. 

What I didn't foresee were acute problems that lay in 
modifying silvicultural practices to make them more acceptable 
aesthetically, especially in areas of high visibility to the public . 
But we got a start on such problems, also, before I left . For 
example, we published a report . It was titled in part, Management 
for Beauty and Use . * In the report we pointed out that in certain 
forest types the s ilviculture could well be modified to preserve the 
beauty of the forest particularly where recreational interests were 
high. However , we had no idea then that so much criticism was 
soon to be focused by the public on clear-cutting practices . 

Also, we didn't foresee that the national forest administration 
was soon to go so far overboard as it did in adopting clear-cutting 
because it was the most efficient practice . Here is an instance of 
research in which we pointed out for a number of forest types the 
benefits of clear c utting over selection cutting in terms of greater 
efficiency, results were strikingly convincing, so much so that 

*u. S., Department of Agriculture , Forest Service, The 
American Outdoors: Management for Beauty and Use, Misc ellaneous 
publication no . 1000, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1965) . 



117 

clear cutting rather quickly became the prevailing practice in much 
of the national forest timber management . 

ERM : Efficiency was their goal. 

VLH: Yes, efficiency became the goal. Doesn' t that have a familiar ring 
as conventional wisdom ? If we had been s mart we would have 
cautioned, ti Beware , e fficiency in timber growing and harvesting 
shouldn't a lways be your goal. ti 

ERM: Was the re a ny move to crank in more research of a different type than 
had been done in the past? Wasn't most of your research oriented 
t owards the technological end, towards natural scientific research? 

VLH: Not entire ly . We had social science researchers both in 
Washington, D.C., and in our regional forest experiment stations. 
We probably had the biggest group of socia l scientists working on 
outdoor recreation problems, for example, of any organization . 

ERM: Sociologists. 

VLH: Yes , and economi sts , psychologists, political scientists , and 
others. 

ERM : Do you t hink it was enough of an effort in that d irection? 

VLH : No, oh no . 

ERM: Might not part of the problem lie in the fact that it was not a 
substantial enough effort? Too little, too late , perhaps? 

VLH: Not near enough, no . Had we foreseen the people and policy 
oriented problems more clearly, we probably would have put more 
effort in that direction . I think more of such research, then, would 
have helped materially in preventing some of the problems from 
developing to the extent they have over recent years . 

Public Involvement in Multiple-Use Decisions 

ERM : Was it, in other words, an emphasis on the tree and land problem, 
ratte r than the people and the land- use problems? 
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VLH : Well , yes . The bal ance of research effort was tipped too much 
toward the resource itself, the technology of resource management 
rather than on problems of people ' s wants . 

You asked , " Is the Forest Service now giving more attention 
to people problems in the national forests? " From what I read, and 
I read a great deal about what ' s going on in the Forest Service, I 
find that on the Ocala National Forest [Florida] we have o ne of the 
best e xa mples of multiple - use manageme n t pla n ning that I know 
about . It ' s one exa mple that I use in my classes here at the 
University of Florida. 

The key to the improved relations of the Ocala forest with 
the public over management practices to be applied on the fore st is 
the involvement of the concerned citizens in the planning and 
decision- making process . First, the supervisor of the Ocala 
forest scheduled l istening sessions, well distributed over the 
state, at which anyone with a gripe or other concern about the 
handling of their national forest could express his views . 

Second, national forest staffmen drawn from the various 
professional specialties--timber, water, fish and wildlife , 
recreation , l andscape architecture, psychology, etc . --drew upon 
tre listening-session comments to draft a review plan for the 
management of the Ocala forest . The plan entailed suggested 
combinations of uses and character of management unit by unit of 
l and and water areas . 

Third, the review draft was scheduled for a second public 
meeting to get reactions of the concerned public to the suggested 
plan. Oftentimes alternative uses and intensities of managament 
were presented by the Forest Service for some of the units about 
which decisions were difficult. 

Fourth, in the light of the review- draft session with the 
concerned public, the plan for managing the Ocala National Forest 
is now being put in more finished form . 

According to the Ocala scheme, involving the public in the 
planning and management-decision process is never ending . As 
new problems develop and as changes in uses or management 
procedures are indicated, new public sessions will be held to give 
the concerned citizen an opportunity to participate in the delibera­
tions . 
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The people users of the forest, environmentalists, educators, 
and others, who have attended these meetings are generally well 
pleased with this new effort on the part of the Forest Service to 
take into account as far as possible the wishes of the people. One 
participant, to whom I was unknown, expressed to me a feeling as he 
was leaving a review-plan session that I believe may be shared by 
many in Florida in regard to this new thrust of the Forest Service to 
involve people in national forest decision making. As I recall his 
words he said, " By Jove, I think the Forest Service is doing a good 
job there . I used to come around and beef about this and beef abru t 
that having no idea of the kind of decisions that had to be made and 
all the other things that had to be weighed in the balance before 
decisions are made. They have my vote of confidence . They can tell 
me now that they decided after careful planning to do such and such, 
and I ' d be inclined to accept it ." 

ERM: But would this satisfy the ardent single user? 

VLH: No . Then, of course, what some in the Forest Service are saying, and 
what most professionals in the policy- making field would agree with, 
and I subscribe to this belief, is that if you can' t reach agreement 
with the concerned users on the uses to be made of given units of 
area , including how these uses are to be regulated and managed, 
then the only logical course open to the forest manager is to make 
the dec ision he believes best and allow the issues to become subjects 
for open controversy . Settlement then could come through appeal to 
higher authority, through public opinion pressures, or through the 
political process of policy formation used by pressure groups on 
decision- making pressure points. 

ERM: What you are saying is essentially that the professional forester, 
Forest Service personnel, have got to know how to manage land , that 
they have got to know what to recommend for the long term to the 
public if it is public lands or to a pr ivate owner if it is private land . 
The owner has to determine what's going to be done. You, from tirre 
to time, must go back to clarify as best you can what public policy 
really is. And it is not easy .to take a reading of what that public 
wants . Could you clearly say right now what the public wants with 
regard to management of forest lands? 

VLH : Well, there are many publics, of course, and each wants something 
different. However, I don ' t think it is quite as hopeless as it may 
seem in determining the public view. I am a strong believer in the 
fact that people have wants from forest land for which you ought to 
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exert some effort to satisfy. The people may be poorly informed, 
and they may not recognize the consequence of doing the things 
that would satisfy their wants, but, to me, they have a right to be 
concerned and to want to help make decisions, particularly if it 
i s public land . 

I am almost inclined to say that they may soon press this 
sort of demand on private owners, too. Private owners may find 
themselves, not pressed as hard as public land managers are, but 
also involved in the process of taking the people into their confi­
dence and making them partners) so to speak, in deciding what is 
the best course of action to follow in the use and management of 
their forest land. 

Now, what this really means is that the professionals must 
take a different view than that of the past of how they apply their 
profession. On public land they have got to become accustomed to 
thinking in terms of alternatives and of choices, which means that 
they have got to do a better job of planning and analysis than they 
have ever done before. Analysis of alternative courses of action 
must reveal the good points and bad points of each . Care must be 
taken to include a ll the costs and benefits involved in the assess­
ments, and this in turn means more care in finding useful criteria to 
better judge the goodness of a particular policy. If all these things 
are done, a good bit of the problem will be licked . They should go 
a long way in clarifying one's mind on what might be in the public 
interest. In the case of private land the ownership objectives and 
overall policies that a pply to that class of land are different, of 
course, than those of public land. Nevertheless, the professional 
must consider many of the same matters just mentioned. 

Finally, if these professional tasks are performed and 
discussion of them opened to the public before decisions are formed 
up, I suspect this would nip a lot of potential controversies in the 
bud. It is important for the concerned people to know they are 
being consulted in advance of final decisions and that they are 
being let in on what is going on. 

What they object to more than anything e l se is perhaps the 
natural resource professions' ways of projecting themselves or 
making themselves out as being superior because of their training 
to know what's in the public interest, to know what's best for the 
people. Since we know all about natural resources, since we know 
how to handle them, Mr. Citizen, you ' ve got to accept our word for 
it that this is the proper way to use and manage them. 
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There is a lot of this attitude, it seems to me, at the bottom 
of the argument about clear cutting. Clear cutting is an important 
tool in the kit of the professional, but so, also, is the analytical 
process leading to trade off. There must at times and in certain 
places be a willingness to forego some efficiency for higher values . 
If society feels it is perfectly willing to forego efficiency for the 
sake of aesthetics, it's up to society to make its voice heard. And 
it's wise for the professional to listen. 

ERM: I see your point. That 's the bind foresters are in right now. 

VLH: I think the Forest Service is coming around to viewing its mission 
more and more in the light of people wants ; I see evidence of it. 
And if what they are doing on the Ocala is being done elsewhere, 
as I understand it is, I would say, more power to them. 

ERM : Well, you know, Art Greeley said this in Pine Mountain, Georgia, 
on November S, 1969 '!' He was here for a meeting of the Georgia 
Forest Research Council. He said, "We've got to listen to what 
the public is saying about this, and ,if we don't, we 're going to be 
kicked in the pants." He says it a lot more eloquently in his speech . 

VLH : That's a pretty good indication in itself that the Forest Service has 
many different people in it. And it has been a bigger job than 
probably some have realized to turn around the service to a new way 
of looking at things . I am sure there have been some in the Forest 
Service who have resisted change , persons with attitudes that 
would certainly fall short of expressing, "to hell with the people," 
but who would stand for the slogan, " professionally we know best ." 

ERM : Perhaps foresters want to be treated as doctors so they can say, 
"We know best what's good for you, don't try to second-guess our 
prognoses or our prescriptions. We know best how to cure your ills ." 

VLH: Doctors have a good thing going for them, and they are very zealously 
guarding it, too . 

ERM : This controversy over multiple use is a very critical matter for both 
the public and for the Forest Service. 

* "M ul tiple Use Practices , Prob lems, and Opportunities in 
Southern Forests," speec h by A. W . Gree ley at the Georgia Forests 
Research Council-Georgia Forestry Association Conference on 
Multiple Use of the Southern Forests, at Calloway Gardens, Pine 
Mountain , Georg ia, S November 19 6 9. 
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Multiple Use and Forestry Education 

VLH: Yes. I think what it brings out very clearly is that professionalism 
in forestry or any other natural resources field means competence 
in the social sciences as well as in the physical or natural 
sciences. We used to think that competence in biology, in mani­
pulation of vegetation and animals and so on, was mainly what was 
required. In most of our professional s chools we have been 
oriented too much and too long along that line. It is only in very 
recent times that the forestry schools have been changing their 
programs. Most of them have changed their names, and I suspect 
that in some cases changes in names haven't been accompanied by 
much progress in changing the program. 

My objection to name-changing is this. It is the least of 
what is really needed. Maybe it's helpful, but too often it is 
considered sufficient. Little else is substantially changed. 

ERM: A new bit of window dressing. 

VLH: Yes, a new name for the school, but the same old product. We have 
instances where they haven't changed the name, but they have 
changed the teaching program radically. Yale would be a case in 
po int. So one doesn 't have to change the name to change the 
program. The vital point is to get the program changed. And the 
changes should reflect more emphasis, I think , on the social 
sciences--managerial, economic, po l itical science, and the like. 

Many of our professionals will tell you that they are spending 
as much as 50 percent or more of their time dealing with people-­
explaining something to them or trying to satisfy their resource wants 
or in trying to change resource practices to accommodate their wants . 
One gets the impression that a professional doesn't get a chance to 
spend very much time on the things for which he was trained in 
school. We all need to do a better job in professional education . 

It is not a simple matter, I can assure you, to get changes 
in the curriculum. At the present time we are trying to make such 
changes here. First of a ll, we are changing core requirements so 
that they will be applicable to a ll the students, whether they are 
wildlife majors, forestry majors, forest products majors, or whatever. 
The core requirements will lean heavily toward the social sciences 
and ecology. 
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Thus we expect to expose all our students to a thorough 
grounding in natural resource planning and decision- making; to a 
course in natural resource policy; to a course in multiple - use 
management; as well as to a strong underpinning of ecology , 
ecosystem analysis, and data handling. In terms of total credits, 
our new core requirements will be smaller than those now required . 
In terms of quality of education in tune with needs, the new core 
should be much better. 

It takes a lot of planning, however, including committee 
work , to introduce so much substantially new material and to 
eliminate the old . Beyond the core - curriculum changes, we will 
offer further courses in various options . Students going into forest 
land management, for example , would take additional managerial 
or other social science courses. 

ERM : Are you doing this here in Florida by bringing social scientists into 
t he family of the school of forestry ' s faculty? Or are you sending 
your students outside the school of forestry to get their training in 
the various disciplir:e s wherever they are established on campus ? 

VLH: Well , at the present time we are planning a combination of these 
measures . We don ' t have the money and not many forestry schools 
have the money to make themselves self-sufficient in all of the 
disciplines that are needed . The great value of being a unit in a 
university is that you can draw upon other departments . In some 
cases special courses for our students will be taught in other 
departments . In other cases there will be joint support of a 
faculty member. In still other cases we will fully support the needed 
faculty members. 

ERM : Do you think changes are being made to any great extent in other 
forestry schools? 

VLH: I think they are all thinking about it, and I think they are at 
different stages of progress. The schools that come to mind that 
have gone far in changes are Berkeley and Yale . I happen to be 
better informed on these than on the others . 



APPLYING MULTIPLE USE ON THE NATIONAL FORESTS 

In the Wake of the Multiple Use Act 

ERM : I would like you to talk , if you will , about W1 at happens after a bill 
is actually put through the Congress and becomes written on the 
statute books . In particular , what has or has not been done in the 
wake of the passage of the Mult iple Use Act of 1960 . How d id the 
Forest Service move to implement the Multiple Use Act? How have 
they managed the land resources to meet the needs which people 
are expressing? To what extent is the man on the ground taken into 
account, to learn from his day- to- day experiences, and to e xamine 
how he is meeting the pressures of multipl e demands for different 
uses of the land? 

VLH : In general , when legislation is passed, there is the job of implemen­
tation that first of a ll requires development of subpol icies and 
programs and marshalling of funds and people and the organizational 
arrangement to carry out the programs . This is the standard imple ­
mentation job that has to be done . Now , in the case of the Multiple 
Use Act I think one coul d fairly point out that the Forest Service had 
c laimed , and I think it i s true, that it had been practicing multiple ­
use management for many years . It had that authority and had , in 
fact, been using it . Therefore , one could ask, "Hadn' t the Forest 
Service already implemented the authority for multiple- use management 
with administrative policies, procedures, and programs? " What I am 
suggesting is that it was not necessary to wait for the passage of 
this particular act to get going with the spin-out of subpol icies and 
program development and plans for personnel and funds to carry it 
out. This should have been going on before . 

Now you have asked the question, "Has there been progress 
made in this? " I would have to answer that by saying that the kind 
of progress that I would judge to be adequate was in fact inadequate 
to the needs, as I look back at progress since 1960. Those needs 
of the people--and they are becoming increasingly articulate in 
expressing their wants--are for more emphasis on the noncommodity 
uses . It' s not always expressed only at the local level. It could 
be at several levels 01 d some of it may be exaggerated by pressure 
group propaganda . But, regardless, I would have to measure the 
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effectiveness of program progress by how it measures up to the 
criteria that would deal with these growing wants . I am thinking in 
terms of consultations, hearings, public meetings; any way that 
would involve the people in an intimate look at what the Forest 
Service is doing and what it is proposing . 

We often say that this should be done at the local level, 
the ranger district. Yes, that would be a good locale for it if 
this is the place where the groups are expressing their wants and 
if this is a good meeting place, if this is a place of controversy . 
Certainly, the Bitteroot Valley would be one--I judge from the 
amount of controversy I have been reading about it--or the West 
Virginia case or the case in Colorado . Those have been good 
locales for holding the kind of meetings that I'm talking about. 

ERM: It woul d have been especially good three or four years ago . 

VLH: Yes, and the fact that it wasn't done sooner is my reason for saying 
progress has been inadequate to need . Now, in preparing for 
meetings , to make them meaningful and effective, where the 
concerned but perhaps poorly informed public is invited, they have 
to have something concrete to look at, which involves, beforehand, 
considerable planning on the part of the Forest Service . This is 
where I judge that we have fa llen down in the Forest Service . The 
planning that is necessary to consider are a by are a, unit by unit, 
as to what uses are appropriate or which uses might be applied, 
has to be done . 

Then, following that , it seems to me that one has to develop 
alternative courses of action of management . Let me illustrate this 
by saying if it is timber cutting that is involved, such courses 
would be alternative silvicultural systems by which timber would be 
harvested . If it ' s an area in which you consider wildlife habitat 
to have a prominent place, you would have alternative combinations 
in which timber and wildlife habitat would be involved . This could 
be giving timber the top priority in some areas; then with another 
alternative, timber would be given the lower level and wildlife the 
higher level. 

Against these alternatives you would then deve lop the costs 
and benefits that go with each . By this I don' t necessarily mean 
dollars and cents costs and benefits only, but I mean the benefits 
or costs measured in judgment- val ue terms in those instances where 
the costs in particular would be hard to identify let alone measure . 
I think it is only when the member of the concerned public has a 
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chance to view alternatives and their consequences that he is in a 
favorable position to then reason with you about which is the best 
choice . Oftentimes he would come to the same conclusion you did, 
I imagine, that your choice, of course,stands out above a ll the others . 
On the other hand, if there are two of them with not much difference 
in their consequences but definite ly favored by the majority of the 
concerned groups that are looking at it , I'd say tip it in their favor . 
It makes very little difference in the outcome, and after all they 
are representing the segments of society that ought to have a say 
in the ends to which the forest resources should be put . 

What Is Multiple Use? 

ERM : Multiple use has been defined as a concept that is identifiable and 
definable and constitutes a whole idea, but also as a philosophy 
representing a comprehensive way of thinking about man's relation­
ship to the land and how that re lationship should be constructively 
c arried on. Multiple use is a lso more than this. It is a lso a 
highly pragmatic tool. Only by use of multiple use as a pragmatic 
tool will we in this nation stretch our resources for the land to meet 
the obviously increasing needs the land must supply . These 
thoughts and ideas were proje cted by Art Greeley his speech about 
two years ago down here in the South.* Would you comment on 
these assertions of a man who has spent almost all of his profes ­
sional life in the Forest Servic e ? Last year he retired. 

VLH : Yes. I think I would agree with at least most of what Greeley said. 
The part that I recall that I might have some question about is when 
he talks about multiple use as a tool. Multiple use is not a tool , 
it is a goal; the policy to be followed in approaching the goal is 
still not a tool. A course of a ction that is not implemented with a 
program or programs of action on the ground, so to speak, still is 
not a tool. This may sound like quarreling with semantics . But it 
is this fuzziness in meanings about multiple use that I don ' t like. 
I think I know what Greeley meant , and I think, therefore , we 
probably agree . 

*"M ultiple Use Practices, Problems, and Opportunities in 
Southern Forests," speech by A. W. Greeley, 
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Let me go back and just repeat what you said , namely, that 
multiple use is a ooncept. Multipl e use is a concept, and there are 
some parts of it which are not disputed . They are really not in 
controversy . There is one part, however, that is in considerable 
controversy. The part that ' s not is that part that expresses the idea 
that land is capable of a number of uses and that if you fashion a 
harmonious combination of uses you can derive a net benefit that is 
often greater than you can derive with a single use . I don ' t think 
many people are going to dispute that . 

The part that causes dispute has to do with the application of 
multiple use . Unless one is a genius, luc ky, or more skilled than 
the Forest Service has been in these last few years of controversy , 
someone is sure to be displeased with the results . In other words, 
multiple use in the abstract or as a philosophy of land management 
is fine, a desirable concept and a noble goal. But, when it reaches 
the tool leve l and one sees the nuts and bolts of multiple use in 
action you had better look out . 

What do the displeased interests do ? They used to appeal 
to the Forest Service directly . Now, howe\€r, they are more and more 
frequently appealing to higher authority--the secretary of agriculture, 
the President ' s Council on Environmental Quality, the Congress, the 
courts. The so-called conservationists--and I don' t use that 
phrase in any way except to point up the fact that those who have 
adopted it for their own use are giving it a different meaning than it 
used to have-- have greatly matured in their mastery of pressure­
group tactics , the political processes of policy formation, and in use 
of sophisticated court procedures to gain their ends . I admire the ir 
newly acquired skills , and in several major projects on which I have 
joined other concerned citizens, I have been pleased to share in 
their successes . In the case of the Forest Service my sympathies are 
with it . I can' t help feeling that the service is a victim of the times 
and circumstances . It was in the path of a broad movement against 
established production-minded progress and was exhibiting some 
g laring examples of certain environmenta l disregards . At the bottom 
of a ll these troubles , the critics are fondly pointing out, is lack of 
attention to proper application of multiple use . In fact , they imply 
or say that multiple use with the Fores t Service has been a farce . 

ERM : How do you see the Forest Service resolving th is problem? 

VLH: I think there is only one way that they can resolve it, and I suspect 
that they are working toward this as fast as they can . They came to 
this conclusion, I think , be latedly . But I think they are on the right 



128 

course when they say that we have got to have a lot more planning, 
we have got to find ways of involving the public in the public 
decision-making . And they are developing these processes right 
now. 

I mentioned, I think, a good case in point when I used the 
Ocala National Forest as an example . It happens to be 
the only one that I am familiar with at firsthand because I attended 
some of the hearings ; and I got all of the material sent out from the 
supervisor's office at Tallahassee, background material that was 
given out for these meetings . This was sent out in advance to 
prospective participants so that the groups that were interested in 
it would read up on it, talk about it amongst themselves; and they 
a ll came pretty well prepared . This is the sort of thing I have in 
mind. 

ERM : It is a very complex problem, multiple - use planning and implementa­
tion of the land . 

VLH: Absolutely. It is far more complex than any managerial job 
encountered yet in public forestry. 

ERM : Perhaps part of the problem is that, because of its complexity, men 
are in a sense immobilized by fear of getting off in the wrong 
direction on actions that they propose . Maybe there is a degree of 
hesitation to push out and really move on implementing programs for 
fear there is something sinister , a nix in the jam. 

VLH: Perhaps • But , I think there was a lot of inert ia in getting going on 
this. As I recall, while I was still in the Forest Service and this 
legislation had just passed, there was quite a little discussion 
among the top staff as to how best to proceed . Certainly, the 
feeling was that we must do something more than we had been 
doing . The only thing, however , they could really think of to do--
I say they but I'm part of they--was to bring one man in from the 
field and set him to try to devise broad guidelines that could be sent 
out to the regions. This went on for a year or two, using up a lot 
of prec:bus time before the critics normally would strike out at 
inaction . I don't know what I would have done if I had had the 
responsibility for the administration of the national forests, but I 
think I would have been quite uneasy about the developing 
emphasis by the public on recreation and other forest amenities . 
Each of us had our own responsibilities, however, and we were very 
anxious to redeem them , and we weren' t reaching out to assume 
other people's worries while we had plenty of our own. 
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Contributions of Researc h Divisions 

ERM: How do you feel that the research branch dealt with its responsi­
bilities in meeting this need? 

VLH: We probably didn ' t go nearly as far as we could, but here are some 
of the things that we did. I remember I got the Division of Forest 
Economics in on discussions , and we said, "We know very well when 
you get to the point of trying to devise combinations of uses and 
considering the best combination possible, this involves alterna­
tives . It involves a methodology that hasn't yet been developed 
and about which we don' t know very much . Isn't this something 
that our folks in the Division of Forest Economics ought to be 
thinking about doing?" 

I can recall that [H.R. ] Josephson, who headed this 
division, said, "The methcrlology would be very similar to what we 
are already working on in Arizona in connection with the Beaver 
Creek watershed project . " The question had arisen a feN years 
earlier as to whether the combination of uses that existed on the 
national forests in that area were satisfying the needs of the 
people . The people with acute water problems were hollering for 
more water, and it looked like they were in the majority. So we 
had agreed to run a pilot project in which the research branch 
would do the research and the national fores t administration would 
carry out the physical operations . The regional folks had the 
tractors, the bulldozers, and the technology to manipulate 
vegetative covers and build such research installations as we 
needed . We would l ay out the experiments on a large scale , and 
we ' d do the analyses of the data that came in and develop a report. 

Josephson was telling me that this had developed into a 
much bigger job than he had anticipated and that he had one or two 
economists on it at that time and, I guess, half a dozen other 
technicians or scientists . It was a pretty big crew. But he thought 
what we needed essentially was what we were doing there, except 
for going into more research there than we would do elsewhere; 
namely, the job was to figure the costs and benefits of various 
possible combinations. We decided we ought to push the methodology 
objective and we ought to get into the kind of methodology that the 
ranger or supervisor's office would need if he were laying out, say, 
a sy stem of uses for a ranger district and desired criteria by which 
to judge the best combination of uses or even the best management 
methods to apply to a given use. So, I am sure that Josephson was 
working on developing evaluation methodology. 
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As I recall , we ~cided that we wo uld do that with our e x isting 
funds by shifting prioritie s . I le ft i n December, 1965, and haven ' t 
been in touch with that work s i nce , except to he ar that it was being 
given added emphasis in recent years . 

Another s pecific job we did in research was to supervise--I 
headed up this project--a big task force to prepare a repor t on 
management and natural beauty .* This was at a time when natura l 
beauty was being touted by the administration . 

ERM: Lady Bird Johnson . 

VLH : Yes, the White House was sponsoring a White House Conference on 
Natural Beauty. I had been discussing this conference with some of 
my own people in research as to what we had in the way of f indings 
from our research or observations of national forest practices that 
could modify s ilvicultural practices to make them less ugly and to fit 
in better with scenic attractions for t raveling public and recreationists . 
I found there were quite a few thi ngs we knew about. 

Soon after that Ed Cliff came into my office; it was after closing 
hours . He said, " I just came from a meeting over in the secretary' s 
office , and the department is going to be involved very deeply in this 
Conference on Natural Beauty. All of us in t he agencies of the depart ­
ment have been asked what contributions we could make . I have a 
feeling that we in the Forest Service could make q uite a lot . But I' m 
not sure we could make as good a showing as the Agricultural Research 
Serv ice c an throug h the ir orna menta l plant ing and tha t s or t of 
thing. What do you thi nk about it? Can you guys in research do some ­
things about it, such as prepare a publication on what we know on 
the subject from our activities? " 

I said, "Yes, we have talked about this . This is something we 
can do, pull together such information as we have . " Then he said, 
"Say, do you suppose you could get a publication together in t ime for 
this conference, so that I could take an armful over there and lay them 
on the table? 11 It was only about three weeks away . My reply was, 
"Well , we have done lots of fast jobs, and we ' ve never yet said that any­
thing was impossible . I am will ing to set it up and do what I can if you 
will send the word around that this has top priority, so that when I call 
for he l p in the national forest regions or in the Washington office, I will 
get it. " He said, "I' ll do it tomorrow morning . " 

*u . S . , Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, The Amer ican 
Outdoors : Management for Beauty and Use, Miscellaneous Publication 
No . 1000 (Washington , D. C .: Government Printing Office, 1965). 
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I drafted a note that night, which Cliff signed, that 
went to every deputy chief and to the regional foresters and 
station directors saying that we were undertaking this on a 
rush basis , that I would chair a Washington office committee on 
it, and that we were already busy developing an organization for-­
including authors--developing the publication, and they might hear 
from us in the next day or so by te lephone , and would they please 
respond favorably, if they could, to any request to send people 
into Washington or do whatever was asked . Whatever had to be 
done in gathering data and writing had to be done within about 
one week, leaving two weeks for processing the publication. 

I remember, I called in Carl Ostrom early the next morning . 
He was director of the Division of Timber Management Research, 
which included silviculture . He was a very able scientist 
and administrator and extremely good in analysis and report 
writing . I asked him if he would take on the job of outlining 
this report, first plumbing the dimensions of what it was that we 
could do so that we could put it together in outline form . Then 
I got a hold of Bill [William W . ] Bergoffen, who worked in I & E 
[Division of Information a nd Education], to help develop and 
process the report itself. The director of I & E laid out an organi­
zation--writers, a production man, a printing man, an artist, 
and all else that would be required for a crash program . 

Carl Ostrom came back within an hour or two with what I 
thought was a pretty good outline. I said, "We ll, we sure 
haven' t got much time to juggle with it. It sounds pretty good; 
let's go ahead . What do you think about authors?" The next 
morning we had a lis t of authors and made the assignments. I think 
we gave them three or four days only to do what they had to do; 
that was tight . Soon the first drafts began coming in, and we put 
editors on it, rewrite people . By the end of the week we had a draft 
of the entire publication. You probably have seen it; it is a nice 
job for a crash program . We got the art people and the photograph 
people together and used the prettiest photographs that we had . 
We had layout people . Surprisingly to me it took longer to process 
the publication than to prepare the text of the manuscript . 

It came out fine, and I must say we flushed out much informa­
tion throughout the Forest Service . A lot of it came from the 
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national forests administration, particularly that on road layout , 
signing, and beautification a long roads . Our Research Division 
of Silviculture did the section on how to modify silvicultural 
practices in those areas that would be most critical from the 
traveling publ ic standpoint . We emphasized the modifications that 
could be made in cutting methods to protec t nat ural beauty and 
explained where and how this could be done . That report was 
completed in time to be taken over to the conference . 

Incidentally, it got a great deal of attention and some 
very fine compliments from the White House. Also, I have an 
autographed copy from the secretary of agriculture commending 
me for the top-quality job that we did in a great hurry. Bill 
Bergoffen, Clint Davis, and many more in I & E made the publica­
tion possible in record- breaking time and still wound up with a 
report of distinction . The authors of firs t drafts and of ideas 
were too many for me to even try to keep up with their names . 

If the Forest Se rvice had applied those things that we already 
knew and had built upon them as a foundation, its problems 
might have been fewer in the years that followed our report . 

I have talked at length about two specific projects that 
bear on different aspects of multiple-use management . Let me 
now mention some other areas of research in more general terms . 
We had three whole research branches working on people - oriented 
research--watershed, wildlife habitat, and outdoor recreation 
problems. These were a ll major activities in the national fores ts 
and elsewhere on public lands . Solutions to these problems often 
resided in part in modifications of timber and range management 
practices . 

In addition , we had much of our forest engineering research, 
our forest fire research, and probably other research activities , 
which I can' t recall at the moment, aimed at protection of t he 
environment. All of this research contributed to the solution of 
multiple-use problems. This research may have represented about 
one-third or more of our total research program at the time I left in 
1966 . By criteria of that time based on a scale of values considered 
important by the public at large and by the critical writers, we 
were doing a ll right. By criteria based on present -day val ues, that 
effort falls short . That is why I said we were not doing enough . 
That could be unfair. 
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I suppose the scale of val ues that would measure what 
people want from forest resources--and assuming this is within 
what forests biologically and ecologically are capable of produc­
ing-- began to change noticeably about 1966 . Up to then outdoor 
recreation had had a gradual run, and natural beauty had built on it. 
By 1966, however, environmental quality was being questioned . In 
the immediate years that followed, the vol ume of speeches and 
writings increased until by 19 69 the outpourings came in torrents . 

If the Forest Service as a whole or forestry research as a 
part has been remiss , it is due more to lack of sensitivity to 
the rapidly growing changes in people's wants than to what was 
going on at the time I knew these programs best, that is , during 
my t ime in the service. I think the research program along with 
national forest and state and private programs could have changed 
its emphasis sooner and faster during the last several years. The 
organization's antennas could have been kept more sensitive in 
monitoring the external forces and influences and the signals 
could have been better heeded in program adjustments for direction. 
But this is hindsight; admittedly, it is sharper than foresight . 

One more thought . Once a changed direction is decided it 
is not a simple matter to get the change into effect in the far-flung 
Forest Service, or any complex organization for that matter . It 
takes aggressive follow through and a firmness that signifies 
serious business of high priority . You have to say, 11 This has to 
be done. We know this is critical. It has the highest priority. 11 

ERM : And if it isn't done and doesn't meet standards of excellence, 
heads will roll ? 

VLH: Right . Well, you don' t have to go t hat far. Once the chief and 
the other leaders in the Washington office issue instructions, 
usually it ' s after they have called a ll the field generals in and 
have had a pow wow . What needs to be done becomes agreed to by 
the whole group that this and that must be done and so on . So 
the chief sends a letter out and says that we have just had this 
meeting, that agreement was reached on a new emphasis, that · 
changes would receive the highest priority, and that we would be 
around to see what is going on. The deputy chiefs follow up with 
more detail ; the division directors with still more. Then there must 
be vigorous follow up and an accounting of progress against goals. 
All this would appear to be about what Ed Cliff and the rest of the 
top staff are doing now. I see a new day for the Forest Service in 
the offing . 
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Multiple Use: Public and Private Ownership 

ERM: You told me yesterday that industry jumped upon the multiple-use 
bandwagon soon after the act had passed and advertised that it, 
too , was practicing multiple use . Now what does multiple use 
mean to industry as compared to its meaning to public agencies? 

VLH: In the industry sense it means , in general, that timber production 
gets primary place and the other uses are given secondary or lower 
places in the multiple-use scheme . These other uses are admitted 
only so long as they do not cause undue sacrifice to timber 
production. 

In contrast, in the national forest sense it means each of 
the five major uses --outdoor recreation (could include wilderness ) , 
range forage, water , fish and wildlife, timber--will be considered 
without favor for one over another, and that a combination of harmon­
ious uses will be decided for a given time and a given unit of land 
on the bas is of what appears to be st meet the needs of the people . 

Other public lands are likely to have multiple use in a 
sense different than national forests . In wildlife refuges, wildlife 
habitat gets top priority; other uses are often fitted in so long as 
they do not serious ly impinge on the wildlife objective of that class 
of publ ic ownership . 

The controlling factor in the meaning of multiple use is 
ownership objectives of the land in question • Given private 
ownership, the objective is profit. Given public land ownership, 
the legislative bodies have specified the objective and it usually is 
not profit . 

One should not sell short the secondary position of uses . 
Industry ' s claim is valid . It is practicing multiple use . But it 
is a different pattern of multiple use than that of national forests . 
The public does not , as a rule, realize that there is this difference. 

I would say that on all of industry ' s lands anything that is 
profit- making would have to be given primary consideration . This 
could be timber production or it could even be use of the land for 
vacation homes--whatever is to be the highest use in terms of 
profit . That's the kind of multiple use that industry talks about. 
This isn ' t the kind of multiple use that the Forest Service speaks of 
on the national forests where on any one given unit , one use might 
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be primary, but on an adjacent unit of a different character, another 
use might be the primary use. 

There is a great deal of controversy in this matter of domin­
ancy . The nee- conservationists don' t like mention of dominance 
at all, particularly if you are talking about public land, such as 
national forest l and. What they cb n ' t realize, I suspect, is when 
you get right down to the nitty-gritty of practice, a treatment to be 
applied to a given unit, it very well could happen that one use or 
the other becomes the primary use . That use gets favored treat­
ment. The use could be recreation or even wilderness . It could be 
wildlife habitat. It could be timber. Seldom would one encounter 
a situation that all five uses would be given equal weight in 
application; only equal weight in consideration before application is 
decided. What conservationists seem to fear is that if dominance 
is accepted as a factor in land use planning and zoning , the balance 
will too often be tipped industry's way . On the other hand, industry 
fee l s that the conservationist's idea of equality of uses is a lways 
slanted in favor of preservation of natural or near natural conditions. 
Production and efficiency to conservationists have become dirty words . 

ERM: Doesn't this variance of meaning work to destroy public understanding 
of the term multiple use? 

VLH: Yes, and I think that' s what the controversy is pointing up here, that 
it is a very complex thing and that there isn't near as much magic 
in the term as proponents of it have implied. Multiple use is just 
about as difficult to define and as complex to put into practice as 
conservation . 

ERM: I was just going to say that. 

VLH : Who can define conservation? It has a tremendous amount of 
emotional pull, hasn' t it? So does multiple use . That 's why 
everybody is for it, particularly if their notion of it has it tipped 
their way. 

Involving tre Public in Multiple - Use Decisions 

ERM: Conservation, multiple use, tree farming, forestry, sustained 
yie ld are a ll we ll-known words or terms, but they have become 
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less meaningful and perhaps even confusing to people, and they 
are becoming less effective as rallying points for positive action 
to meet priority in public needs . Are we in danger of conjuring up 
a succession of slogans, catch words, time buyers, to hold the 
public at bay, creating perhaps an image of progress that is more 
favorable than fact? 

No, I don't fear the danger. To be sure our language is becoming 
fuller with slogans and catch words , especially since the environ­
mental movement got underway in full swing. Sorre of this trend may 
be attributed to the Viet Nam War and to the impact of it and other 
crises on the domestic unrest in this country . Words and phrases 
have been conjured up both to cope with the unrest and to agitate 
it. The result has been a feeling on the part of the public of 
considerable duplicity, if not mendacity, involved . The fashionable 
term for this feeling about progress in governmental programs is 
credibility gap . 

One reason why I don't get distressed over the kind of words 
you have mentioned--as conservation, sustained yield , multiple 
use, etc. --is that there are countering slogans and phrases being 
developed and the net result is that none becomes a phrase you 
could hide behind for very long . To illustrate, foresters invent ed 
the term sustained yield before this country was born; the term has 
a warmth about it and we have used it in professional circles for 
many years to mean a continuing forest crop that need never fail in 
its yields of goods and services for the benefit of society. 

The nee-conservationist doesn't like the implication of 
cropping in the term sustained yield . He feels that a forest that is 
planted or otherwise regenerated by man and then cut by man requires 
a name other than forest, a name akin to corn cropping. A true forest, 
he proclaims, is a much less disturbed area, a natural area or a 
near-natural area in which excellent forestry would be single - tree 
selecting, a taking out of the oldest and of the dying trees . 

The headline - hunting scientist wants in on the act, too . 
He pontificates that, given the proper length of time, perhaps a few 
billion years in some cases, any natural resource such as oil, 
coal, timber, or whatever, is capable of sustained yield; therefore, 
the term has no real meaning . 

All this is quite confusing, of course, to the man in the 
street . I suspect he is becoming distrustful of both governmental 
and pressure-group antics. The pressure groups of late have become 
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quite expert in creating new terms to help o ut in their stalling, 
coalition, or other tactics designed to win time or votes for their 
causes . The terms de facto wilderness, concerned citizens, etc., 
are examples. 

In fact, I would venture to say that the modern, sophisticated 
pressure groups and their conservation-columnist sympathizers have 
the talent and the bent to far outstrip governmental agencies in 
creating catchwords designed to confuse, mask, or otherwise make 
hay for their causes. They know the act of swaying public opinion, 
and they have a vast store of tear-jerking, emotion-pulling words 
to apply as the need requires. 

So, in the face of such unequal compet ition and in view of 
our constitutional rights tofree speec hthere is only one practical 
course for government agencies to take: do a good job on the 
ground and invite the public in to see the res ults. Don ' t depend so 
heavily on tell ing, but more on showing. 

ERM: How are you going to get more public exposure to what you 're doing? 

VLH: I don't know any other way than--and there is a lot of work involved 
in this --organizing meaningful meetings with groups with lots of 
advance preparation for them, so that they can get a look at what 
you' re doing. This is probably a lot more work for national forest 
folks than we imagined during my time. But the need then was not 
so great. Now it seems a must . I don't know of any other way. I 
think this is going to add to the cost of doing business on the 
national forests . This may be one of the deterrents for the Forest 
Service; the reason they haven't gotten into it earlier could be that 
it would cost more money than the approved budget would s upport . 

ERM: I think, too, there is a tremendous need for creating demonstration 
areas or outdoor museums where the public can come and see 
without being hard-sold. You can come with your family to an area 
and see what ' s going on easily and feel it in your bones , through 
your eyes, and your senses, rather than having it dinned at you by 
loudspeakers or too much pressure from people who have got their 
own axes to grind . This is what makes the public, I think, feel a 
more personal interest in and responsibility for what should be done 
in our forests. 

VLH: I think that Ed Cliff was getting at the implementation of this b igger 
job of involving the public in demonstrations as well as in meetings 
on decision-making, when' he said recently that the Forest Service 
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has got to have a rearrangement of priorities. It needs to get 
quality, get a balance in the overall program. In other words, he 
was saying that we can't have just a great big timber program and a 
very small wildlife habitat program and a small recreation program, 
because these two las t activities are now among the biggest in the 
national forests and they are going to cost time and money to plan 
for and operate. I would have been happy if Cliff had added that 
the Forest Service was going to have to set aside a lot more money 
and effort in organizing ways of presenting itself to the publ ic , so 
that the public gets a chance to better see what is being done and 
better consider the problem at the time of planning , before the 
Forest Service makes the decisions . 

Industry and Multiple Use 

ERM : I suppose people in industry would say to that, " Hold it, don't 
diminish your timber operations so radically and so drastically 
because we are now confronted with the larger demands for timber 
of the national forests in order to meet these growing public 
demands? " 

VLH: Yes, I'm sure they would say that. 

ERM : They would say that right away. 

VLH: I' m not sure that industry has been convinced that timber lost its 
dominant position as a use on the national forests . I suspect that 
the forest industry people diminished their opposition to the 
Multiple Use Bill on the feeling that it probably would pass anyhow 
and that by skillful application of the several uses you could 
a lways keep timber in a rather favorable position . I don' t think 
they anticipated the problems that came as a result of the Environ­
mental Quality Act . * I don't think anybody did . Now they are 
accusing the Forest Service of buckling under pressures from the 
Wilderness Society and the Sierra Club and the other special 

*Natbnal Environmental Policy Act of 1969, ch. 55, 83 Stat . 
852 . 
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interest groups interested in nontimber uses . 

ERM : By the same token , I suppose, these other groups could say, "We ll, 
yes the Forest Service responded most positively to your demands 
when you were the squeaky wheel calling for the greas e ." Now 
it's another wheel that ' s squeaking, and it's getting greased . 

VLH: What precipitated the big controversy here, I think, was the 
legislation proposed by industry. This is a case where I am sure 
the source of the idea in the Timber Supply Bill originated with 
industry . * The Forest Service responded favorably to the idea of 
more intensive t imber management . 

ERM : Increasing the a llowable cut ? 

VLH: Not necessarily. The Forest Service had in mind an increase in 
the amount of money going into road building and timber management 
with the idea that they could eventually increase the allowable c ut 
and still keep on sustained yie ld . This scared the pants off of the 
conservationists because they felt , and probably rightly so, that 
this would mean that timber logging would push up into the de facto 
wilderness areas before they had a chance to have their say on 
whether those areas should be put into wilderness classification . 
Therefore, they were against the Timber Supply Bill, and they have 
been able to conjure up a ll kinds of reasons why they were against 
it. They are a pretty imaginative group , you see . Logging in those 
areas is going to ruin ecology; it' s going to do a ll kinds of dire 
things. If you come right down to it , really, what they were con­
cerned about was ruining potential wilderness areas . 

Their concern took the form of chain reactions . It precipitated 
the outcries about clear cutting. It generated the a llegation that 
multiple use in national fore st management was being ignored. True 
multiple use would not a llow intrusion of logging into de facto 
wilderness areas , not allow c lear cutting . I think all these actions 
were connected . I think they were generated because of and as a 
resul t of the introduction of the Timber Supply Bill. 

You know, I can' t help but fee l a little sorry for the forest 
industries. It seems like every proposal they make boomerangs on 

*National Timber Supply Bill, S . B. 1832, 9lst Cong . 1st 
sess. , 1969. 
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them, even when they make one in the greatest of apparent 
sincerity. You may recall that back several years ago they 
advocated timber production to stabilize communities. This was 
not an ignoble thought for the 1950s . It had a sympathetic following 
then. It was to involve more intensive forest management on their 
part in the West as well as in the national forests of the Pacific 
Northwest. The object was a more stable base for employment and 
for the affairs of the communities . But the Forest Service had 
objections to industry's campaign to stabilize communities 
especially as it related to national forest timber management. The 
Forest Service did not want to be pressured into increasing the 
allowable cut beyond planned sustained yie ld . Controversies then 
developed over rotation ages, scaling, and other national forest 
timber sale practices. This period was too early for the neo­
conservationists. Had they been around then they might have found 
something to applaud about the Forest Service. 



THE MODERN ENVIRONMENTAL CRISIS 

Regeneration on the National Forests 

ERM: Is the Forest Service keeping pace with the replanting, regeneration? 

VLH: No . There is no doubt about a lag there. 

ERM: Why is the Fore st Service behind schedule on this? 

VLH: First of all, let me say, there was a tremendous backlog of a reas 
in need of planting due to bad forest fires and to failures of regenera ­
t ion after logging in some areas, but, mainly, I would say the cause 
was the large destructive fires. We hadn't made a great deal of 
progress on the national forests in planting up these areas. We had 
a line item in the budget for planting, but it was never enough . I'm 
not sure we even requested enough , and if we had, why, that amount 
surely would have been trimmed in the budgetary process . 

ERM: So the responsibility is partly yours and partly the Congress's? 

VLH: I think the responsibility probably could be shared by the Forest 
Service, the Bureau of the Budget, which is the arm of the White 
House , and the Congress . But, basica lly, I think you would have 
to say it lay with the Forest Service, which is the agency that 
rightfully ought to bear the responsibility for aggressively seek i ng 
adequate funds in the planting . I don 't think the Forest Service ever 
protested enough over the failure to keep up with the tree planting needs . 
I think that if the Forest Service had gone to its friends in the Congress 
and said, 11 Look here, we 're heading for a lot of trouble . We 're 
getting a badly unbalanced program . We're selling timber like mad, 
but we are doing far too little in assuring new stands of trees . We've 
got to keep up our tree planting in order to maintain the national 
forests in good forest condition . 11 Had we done this the results might 
have been different . 

In addition to an inadequate tree planting program, another 
program that was also behind that which was really needed , was 
timber stand improvement. The budgetary allowances for this 
activity were also deficient. To make matters worse for the denuded 
areas , timber stand improvement of existing stands was sometimes 
favored over the planting of trees to c reat e new stands. The reason 
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for this shift was economic. Timber stand improvement results in 
a higher return on the investment in the form of yield of usable 
timber products than does planting. While some shifting of funds 
from planting t o timber stand improvement went on in those budget 
s ituat ions in which a choice could be exercised , the plain facts of 
the matter are that there was far too little money for either planting 
or stand improvement . 

The imbalance that Ed Cliff has been recognizing rather 
pointedly in recent years - - in 1970 and 1971 - - refers in part to 
planting and timber stand betterment inadequacies . These, together 
with other programs, such as in wildlife habitat, watershed manage­
ment, and recreation, were all inadequate to needs compared with 
timber sale programs . You may have seen his memorandum to field 
offices on this subject of program balance . His memo said that it 
was imperative that the programs for the national forests be in 
ba lance and failing the granting of a balanced budget, which he was 
request ing, the instructions would be for the field man to achieve 
needed balance by making shifts in those funds allowed, unless 
the Congress or the Whit e House specifically prohibited such action . 
The memo sa id the Forest Service should curtail timber sales in the 
absence of a balanced program . The thought of cutting down on 
timber sales in favor of other uses made the forest industry pretty 
unha ppy. You coul d say the industry sort of raised hell about th is 
memorandum of Cliff ' s in some of the industry magazines. His 
memo could have been one of the main bases for the industry allega ­
tion that the Forest Service buc k led under pressure from the 
conservationists. 

Industry versus the Conservationists 

ERM: Yes, but isn't industry vulnerable on the is sue of selling logs to 
Japan? Isn 't that a weak point in their argument? 

VLH: Let's say this diminishes the strength of the argument that more 
timber is needed to build houses in the ghettos. But if we say they 
are doing the wrong thing, I'm not so sure . If I were in business to 
make a profit, and I could make more by sending logs to Japan, a nd 
there was no law that forbade doing it, I th ink I would do it . I mean, 
I don't think I, as a businessman, would have a moral duty by myself 
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to look after t he re st of the cou nt ry. At the same time , if a law 
were proposed to set a s tric t limit on wha t could be ex ported from 
privat e la nd , I wouldn 't object to that eit her. Then a ll o f us 
would have to follow it . 

But as I under stand it, the industry has taken a st rong s tand 
aga inst putting legal limits on what might be exported from privat e 
land; at the same time t hey were a ll for, or a t least they we re 
agreeable to1 setting limits on public land . That ' s where it stands 
now. There is a limit on how many logs can be cut and shipped to 
Ja pa n from na tio na l forest lands a nd from other federa l la nds , but 
t here is no limit on logs from private lands . So what happened was 
a good bit of what Japan wanted came from the private sect or to make 
up for t he c urta iled shipment from public lands . 

We did mention brie fly awhile ago that in the cont roversy 
between t he conservationis t s and the timber interests the conserva­
tionis t s were accusing t he timber int e rests of duplicit y when they 
c la imed t hat the ir main concern was produc ing th i s timber s o that 
we could get a head in meeting housing goa l s. Thi s was at the s ame 
time a ll this other busine ss was going on of devoting some of the ir 
lands to recreat iona l use , that is, to second- home development, and 
se ll ing logs to Japan . The conservationists were saying, "This isn ' t 
very good evidence of your sincerity in your a rgument . " O n t he other 

. s ide , the forest industry was say ing that it though t there is a plague 
in the conservationist house, that the ir ma in interest is getting more 
wilderness areas . "Your ma in concern ," acc used forest indus try , "is 
t hat we might move into some of the a reas that you ' ve got s t aked out 
to become wilderness ." 

ERM: Yes . T~ e le me nt of se lfis hness invo lve d in t he de mands of the 
re lative ly s mall segme nt of the public that is deeply concerned 
about wilderne ss is not quite as manife st to the general pub l ic as , 
le t ' s s ay, the time- honored muckraking image o f the devastator, 
the exploite r . 

VLH: Spo ile r of t he environment . 

ERM: That's r ight . I sometimes feel, when I get into conversations with 
ardent preservationi s t s , that they a re very much like the ind ividua l 
or group represented in the o ld b it of dogg E: rel that goes , "We are t he 
Lord ' s sweet c hosen few ; le t a ll the rest be da mned . There is plenty 
of room in he ll for you; we don 't want heaven c rammed ." I n a sense , 
I th ink , there may be an element of t rut h in its a p plication to them 
because they do constitut e a very small part of t he public . That ' s 
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not t o say t ha t those who never use wilderness don 't der ive some 
benefit s from the existence o f wilderness . But I wonder sometimes 
whet her t he selfi sh shoe is only on the foot of the commercial user s ? 

VLH: To hear the propaganda of a special interes t or pressure group, the 
selfish s hoe is a lways on the foot of the other party , on the opposi­
tion . Thi s is not unusua l; it is , in fact, to be expected, cons idering 
the patt ern of behavior for a special interest group located at the 
extremes of the spectrum of interest s . I am thinking here o f a 
spect rum wit h industry at t he far right and , say, a neo- conservat ionis t 
group of the pre s ervat ion faith a t the far left . Their tactics are t he 
same . Firs t they associate t hemselves with some well- recognized , 
unselfish movement or idea des igned t o give their views and own 
goa l s a mora l superiority w ith t he genera l public over those of dis ­
sent e rs . Then from th is d isarming pos ition they proceed to build 
public - op in ion press ure for the ir cause. The preservationists have 
become highly s killed in t heir a rt, great art ists to be admired for 
t hose of us s t udying the a rt of pressuring public opin ion . They 
k now a ll t he o ld catchwords a nd continua lly invent new o nes for 
tha t stu ff out of w hich comes e motional appeal. 

ERM: That ' s right . They utilize it in a very effective way , the pronounce­
ments and t he publications of the so- called doomsday write rs , "Doo m 
is twenty or thirty years away ." And , "The sea w ill soon be one 
more s lop bucket of man , with everything in it dead or dy ing . " I 
know there are pretty raw ev idences of man's ru ination of his 
e nv ironment, but I can' t go a long with the rash project ions that 
a re floating around so free ly these days and that seem to be so 
c urrently popular with ed itors and the commentators of the mass 
media. There is a seeming uncrit ical acceptation of these pronounce­
ments among member s of the fourth est ate tha t is a little d isturbing . 
Do you see it in t hose terms in your own observation? 

VLH: Yes, I do . I th ink you ' re r ight. I think there is a liberal element-- ! 
call them that; I don ' t know whether that fits them or not--within 
which a certa in amount of e litism goes along with this business of 
putting down those who are for effic iency, for production, for economic 
progress , or for anything that would affect environmental quality . To 
associate oneself with doomsday predictions is a way of being "w ith 
it. " I t h ink it's sort of a badge of dist inction to assoc iate yourself 
wit h that sort of t hing . A lot of people who don ' t know very much 
about pollution and , per haps, care less appear to want that badge 
pinned on them. 
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Unre st on t he Campus 

ERM: I s th is a condition that afflicts t he campus to a considerable ex tent ? 

VLH: I' m sure it is . I think you find on campu ses, particularly at present , 
fe rtile ground for cultivating the idea of environmental c ris i s. For 
out sider s , who are just look ing for a stage to pract ice a ny t h ing 
tha t will foc u s a t tentio n on t hem , the campu s is a respons ive com­
munity . They can always attract a small but highly respons ive 
audience o f s tudent s and a few professor s . For insiders, t he so- called 
liberal s , t he campus likewise is a responsive communit y for 
the ir bid for a ttention . We have had here in Florida a succession 
of campus issues that have generat ed marching, yelling , writ ing, 
and occasiona l rioting . The issues have been the Viet Nam War 
and a ll its variant s , rac ism charges, a lleged violat ions of personal 
rights, and prot ests aga inst indus try ' s rape of the environment . The 
ch ief e l ement in the prot ests is a lways blame fixing, and the target 
of the attack is a lways those who w ie ld authority . 

ERM: How much of t hat do you th ink is linked to a deep- running at tack upon 
long-live d institut ions, the capitalistic s ys te m itse lf, t he old estab­
lished way? The s e ins titutions are under stern a ttack by young pe ople 
who are all ge are d up, it s eems, to fight t he battle in any way t hey can . 

VLH: Yes , I ' m sure that ' s involve d . We have speculate d about a number 
of things , inc l uding the Viet Nam War, the frustration over the rac ia l 
problem , the difficulty of getting jobs nowadays . There are a lot of 
th ings t hat frustrat e t hese s tudents , a nd I t h ink it c reat es in them a 
des ire t o strike out at something . 

ERM: As a vehic le for an absolut e reshifting of po wer? 

VLH: Yes , yes. That ' s r ight . 

ERM: I n a sense , I think , they fee l a lie nated , and if they are going to get 
their k ind of world and the ir kind of soc iety, it is only if t he ot her 
one is wiped out or washed away or elim inated or overwhelmed. 

VLH: Yes. It seems t o me that there is even a more basic cons ideration 
t han the one we have been talking about here t hat is causing t his . 
I like to refer t o the stat us of our science and technology in which 
we have made such rapid progress over the last few years and then 
take a look a t our social sciences and the s tatus of our social 
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institutions and see the great gap that we have created there. I 
think here basically is the real problem. Our social institutions 
haven't kept pace. Our system of government , our systems of 
dealing with poverty, dealing with a whole lot of things , haven't 
kept pace . And our technology is creating now or storing up in 
the future more and more misery for a lot of people. 

ERM: How could this be otherwise when we have been enamored of 
the great god , gross national product? These are the 
things that we have been worshipping . We haven ' t been really 
pouring our national treasure of intelligence or of money into 
these other areas . The mainstream of our wealth has been pushed 
into the technological real m. 

VLH : Into growth and deve lopment . 

ERM: Right. So it was inevitable that this would develop. 

VLH : Yes . We have a lways talked in terms of a bigger population, a 
bigger payroll, a bigger number of industries around our towns and 
hence a bigger tax base . 

ERM : And a lways be ing number one, whether it's in football or in 
production of any given product the world depends on. 

VLH: Basically, that ' s what is wrong with us . Instead, we might better 
say "Let ' s give number one now to being ahead in safeguarding our 
environment ." 

Crisis in Forestry Education 

ERM: The cns1s that forestry faces today is certainly not one of lack of 
technological know- how , but one of placing or understanding its 
role in society and re lating to these changes that are taking 
place, recognizing that it has made tremendous contributions to 
technologica l and other developments in the past . Maybe it has 
now to shift its course a bit, put l arger emphasis on dealing with 
these other areas , or if it doesn ' t some other profession or group 
will take its place as the generation that is now in its 
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twenties and thirties comes into greater political power. 

I think some of the process of shifting course is going on now but 
it is painfully slow. I think you are correct in that the foreS:ry 
profession has been losing ground, and I would place the main 
decline as beginning at the time when these other forest uses 
that we have been talking about began to take on emphasis . Here 
is what seems to have happened . Let ' s take the educational 
field as an example . 

When I was taking forestry in the 1920s we considered all 
of the problems that were then relevant to the management of forest 
land. Range was quite different from timber management, but that 
didn't make any difference. You got a forestry education that 
included range management as well as timber management or anything 
e lse that was part of land management. The change came about 
the time of the end of World War II . At least , that is the period 
when departmentalization, fragmentation, and polarization of views 
in the forestry educational field seems to have begun in marked degree. 

The sequence of splitoffs from the main stem of forestry, 
leaving the stem as the resultant residual becoming narrower with 
each successive separation, was about as follows. Wildlife 
management first found a welcome home in the forestry school from 
its former position in the department of zoology where the emphasis 
was more on biology than on management . The w ildlife faculty and 
students became absorbed in an identity problem. To resolve this 
problem the school created a separate curriculum of wildlife biology 
and management, sometimes a separate department. The wildlife 
department became a wildlife ecology department with an absorbing 
concern for environmental quality in the broad . Its natural enemy 
became the forestry residual in the same s chool a nd the forestry 
profession elsewhere. 

Outdoor recreation as a program offered in the forestry 
school had a similar history . The school evinced interest in 
recreation and fir st offered it as an option in the forestry 
curriculum. Then certain recreation instructors from other depart­
ments were transferred to the forestry school. The problem of 
separate identity for recreation and its solution followed in the 
same pattern as that set by wildlife. Recreation became a 
separate curriculum, often with department status . Range science 
and management, not to be outdone by the other independents, 
followed suit. Watershed management, somewhat more reluctant 



148 

to cut loose from forestry, has in some instances clamored for 
and gotten independent status . Meanwhile, the forestry schools 
got into the M.S . and Ph.D . business on a larger scale . Special­
ization in the biological sciences resulted seldom, if ever in 
specialization in the managerial and social sciences. 

Throughout the splintering and specialization processes 
the forestry curriculum became a narrower and narrower residual 
whose chief concern was timber growth, yield , harvest, and the 
tree life processes . The school became a loose federation of 
independent departments whose faculty and students often found 
themselves competing for attention by airing in publ ic t heir 
differences and by the shooting down of each other . In an attempt 
to remove some of the cause of complaint by the nontimber- use 
departments the school changed its name to signify broader 
cove rage than forestry , it woul d be explained . Thus a school of 
natural resources, of forestry and conservation, of forest resources, 
and the like resulted . But the divisiveness and specializations 
cont inued . The education of a forest manager in the context of 
coordination of multiple uses continued to be negle cted . 

Now, what I have said has, of course, been overdrawn to 
make my point that we are now turning out students from the 
forestry school with perhaps much less appreciation of the manage­
ment of the whole forest and its many uses than formerly . Forestry 
as I was taught to look at it was a very broad field indeed . 
Specialization, as our knowledge developed in this broad field, 
was inevitable . Unfortunately, however, in the process the 
wholene ss concept got largely lost in the development of professional 
forestry education . 

ERM : Now there are a lot of specialists, each one of which has his own 
tunnel-vision of the total scene, at a time when what we need is 
broad generalists who can see the total picture and implement a 
multiple-use concept. Isn' t the only way you get multiple use now 
and in the future by committee, a whole bunch of specialists 
sitting down together and grinding out the problem? 

VLH : Yes, but I think there is room in there, too, for a professional 
forest land manager. This is one thing that I would do at a forestry 
school if I could exert that much influence; I would create a 
specialty--if you want to call it that-- in forest land management 
equal in importance to say, forest genetics, or timber management , 
which have been getting so nuch play as majors . I would make it 
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possible for the person who would be a forest manager to get the 
kind of education that would be strongly oriented toward the 
managerial and social sciences, so that when he goes out into 
practice he has an understanding of a ll those things that go on in 
forest l and use, plus the handling of people and their wants . Some 
like to refer to a pe rson tra i ned th is way as a generalist . But 
why is he not a specialist, too , in the same sense as a person with 
specialized education in any field . 

ERM: And by his social science training he would be hopefully more 
responsive to c hanges in the mainstream of public thinking . 

VLH : Yes, he should be responsive to people wants . We ' ve got to find 
some way of attaching attraction to this sort of training. It 
doesn ' t have the dignity now, say, that a Ph . D. in forest genetics 
has . He wouldn ' t be called a scientist; his forte would be the art 
of management and he probably would be called a generalist . 
There are people coming out of business administration, public 
administration, political science, and law with bachelor or higher 
degrees, that will be competing for the jobs as forest land 
managers unless the forestry schools make a determined effort to 
produce such products themselves . You must do something in the 
natura l resource fie ld to make this forestry - trained manager feel 
and actually be superior . He should know many things that the 
others know; in addition , he should know multiple- use forestry . 
That means you 've got to c rank into the educational programs of 
the forest manager those things that will give him an edge, so that 
he can develop prestige as a forest manager . A man such as that, 
I think, could chair a committee of specialists and do a first- rate 
job and be respected as a man trained in the managerial sciences 
over and above a certain amount of biological forestry . 

Instead, what do we do? We take a specialist in range 
manageme nt , timber management, or in recreation or an ecologist 
as the conservationists say we ought to do and tell him, "Now, 
you ' re the manager; you deve lop teamwork among these specialists 
and put together a ll their ideas into a workable system." The 
reaction of the specialist is apt to be, "What the heck. The guy 
may be a pretty good ecologist or a pretty good wildlife specialist, 
but he doesn' t know much about management per se . " I think 
that ' s where we have fallen down . We haven ' t developed, really, 
a profession of forest land managers . 

ERM; Higher education is moving too s lowly to meet this need . Do you 
find good evidences anywhere that is is moving now more effectively 
in any of the schools? 
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VLH: I think some of the schools are trying harder than others, not only 
to produce better trained students in the managerial and social 
sciences, but also in producing better trained foresters in general, 
with specialization delayed beyond the bachelor's level. 

ERM : Which ones do you see as doing that? 

VLH : I like the progress being made at Berkeley, California. I like 
what I read that's going on at Yale. I would put these two schools 
ahead, and there may be others trying equally hard to change . I 
could name quite a raft of them--I don't think there is any purpose 
served in trying to do that--in which very little progress is being 
made. Instead, they appear satisfied to teach as they have 
taught in the past, allowing their forestry curriculum to erode by 
the pressures of splintering and specialization . I agree with this 
thought, expressed so many times by others, that the subject has 
become boring, that not near enough progress is being made in 
revamping our professional education to meet the new challenges 
being made on forestry . It is a pity that the thought is still true in 
spite of some progress . 

The forestry schools in the South have been slow, as a 
rule, to make bold changes . Most of them have been heavily 
oriented to training students for industry employment. However, 
within the last couple of years the School of Forest Resources at 
the University of Georgia has developed a completely new c urri ­
culum that has as its focus the preparation of persons who have 
the background and potential to function as decision makers i n 
forest land management . 

Also, we here at the University of Florida are engaged now, 
through a curriculum planning committee, in a thorough overhaul 
of our teaching programs in the School of Forest Resources and 
Conservation. I anticipate out of it will come much more emphasis 
on the forest and range ecosystem , on multiple - use management 
of resources, and emphasis on providing a strong option, beyond 
basic core requirements, in the managerial and social sciences . 

Needs in Research Planning 

ERM : Is there a need for a new national program for forestry research, 
such as [Earle] Clapp, [R. C.] Hall, and [ H . B.] Hastings 
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authored bac k in the twenties, or has this been done?* 

I don ' t think we need that kind of program again, which was a 
very gener a l i zed statement of the forestry problems to serve as 
justification for legislation . We don't need new legislation for 
researc h in forestry . What we do need , however , are periodic 
revisions of the kind o f ten- year forestry research program that 
was initiated during my time, in the 195 Os . That program was 
revised onc e before I left the Forest Service in 1964 and has been 
revised at least once since I left . It is imperative that such 
programs be kept up- to- date as to problems and needs . It seems 
to me that the research needs have been rapidly changing in the 
last few year s . 

The important features of the kind of planning that went 
into these late r projected forestry research programs over that in 
[Earle] C lapp ' s time are the factors that relate problems in need 
of researc h to budgetary requirements and organiz ation placement . 
Thus , one big achievement over previous programs was that, in 
addition to outlining the problem areas in need of research, we 
transcribed those needs into number of scientists needed, kinds 
of scientists required, number and kinds of laboratories needed 
and where to be located , and size of money, or its equivalent in 
manpower, budget required on a year- by- year basis over the ten­
year span . Suc h a program greatly facilitates implementation . 

During my day the Congress looked upon such pl anning 
with favor; the Bureau of the Budget, however , loo ked with gradual 
misgivings as pressure for implementation began to asser t itself. 
Program planning that make s ~t e asy to build public pressure for 
increased funds is usually frowned upon by the administration . 
But beyond the financ ial , budgetary aspects the kind of planning 
we did had much merit . It required a great dea l of detail down to 
the fie ld level. It required a searchir.g review of priorities of 
organizational actions and called for a sophisticated consideration 
of what seemed possible of attainment . 

In summary , I don ' t think we need additional enabling 
legis lation for federa l , Forest Service research at the present time . 
I think we do need however, rather constant attention to priorities 

* . Earle C lapp, A National Progr am of Forest Res earch, 
(Washington, D. C . : American Tree Association, 1926) . 
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of problems on which to do research. New problems are continually 
appearing and old ones don't stay resolved . The best way to get 
at the needed changes in emphasis is to have projected programs 
that call for thorough, systematic revisions that are to be made 
periodically, certainly at intervals not to exceed five years. 

Students in Forestry: Then and Now 

ERM : You were a young man in the twenties, coming out of college and 
going to work as a forester in 1927. How do you compare the 
climate for the young graduate today to what it was then, not 
just in terms of job opportunities that might be available, but in 
terms of freedom to really cut a track and express himself freely? 
Have conditions surrounding the work in the field changed very 
radically since you were fresh out of college? 

VLH : I think the biggest change has been the disappearance of the 
forestry frontier as we knew it in my day as a student. It was an 
exciting and challenging field with few well-charted courses 
when I entered practice . There was both romantic and professional 
appeal to tackling new ideas and a great sense of achievement 
when successes were scored, which were admittedly easier in the 
early days than they have become as years went by . 

The modern student doesn't seem to feel this challenge 
in forestry. In fact, he doesn ' t seem to think of forestry except 
in terms of a job by which to make a living . If he is inclined 
toward service to society he i s apt to think in terms of ecology 
and environmental impact work. Forestry has lost much of its 
former g lamour for students as a professional field beyond grubbing 
out a living. At least that is the way it looks to me from where I 
sit. 

ERM : I suppose that one of the big differences is that neither federal 
forestry nor private companies were the gigantic organizations 
that they have become . The young man coming out of school is 
just a number way down in the line, and there are not the same 
glowing opportunities , at least not in the eyes of a lot of graduates 
that there were back in the twenties and thirties . That is not to 
say there are not challenges; the fie ld in which you make 
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your name is on a different frontier than it was then . 

VLH: There is this difference, though, between then and now . When I 
got out, conservation and forestry were thought of in the same 
breath, and forestry was an honored term and to feel that you were 
a part of it was a good feeling. Now, for our students, it ' s being 
slammed in every direction by the so- called environmentalists, 
particularly, by the press. The public image of forestry is that 
it is in the dog house . Why does a student want to associate 
himself with something that has got a stigma attached to it? So 
he looks for something that is on the ascendancy, something that 
people revere . 

I am told by one of our professors here at the school, who 
is closer than I am to entry of students into our school, that we 
are getting quite a number of students who want to be ecologists . 
They are coming to us because they feel we come closer than any 
other department of the university to offering ecology 
in applied terms , particularly as we offer it in our wildl ife ecology 
program. Accordingly, wildlife ecology has b lossomed since I have 
been here. I think it had ten or twelve students when I came , but 
now it has probably a hundred or more . 

Many of these students know that they are not going to 
get employment in the field of wildlife management as such . But 
they feel that they have gotten enough training in ecology so that 
they can qual ify for most any kind of an environmental job. And 
national projections for fifteen or twenty years from now indicate 
that the demand for foresters and wildlife managers is not going to 
be much greater than it is now, but the demand for ecologists or 
people in the environmental field is going to be way, way, up 
yonder. Somebody may be doing wild estimating. I have no good 
way of knowing whether such estimates will hold or not . Whether 
it is the opportunity for jobs that these estimates provide or 
something else, the reaction of students in Florida to the ecolo­
gical challenge is significant. 

ERM: Idealism was no less a factor among yo u and your contemporaries 
coming out of school than it i s today . Everybody wants to go with 
Mr. C lean and wear a white hat and ride a white horse . Nobody 
wants to be on the side of the black-hatted fellows. Fashions in 
public ideas about who wears the b lack and who wears the white 
have changed . 
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VLH : They have indeed. And right now probably the change is as far 
away from the field of forest conservation as I knew it when I got 
out as it could possibly be . 

ERM : A pretty grim distortion. 

VLH: I had hopes at one time that we could and would c hange the image 
of fores try, put a little glamour into it, and get it off the timber 
management center. I injected that into a speech that I made out 
in Berkeley, I believe it was in December of 1964 . * I don ' t know 
whether you have seen the published version of it or not. 

ERM: Yes, we have it. 

VLH: At that time I honestly believed that we could change 
the public image of fores try by making it an umbrella 
term for a ll forest uses. I'm not so sure we can do it now . I am 
afraid the time has passed. You know, the:·e a lways comes a time 
when instead of trying to put a new face on the old thing, it is 
better to start all over again and give it a new name and new 
content. The new content may come easier under a new name . 

Fragmentation of Forestry 

ERM: What would you say about the role the Society of American Foresters 
has played or has failed to play in this whole matter? 

VLH: I would say, first of all, that one properly should look to the 
professional society as a positive force in shaping the public image 
of a profession . By definition and public expectation the profes ­
sional society, through its programs, reflects what the profession 
stands for and the extent to which it serves public needs . Now, 
against this standard we can look at the Soc iet y of American 
Foresters. 

*v. L. Harper, "The New Forestry," Speech delivered at 
the Fiftieth Anniversary of the School of Forestry, University of 
California, Berkeley, 5 December 1964 . Reprinted in Journal of 
Forestry 63, no. 10 (October 1965) : 752 - 754. 
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I think we would have to say that we see in the SAF ' s past 
much more of a passive role than a positive role in shaping the 
profession . For example, the specialization that developed in 
forestry, fo llowed by separation to form a new society, leaving 
a forestry residual that became narrower in its scope with each 
successive professional split only mirrored that which was 
happening in the forestry school s . The society has set standards 
for accreditation of forestry schools but professors as members of 
the society have dominated the accreditation process and criteria. 

Other examples of a passive role could be cited for the 
SAF in the way the society has been influenced by the blocks of 
employer interests expressed through employee membership. 
Public employee members versus private employee members were 
looked upon too often as devisive factors in the affairs of the 
society . For many years the society as an entity was unable to 
rise above its membership factions to bring a collective leadership 
to bear on the society' s functions that was bigger than a mere 
summation of its membership parts . 

It is difficult to say at what moment this change from a 
passive to a positive role for the SAF came. It has been a gradual 
transition over the last six years or more . The biggest noticeable 
changes have come in the las t two years . Now the SAF appears to 
be definite ly embarked on a positive role of broadening the public 
image of forestry, of leadership in forming a federation of renewable 
natural resource societies, of participating in the process of 
policy making, and, above a ll, of public relations programs aimed 
at explaining to the public how the profession of forestry is 
fulfilling a public need . 

Harkening back to what I have said earlier about forestry as 
an umbrella term or, failing that, a new term under which the 
forest-use separate professions could unite, I have been pleased to 
see the recent coalition between the SAF and several other societies 
in the natural resources fie ld. 

I knew from earlier conversation that Ken Davis and I had 
in 1967 that he shared my view that something positive must be done 
to make the SAF a more hospitable home for the many specialties 
left in the forestry profession and, beyond that, something positive 
toward an umbrella organization to win back the close association of 
timber use with those other uses that had already split off. 
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Big steps toward both these goals were taken during the 
1970 and 1971 presidency of Davis . I think he has been an 
outstandingly good president of the SAF . He has presided over a 
major move to give the Society of American Foresters a definite, 
constructive role in reshaping the forestry profession in education, 
practice, and in the eyes of the public. 

I am tremendously interested in seeing forestry societies 
the world over make themselves more useful to their memberships 
and to their publics . I think their potential for doing this has as 
yet scarcely been tapped. As you know, I am currently the 
president of the International Union of Societies of Foresters and 
dedicated to the improvement of societies ' roles . 

ERM: Well, sir, I have enjoyed this discussion very very much, and I 
hope it has been as rewarding to you. 

VLH: It has. I have enjoyed it, and I must say that it has been pleasant 
to go back over some of the things that I have done in the past and 
try to reconstruct my thoughts that I had at that time and relate 
them to how I look at the same thing at the present time . Also, I 
can say that I have a new appreciation of the potentiality of oral 
history, not that I am making a great contribution, but I can see 
that this has tremendous usefulness by getting people who have 
had experiences, who have been thoughtful, who had responsibility 
for leadership as we had whenever we accepted a job in leading 
these big organizations. By getting such persons involved in 
a program of oral history like this you will build a record that is 
bound to have meaning for organizations, not only in history, but 
as examples of what to do and what not to do, guides to how to 
avoid problems. 
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FOREST OUTINGS : BY THIRTY FORESTERS 

EYE TO THE SKY 
' 

FOO·T TO EARTH 

A Foreword 
\\'HF'I If ER it is a garden. a form, or a for<'st, any piece of land yiclci im( 

crop" m.iy also yield repose and joy. So it is with the millions vf :u n--. oi 

<•111 11.tt ional forests. The pk;tsures these forests may give the pt:·oplc- 1~ the 
theme of this book. 

For thr first white scttlr-1 ., uf Amrric:i. the \\'Oods lay just bcyoud llic 

fields or out the door. So it " h with \voods and other natural wild nmntry 

all tlw way to the P.1cific. ~olicudc in a l.m<l of marvelous bcau1y. with 

clc·an .11id shining riwrs and an abundance of wildlife, W<L~ our naturill 

p101" 1· 1 heritage a,<; we moved \\<':-t. 

\ \ 1 ... ·r1·ver 1n<xlcrn mc·n go civilization follows and crowds tlwm. Oftf:'n 

111t·n .: .. · driven inw unnatural pursuits and actions not good for the land. 

Th, ... . 1. 1·ount that 30 foresters h3ve written takes you all over our c-ountry 

ancl ,huws you the natural wealth and beauty which still is ours. Bm it also 

sho"' ~ lllany places where men in ignorance, ha'\te, and covcrousne-ss hilvc 

wrom:1·d ;md hurt their country. \.Ve sec now that there is a new conquest 

to lx •111dcrtakcn, a new kind of pioneering to be donr, a healin~ recon· 
strurt" 11 from the ground up. It would be no true For<'st Service pub· 

lirati1>11 if it did not sound this c:lll. The men of this S<:rvice hm-c been 

prc.H t11ng and practicing conservation for more than a third of a rt>ntury. 

I .. ometimes think we need more than ever, now, to n.'fresh 011r spirit-; 

and rrn<·w our aims in the solitude of beautiful natural places. There i::; a 

natur,d completeness about outdoor occupations which we who hav<' uec-n 
forced indoors and pr.nned in cities lack and miss. A man in a desk chair 

with his feet on a rug and his <;ye on a wall or ceiling all day long is a man 
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·' . A FOI~EWORD 

. ;: :: , .. •'· ' 

,... .. •. i1lW l'·ll ( cut <>ff from rc<ll life and 1l1c eternal sources • ·f l'<'1H'"''al. 

l twn: is ~11mt·1 l.ing strangely r<'storing· about work or pby d 1.ic 1:; 1.1011c 

n11h an r>(~ to dic ·sky and with foot to earth. . ' 

" ., 

\ Ve ;ire m.111y of us cut off now in our present way of life froni ;, d;rcn 

and continuous association with the soil and weather of a given n)un11-y 

)vcality, but 1 think we arc probably forming a stronger fcl'lin~ fur •111r 
country as a · wlwlc. 'Ne can trav<:l now, fast and far, and we do 1r;1~ 1 ·l. 

, Overseas wars will pro~ably impel. us. to travd in, and to discover. , ,, ,r 

' own country even more . . Millions of us already arc finding ·simple r<"frcs!i­

ment on these great Federal propc~·tics, the national forests. I hope ihat 

. mlllions of other forest gur~ ts . wiH come. They may be sure of their 

welcome • . . . . , . 
. ' 
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FOREST OUTINGS : BY THIRTY FORESTERS 

EYE TO THE SKY, FOOT TO EARTH 

A Foreword 
WHETHER it is a garden, a farm, or a forest, any piece of land yielding 
crops may also yield repose and joy. So it is with the millions of acres of 
our national forests. The pleasures these forests may give the people is the 
theme of this book. 

For the first white settlers of America the woods lay just beyond the 
fields or out the door. So it was with woods and other natural wild country 
all the way to the Pacific. Solitude in a land of marvelous beauty, with 
clean and shining rivers and an abundance of wildlife, was our natural 
pioneer heritage as we moved west. 

Wherever modern men go civilization follows and crowds them. O ften 
men are driven into unnatural pursuits and actions not good for the land. 
This account that 30 foresters have written takes you all over our country 
and shows you the natural wealth and beauty which still is ours. But it also 
shows many places where men in ignorance, haste, and covetousness have 
wronged and hurt their country. We see now that there is a new conquest 
to be undertaken, a new kind of pioneering to be done, a healing recon­
structiof!- from the ground up. It would be no true Forest Service pub­
lication if it did not sound this call. The men of this Service have been 
preaching and practicing conservation for more than a third of a century. 

I sometimes think we need more than ever, now, to refresh our spirits 
and renew our aims in the solitude of beautiful natural places. There is a 
natural completeness about outdoor occupations which we who have been 
forced indoors and p~nned in cities lack and miss. A man in a desk chair 
with his feet on a rug and his eye on a wall or ceiling all day long is a man 
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A FOREWORD 

m some part cut off from real life and the eternal sources of renewal. 
There is something strangely restoring about work or play that is done 
with an eye to the sky and with foot to earth. 

We are many of us cut off now in our present way of life from a direct 
and continuous association with the soil and weather of a given country 
locality, but I think we are probably forming a stronger feeling for our 
country as a whole. We can travel now, fast and far, and we d<? travel. 
O verseas wars will probably impel us to travel in, and to discover, our 
own country even more. Millions of us already are finding simple refresh­
ment on these great Federal properties, the national forests. I hope that 
millions of other forest guests will come. They may be sure of their 

welcome. 
HEN RY A. WALLACE, Secretary of Agriculture. 
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from United States Code, 1970 edition 

TITLE 16.-CONSERVATION Page 3828 

f 528. Dc,.clopmcnt :ind ndmini~tration o( renew~ble 
surface resources for multiple use and susta ined 
yield of products and sen-ices ; Congressional dec­
laration of policy and purpose. 

It ls the policy or the Congress thnt the natlonnl 
forests are estnbllshcd and shall be administered !or 
outdoor recreation, range, timber. watershed, and 

. wildlife and fish purposes. The purposes or sections 
528 to 531 or thl.s tiUe are declared to be supple­
mental to, but not in derogation o!, the purposes !or 
which the national forests were established as set 
forth in s~tion 475 of this title. Nothing herein 
&hall be construed as atrectlng the jurisdiction or 
responsibilities o! the several States with respect to 
wildlife and fish on the national forests. Nothing 
herein shall be construed so as to nf'fect the use o~ 
administration or the mineral resources or national 
fort!St lands or to affect the use or adminJstration of 
Federal lands not within national forests. <Pub. L. 
~ 11, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.> 

SHOllT TITLE 
Section., 628 io 531 or this title are popularly known al 

the Multiple-Use Su.stntncd-Yleld A~t or 1960. 

Sr:crtON Rr:TEJUU:D TO JN OrHr:R Sr:CTION8 

Tbls section 18 rererred to In sections 629, 630, 631, or 
Ulla title. 

· § 529. Same; authoriz:ition; coni<ideralion to relative 
values or resources ; areas of wilderness. 

The Secretary or A.,"I'iculture Is authorized and 
dlrected to develc;> and ndmlnlster the renawable 
aurtace resources of the national forests !or multiple 
use nnd sustnlned yield or the s~vcrnl products and 
&crvlccs obtnlncd therefrom. In the ndmlnlstrntlon 
o! the natlonnl forests due conslderntlon shall bo 
given to the relntlve vnlues ot the varlous resources 
In particular ·nrccis. The establishment nnd mnlnte­
nance o! nrens ot wilderness are consistent with the 
purposes and.provisions or sections 528 to 531 or this 
title: <Pub. L. ~. § 2, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 
:us.> 
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8r:cTION RETERIU:D TO IN 0rHEll 8£CT10N8 

This section Is referred to In sections 628, 1130, 531 of 
thls .• tltle. 

§ S30. Sn me; coopcrntion with State and local govern­
mcntnl ngencie!I nnd.others. 

In the etrectuat!on of sections 528 to 531 of thls 
title the Secretary of Agriculture ls authorized to co- · 
operate with Interested State and local governmen­
tal agencle~ and others in the development and 
manngement or the national forests. <Pub. L. 86-
517, § 3, June 12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.) -

Sr:cnoN Rr:n:iuu:o TO IN OrHER Sr:CTioNs 

This section ls referred to 1n sectloJU 628, 629, 631 of 
this tltle. 

§ 531. Snme; definitions. 

As used In sections 528 to 531 of this title the fol­
lowing terms shall have the following meanings : 

<a> "Mul"tlple use" means: The management or all 
the various renewable surface resources o! the na­
tional forests so that they are utilized in the com­
bination that will best meet the needs or the Ameri­
can people; making the most judicious use or the 
land tor some or all or these resources or related . 
rervlces over areas large enough to provide su.mcient 
latitude for ·periodic adjustments In use to coruorm 
to changing needs and conditions; that some land 
will be used ror less thnn all of the resources: and 
harmonious and coordinnted management o! the 
various resources, each with the other, without Im­
pairment of the productlvlty of the lnnd, with con­
siderntlon being given to the relative values o! the 
various resources, and not necessarily the combina­
tion or uses that will give the greatest dollar return 
or the greatest unit output. 

(b) ''Sustained yield o! the severnl products and 
&ervices" means the achievement and mnlntcnance 
1n perpetuity o! a high-level annual or regular pe­
riodic output of the various renewable resources ot 
the natlon~l forests without impairment of the pro­
ductlvlty of the land. <Pub. L. ~6-517, § 4, June · 
12, 1960, 74 Stat. 215.> 

APPENDIX B 



·• 
: . .. 

I ., 

I 

I 

J· 
I 

· 1. 

. ' 
I 

I" 
I 
I 
I 

.. 

. . 

1· 

• 

.. 

LET'S ~AIS:S OV::\ SIGETS I:N' FOR:~ST PRODUCTION ]} -----
By 

Vr. L. Harpe r 
Assistant Chief, In Charge 

B~anch of Research 
U. s. Forest Sar.vice 

[Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentleman'] 

. ~y I first express to you my grea.t appreoip.tion 

, .. 

for this oppor-

. tuni ty to par ticipa ta· in your conference. '.i'he fine work baing done 

. by ·the FRI~HDS OF TIIZ LA11D is a consto.nt inspii~ation· to all cf us in 

the Forest Service. ?~y your tribe i:ncr.easa , not only i n numbers, 

but also in the infl\;enoe w.uch you have in sna.ping public thought 

on ? e vital subjoot of land o.nd vro.ter ma.nagement:;? 

I 'have bean asked to ta.lk a.bout tho future po~sibilities for : 

forest prod.uotion in the Unitoc.l. Sta.J.;os. ~~;y :r pre!'aoe who.t ! a.m 

goinz to say 'by to.king tor ~ro.ntod that o.lmost ove:ryono realizes tlw.t 

11 i'orest production" inoludos ~ch moi•e tho.n tho growing of timber io'I:' 

IrAnufacture into luiiib or, pape:-, plyrt0od, rayvn, and the like . In 

a.ddition .. to the productio=i of wood- - onv or our most important and 

versatile raw miiterials--a fo r est can also provide in somo placos 

grazing for .livest.ook, a good habitat for game , ·a pleasing setting for 

reo'reation, and a rer;ulator for stroa.."':ls of cl'ean usablo water. All of 

these multiple products o.nd servic ·.3s of tho f orust v1ore ba.sio considora-

tions i n t he establishr..ont o: our National Forest System a..~d all are 

given due r Jcognition in the management 1f the national forosts . 

Yfaile DMl tiple- purpose r...a.nni;e~en"t oi' forests may apply more directly 

· and specifically to fortist land in public ov.nership, it is novorthol o$S 

iJ Prosentod a.t FRI"'JlDS OF THE I.J..!•ID conforenoo ~t Fort WAyn0,. Indi~a on 
Septembor 29, 1952 • . 
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true that forest land , rei;ardless of ovmership, co.n and should yield 

important benefits other tho.n timber products . Host vridespread an d 

i mportant of these other benefits is that of watershed protection. 

Therefore, 11'.anagoment for timber production everywhere--on public l and , 

on industrial holdi nt;s e.nd on farr.i noodlands--co.n und should be made 

consistent with cood watershed mo.naGoment . , 

But I am not going to say lilUCh about watershed ma.nae;ement here .. -

important as it is in any discussion of forectry. L.i" undorsto.nd that 

another spcakor will c;i ve his time to t hat sub ject.) ~."/hat I am going 

to talk about is our timber resource and timbe~ production in the 

United States . He do, without any doubt, need productivo forests 

for the timber harvest thnt our forest lands can provide. 

In discussing O\.l r timber s ituation I uant to ca ll your attention 

to some of the findings of a s pecial ool1'11115.ssion set up l ast ye~r to 

examine the long-term r aw-materio.ls position of the United States . 

That group, headed by "l/illiam Paley, President of the Columbia 

· Broadcasting Company, i ncluded a forI:ler editor of Fortuno l~c.gazine, 

a leading economist of }fo.rvard University, o.nd two other prominent 

men of industcy. :!\110,-m officially ns The President's Hate rials 

Policy Commission, it was asked to look ahead twenty-five years and 

come up with somo roasonabl e estimat es of the amount of ro.w materials, 

including wood, that we s:1all ne ed by that time . It uas asked to 

appraise the supply outlook in the light of those estimated neods , 

and to oousider not only our ovm position but also t ho position of the 

rest of the Free World. The report vro.s published a fen months ago 

under the title RES0URCES FOR FREEDOH. 
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The Commission draws some outlines of tn1a.t we can expeot to 

soe by 1975. Assuming contii:1ua.'~ion of the trends tho.t have prevo.iled 

over the past hundred years , we can expect that our 1975 populntlon 

will be from 25 to 30 percent larger than at pres ent. The &ross out-

put of all i;oods and sorv.ices is likely to be nbout 100 percent 

higher than the amount p~oduced in 1950. The total quantity of ba.sio 

raw materials that would i;o into this increased production of c;oods 
-

is likely to be nbout 50 r>ercent hir;hor than in 1950. 

Now, where would we get om• basic raw materials? Not all from 

the United States despi te ths fnct that this country is richly en-

dowed with many natural resources . ::re ho.ve already become the ·world's 

··leading importer of copper, lead, and zinc, ~ 5?.£. timber products . 

~ ·lo are beginning to import rather la.rr;e a.mounts of petr oleum and iron 

ore. In 1950 about 9 percent of the tot~l raw materials consumed in 

the Uni"ted States were ship?ed in from other countries. By 1975 the 

Commission estimates that we may be getting as much as 20 percent ·from 

abroad. I an not suggesting tho. t Yre should be alo.rmed about such a 

trend. Oi1 the contrary, it is one of the indications of our position 

of leadership among the nations of the world. It doe ;, , however, e.dd 

emphasis to the importo.nce of taking good care of our n~ture.l resources, 

particularly our renerra.ble resources . 

The Conunission' s estm.a tes of our raw ma terio.l requirements in 

1975 extend clear across the board. The indicated requirements for 

various o:.asses of re.vr materials vary greatly from the over-all average 

of 50 percent above 1950. For the minerals and mineral f uels, the 1975 

requil"ements e.re likely to bo about 90 percent above 1950 consUl:lption. ' 
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For the non-meta.llic minerals the increo.se i s likely t o be about 

130 percent. And it is estimo.ted thnt we will need a.bout 40 peroont 

more food and about 25 percent more of the non- food f a.r m products . 

11ith regard to timber products the CoI:'ll'Tli ssion relied in part 

upon estinates !>repared by the Forest Service . Thosa t urned out 

·to be considerab.ly lower than might be expected in comparison with 

other anticipated noeds . They are only 11 percent above the 1950 

cons\tmption, ~ven this was s.omerrhat higher t han some previous require• 

ments estimates made by tho Forest Service. 

I ar.i citing these figures from the Corrani ssi on' s report because 

I t hink they indicate t.~a.t we foresters have be en r ather c onservative 

in our estir.ia tes of the amount of timbor products that vd.11 be needed 

in the future . Ti!':l.ber beinG one of t he more i mporta nt "renewable" 

materials, there is even less raason to be stingy in our future use 

of it than is the case with 11 non- renewn.ble11 matorials of the scaroer 

types. 

Estimates of future needs are , of course, only the starting point 

for the forrnulation of resource- management policy and pr og ram. Certa in 

specific goals should be set up. The For est Service believes , in the 

light of our prospective lonc;- term needs, t hat. we should plo.n to grow, 

on a continuous-crop basis, about 18 billion cubic feet of timber, 

3i6hteen billion cubic fe et is a lot of wood-- enouc;h to r.w.ke a solid 

block 100 feet wide , 34 feet thick and l , 000 milos long . Such a quan-

tity yrould be enough, ne believe , to r.;~et our estimatod requirements for 

timber ~roduots , to offset our uno.voidable losses from fire and forest 

pests, and t o give us a srne.11 secui·ity margin. n would still leave us 

dependont on Canada for tho bulk of o\tr newsprint papor. 
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There is a good case for r aising our sights !Ugher in order that 

we may, once mo~e , be a net exporter of timber products to other parts 

of the Free :·rorld t hat are critically in need of lumbor and of paper 

and paper products. But in tenns of ability to meet the 18 billion 

cubio foot goal by 1975 our sights are already pretty high. 

The job of meetin& t his 1975 gonl would not be too difficult 

to accomplish if just any kind and size of trees would do . But ,, un-

.fortunately, such is not the case. Wo cannot economically savr boards 

from little trees nor rna!ce pulp from saplings . For the bulk of our 

timber products we need fair- sized trees of r easonably go od quality. 

·re need what we foresters call "saw timber." The Forest Service be-

lieves that we should be planning to grow about n billion board feet 

of saw timber. This would account for t he major part of the 18 billion 

cubic feet i;rowth c;oal, 

As a matter of fo.ct this nould account for at least two- thirds of 

the cubio foot goal, This means that about 12 billion cubic feet of 

annual growth of wood should be oh trees of saw-timber sizes . Incidon-

tally, for t hose of you who want to check the arithmetic you may assume 

t hat we can get 6 board feet of lumber from each cubic toot of growth 

of wood on trees of saw-log sizes. But I don•t want to leo.ve j 'OU con-

fused by askini; ~rou to convort cubio feet to board feet and vice versa. 

"ffilat I do want t o emphasize is that the erowth of wood on the bic;ger 

trees is th13 more effective gr owth in terms of our over-all needs , and 

that it is custonary to t1easure such growth in terms of board feet . 

Accordingly, I shall continue to speak only in terms of the 72 billion 

board foot growth goa.l. 

. . 
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Now comes the question, how can this goal be reached? There are 

a number of favorable factors. First, we hnve about 460 million acres 

of forest land that is capablo of ~rowing crops of cotlmercially-usable 

timber. All of this acreage is now available for such use, a.lthouc;h 

part of it is still inaccessible because of the lack of roads. The 

next 25 years vrill see sorae encroachment on the comr:te rcial forest area 

by agricultural and other uses, and on the other hand some cultivated 

land wi 11 revert to forest in accordance with good land use . But the 

net c hange will not be great enough to mal:e o..ny significant difference 

in our timber producing capacity. Theso 460 r.U.llion acres of col'llr.lercial 

forest land are potentially capable of growing a continuous crop of 

timber much larger than the above-mentioned goals call for. Accordingly, 

vre have the fo r est land and t he job is to put it to fuller use growing 

timber. 

Secondly, there is pretty good evidence thnt prices of standing 

timber on the stump will not again fall to ruinously low levels. The 

rapidly dvrindling supply of old-growth timbor is forcing a transition 

from the economy of timber mining to an economy of timber-cropping . 

In this emerging situation the costs of grovring timber will havo to be 

paid. Timber is no loneer a relatively free commodity to bo had for the 

cutting. On the contrary, the price of timber, both now and pros-

pectively, is likely to be a real incentive for the practice of forestry. 

Finally, the interest in forest mana.c;ement ha:; steadily been in-

creasing over the years . This hns raeru.t further im::irove1nents in forest 

~roteotion and in silvicultural treatments or stands that have hereto-

fore been left to the raeroies of nature. In this vray forest land is 
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kept productive and the yields of usable wood incre~sed. There is 

no reason for t hinld.nr; that such interest in foreGt management will 

falter or fade array. Further educational progr ams,fuch as those of 

FRIENDS Or' THE: LIJID] can do r.uch to a.ccelera te this trend. These 

factors, namely, that Yre have the forest land, that prices for timber 

are good, and that there is a growing interest on the part of the 

people to want better forestry, are the principal favorable factors. 

On the other side, it must be adr.tltted that vre have an extremely 

touGh job ·to accomplish, if Yre are to reach our goal by 1975 or as 

soon J~hereafter as possible. 11o are seriously behind schedule in 

getting our forest lands onto the timber-cropping basis. Approximately 

90 peroent of our co:nuaercial forest land has been cut over once--muoh 

of it has been cut over t\·rice, and some of it three or more times. 

In this cutting there has boen far too little attention paid to the 

possible succeeding crop of desirable timber and to the maintenance 

of' an adequate growing stock. Va.st areas of cut-over land are under-

stocked, and woroe still, the more deoirable speci es have often been 

replaced by il.ess desirable species. Something like 75 million a.ores--

16 percent of our co:l!ilercial forest land--would have to be planted in 

order to get it bacl: into reasonable production ui thin the near 

future. On the less deteriorated forest l nnd a c onsiderable runount 0£ 

the growing space is occupied by poor quality t o ~orthless timber, or 

by old and defective trees t hat Yrere le.ft standing on t he first and second 

cutting ~perations. The cultural irn~rovement of these young-grovrth 

stands is a real problem in many localities. 
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In order to reach the growth goal of 72 billion board feet 

per year on trees large enough 'co be classed as saYr timber, we would 

need to hnve an over-o.11 average of about 160 board feet per aero of 

growth in saw timber. 

The current average annual growth in the northern part of the 

United States is about 50 board feet per acre. In the South and 

Uest it averages about 100 board feet per acre. Therefore, today's 

annual gro•;rth in sn.w-timber is vray below the 160. board feet per aore 

needed to r each the 1975 goal. Our great problem is to build up more 

growth in lare;er treos, and in general to put our forest land in better . . 
growinc; condition. That0adies and gentlanellJ is the real challenge. 

?Te:;..-t comes the question of the kind of program it would take for 

this country to put its forest land to greater productivity in order 

to meet the annual timber growth goal outlined above. 

The 7orost Service, as you know, has hacl a program to increase 

forest produotion which it has developed and advocated over the years. 

Substantial features of our program have beon adopted by the Congress 

from time to time but 1mlch Gtill romains to be done. Since many of 

you are fo.miliar with the Forest Service program, I am not soing to 

review it here. Instead I'd like to summarize the recommendations 

made by Ur. Paley's Commission. :··frlile some groups, both in industry 

and Govermnent may not fully acree with all the Comnission•s recommenda-

tions, !. do think they are important . . nd deserve much more than passing 

J 

... i attention. The Cow.iission applied many months of study to the problem 

. ' 
I 

and it cannot be accused of havinG had an ax to e;:rind--the Commission· 

went. out of existence when its report was cornpletedl 
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Because 60 percent of a ll our commercial forest land is in farms 

and other s.nall non-industrial holdings, the Commission lays special 

stress upon measures that Yli 11 assist the small owner in the rnnnage-

ment of his forest land. It reconnends that the present cooperative 

Foderal-~tate program providing technical services to small forest 

owners and to opei·ators of small timber-processing enterprises be 

expanded from its present field force of 230 service foresters to a 

field force of about 2,000. This, the Conm:i.ssion believes, would 

provide the necessary technical assistance to meet the needs of about 

half of the small forest oymers and operators. Supplementary service 

could be expected from private orGanizations fi~anced by industry, by 

consulting foresters, and by other agencies operated on a self-sustain-

ing basis. 

Another Commission recommendation calls for t he extension of 

organized fire protection to some 66 million acres of private and other 

non-Federal forest land that still does not have such protection. As 

a means toward this end, ·the Commission urges that Federal aid to the 

States for fire protection be increased (on the present matching basis) 

up to the 020,000,000 per year level authorized by recent Act of Congress. 

Federal aid for this purpose has been at about the ~10,000,000 per 

year level, with t:1e States providing consider~bly .more than half of 

the funds used for protection of private and other non-Federal lands. 

The Conmission specially e:nphasized "the great, though i 1n."neasurable, 

losses caused by fire in destroying new grovrth and impairing waterstled 

protection. 11 
• 

The Co:;an5;ssion further rec ommends that the Federal Government in-

oreaso· (on a matching basis) its financial aid to states for the produo-
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tion of forest planting stock.. Present Federal aid for thi s purpose 

amounts to ab~ut .;100,000 por year. The authorized ceiling for suoh 

Federal aid is $2,500 1 000 • . The Comr:iission reoorranends that it be 

raised ·.;o that level a s soon as practicable . 

Poi nting ou t that t he existing oredi t facilities are not vrell 

o.do.pted t o the needs of s!nall forest owners ,·Jho wish to manage their 

properties on a. sustained-yield basis, the Commission advocates the 

osta.blishment of a national system of forest credit to be set up 

within t he framey1orl-; of the Farm Credit Administration. It suggests 

that borrowers be required to follow mana{;ement pla.:ris approved by the 

l ending ab ency, and that the agency develop a forest insurance service 

ancill ary to its loanint; functions . 

Turning to the matter of taxation, the Conmission reconunends 

that the States, as ra~idly as possible, substitute yield taxes for 

ad valorem taxes on timber, and that the ~resent provision whereby the 

Federal Govommen·t taxes the proceeds .from timber property on the 

capi tal-e;ni~s rather than the current-income basis ba r etained •.. 

1}..s its final recornr.lendation with r espect to privately-owned 

forests, tho Commission says that universal adoption by the States of 

laY1s prohibiting destructive cutting would be in the national interest. 

It suggests that for the n ext five years the Federal Government lend 

whatever assistance it can to the States in setting up syster.is of com-

pulsory regulation, including (on a matching basis) financial assis-

ta.nee for the adr.U.nistration of State laws regulating cutting . If 

after five years ther e still r emain important gaps in the State system 

of regulation, the Commission believes that such gaps shouls be filled 

by Federal ~egula. ti on. "J:.... 
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With r espect to the Federally-owned forests, the Commission 

beli13ves that _steps should be taken to bring their production up to 

a hiehor level . The 1951 cut from such forests amounted to about 

4. 7 billion board feet. This is only about half of the ultimate 

sustained-yield capacity of the national forests alQ.ne. The first 

step in putting the Foderally-ownod forests under more act"ive manage-

ment, espeoio.lly in the rfest, involves the construction of access 

roads to tap fo.irly large areas that are still inaccessible. The 

Commission recommends the building of 6.,000 miles of new roads to 

open u, such areas. It believes that this job could be done in 

about five years at a cost of about 030, 000, 000 per year and that 

the increased cut nade possible thereby on a sustained ~sis would . . 
amount to some 2.s billion board feat. 

Alone; with the opening of inaccessible areas of Federal ti~ber., 

the Corrvnission reconunends a strengthen.inc; of fire protection for the 

Federal forest lands, a speeding up of the authorized planting program, 

and more work for the improvement of timber stand~ on young-grovrth 

areas. 

Pointing out that epidemics of forest insects and tree diseases 

now destroy far more timber on private and pu.blio ' fores ts than is 

lost to fire, the Commission urges that the Fode~l Government step up 

its efforts in this field, and dovelop stronger cooperation with the 

States and v~ th private organizations.. Effective control, according to 

the Conu;Ussi.on, calls for Inore resea~b, for better detection, and for . , 
vigorous sup~ression. The progra;n thus far developed has not been on 

a scale biG ~nough to bring effective control. 



C\ 

.· .. 

• 

• 

•. 

. ' . 
. 172 

I ' ' 

Xhe Commissio4 laie st.-ong e~phasis on t~o need ~or strengthoning 

·.·.• researoh inf orost inana~a::.e~•'t and v1ood utilization. ~'Jh.ile the ourrent 
.. 

.f orost ros El.4l·ch efl'ort by 'FQC.erO\l a.-.d non-Fodcn·al agenoi es is abou~ 

·three t~nos that of 19~0, it is still quite sma.ll in view of t~e 

;rer.t values at stake. 

?.iloh remains to bQ dona be.:'oro we know v1ho.t w-a should know 
.... 

about regeneration, protection, ar.d utilization of our young forests • . 

.' · · In the East, espeoially,. the•e is a. larc;-a swplus of un"4sed ar.d un-

vmnted hardwood. We should be searohing for profito.ble ways to get 

, . · suoh treas removed from o\4r stands, and for .fore.st lr£na~emo3nt teoh-
, · ' 

1 , 1 niques that Vlill p.-event their furthor ancroaohme."lt. :·re a.re spending 

. . 

',lar.&e sums of money per ye~• for fi.-e proteotio:i. but proportionally . ' ' . 
. . very little for rosearch on bettllr vmys to coi'lt.rol fires. He ha. ve 

only bei;un work in tho i:npol·ta.nt field of tree i;;1provement suoh o..s 

throut;h forest genetics. i'fo lmov1 from rosul ts obtained so far that 

eybridization oi' oertai:i. species can give us .fv.s ter· erowing t•·e es and . . 
' also strains that are resistcmt to oortlli:t diseo.ses 9 i'ie l::now tho.t 

\ 

proper seleotion of seed source for planting ?l'O grams is· very il::lpor-

. · ·.·. · tl.Ult, but wo ,have made fa-r too little progress in researoh porta.~ninc; 
I ' 

. 
" 

to seed aouroe e.nd in getting what we do lmow about it put into 

praotioe. 

The national sux-vey of .!'orost resouroos,. to provide us with tho 

baaio data. on forest area., tiu.bor volu;nos,. rates of growth, . etc ... , . has 
• 

·not. yet. been oompleted .for a.bout one-third of the country. Horeover, .. 

· to~ some narts of the country i nitially surveyed resux-veys a~e long 
Ii ' • 

••'overdue. The Corrrnie.sion a~ys that the forest au~voy shQUld oe· 

apeede~ ~p . And. kept re~so~ly ourre~t •. . , ' ' 
., ' .... 

" . 

' '. 
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iTe }13.ve only begun the use of wood as a basic material for chemi-

cal utilization,. Vast possibilities ie ahead in this field--particularly 

in ,.;he utilizo.tion of material that has up to now been left in the 

woods to rot and to be a fire hazard. 

These problems and the groat good that ca.n come from increased 

effort at their solution, the Comr.dssion believes , justif'y a doubling 

of. the forest research program all alone the line--including that 

financed by the Federal Govornment. 

~.7hile recolill"lendations made by The President •s· Materials Policy 

Commission are not as complete as some would like to see, they would 

go a long way tovrard giving us the kind of fores try program that is 

needed with rego.rd to timber production and utilization. 

Another r;ood reason why we need more timber production is for 

flood prevention and othor phases of water manacement. You people 

will, of: co\.trse, agree that the \irater problem must not be neglected. 

In many of the arid regions of the West , forest watershed values 

transcend tiT:lber vo.lues by a ·wide margin. 'Wen i'n the Bast, the 

watershed values are of vital importance. Hore than half of all the 

water that fa.lls on the land comes dew upon our .forests . Jfost of the 

forested l~d is on slopinG or steep terrain~ Disturba.noe of the fo rest 

cover and soil, by fire, or by l ogging, or. by heavy grazing can have 

very serious effects on rate of runoff, rate of infiltration, and rate 

of Goil-loss by erosion. ~7e need to do far more thn.n we :18. ve done in 

the reha billto.tions of watersheds th~~ r.ave been impaired by misuse. 

i7e need to ~peed up research on soil-vra.ter ralal;~onships of forest 

lo.nds, and ~peed up land r.ano.~ernent programs to the end that the 

various other fo rest-land uses can be harmonized vrith their use as water-

sheds. 
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U.ncidenta.lly~ I rrould like to invite FRBHDS OF THE LAND to 

hold one or :".Ore rogional neetings at places where the Forest Service 

is carrying on watershed r:"Ana(;ement o.ctivities--both reseo.rch and 

action programs. I thinl~ a visit to some of our experimental forests 

and ranges would be especially interesting and instructive. Some of 

yo~ are, no doubt, familiar with the results of the work done by other 

ae;encies on 9rop and pasture lands. You may not be as familiar with 

the work that the Forest Servioe is doing on forest and range lands :J 
The great tragedy is that a nation-wide program of watershed 

management ~n crop and pasture and on range .and forest lands has never 

got going at any-.vhere :near its needed pace. ~·re go on building huge 

dams without providing the necessary treatments for the watersheds that 

lie above them. Ho one seriously contends that watershed treatment 

alone is the ans~er to the flood problem. It is, however, one of the 

important ele~ents of flood prevention. 

The ma.in plea that I wish to leave with you is that we raise our 

sights in all of our thinking about the forestry enterprise. The 

At"'lerioan people who built our E;reat transportation systems, our great 

industries, our great educational system, and our system of self-
l 

E;OVernment are certainly capable or rebuilding our precious forest 

heritage. Let's give the job n~•at it denands in i=nagina.tion, foresight., 

hard Y:ork, and money. 



DUblatlna CIJ•I•.., 

UNrrtD ST A Tl:S GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum • 
Department of Agriculture 
Forest SerT1.ce 
\'' a1hington ZS, D. C. 

1 cen le: Tlmbe r M1t. ; 
aec reation • 1..aM .... , 

Rt.flt., FMR.. WMI 

J • All ltatloM(FPL. AL. fttl 
J-AUae11eaa 
1 • Mr. lhaulia 
1 • Mr. Hoaley 

Tos 

Fromt 

Regional Fore1ter1 and Director• 

- V. L. Harper, A11i1tant CAief 

1 • Mr. CirUfltll 

Pile No,4000 

Dates November 30, 1960 

Subjects R••~c;h 

Attached are copie1 of a recent report of the Committee on Natural 
Area• of the Society of American Fore1ter1, reprinted from the 
November 1960 i11ue of the Journal of Fore1try. They are beina 
aent al reminder• of Forest Service intere1t in the1e 1cientific 
re1ervation1, and to encourage the selection and establishment of 
others as needed. For a long time we had 1uch va1t expanse• of 
untouched fore1t that 1etting a1ide example• of the virgin condition 
seemed quite unneceseary. Now, however, with the rapidly quicken­
ing tempo of manaaement and utilization there ii a corre1ponding 
need to take another look at the number of natural area• and their 
adequacy al to type• and 1ite represented. 

Because their purpo1e ii 1cientific, the Station• 1hould take leader­
ship in this review, but the Regions are expected to be intere1ted 
and to support action to improve coverage. 

The specification• for natural areas do not require that they be large, 
nor that they be •a•ily and readily acce1eible. They need not, there­
fore, conetitute much of a hindrance or interference with management. 

v· e ahould like to 1ee additional natural areas •elected and e•tablhhed 
in the vre•t particularly. In the East there i• very little virain fore1t 
left, either on national fore1t9 or elsewhere, and the Society i• 
a11r•••ively tryin, to 1ave a few remnant• al natural area•. It i• 
findina thi1 increaelqly difficult to do. So where we •till have 
opportuniti•• readily available we 1hould not put off action awaitiq 
development of pre11ur•• and ehorta1••· 

The attached reprint li•t• only the natural area• accepted by the 
Committee of the Society of American Fore1tere. That account• for 
the omiaaion of 1everal we have eetablilhed in range area•. Thi• 
calll attention to the •mall number of rana• natural area•. Th• 
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Anwrican Society of Rana• Management ha• not been a• a11r•••ift 
in thi• a• the SAF, but thia ahould not deter u• from aeekina out and 
reaerrina area• of ranee v•a•tation analogou• to the SAF natural 
area•. The .ASRM ha• from time to time collaborated with the " 
Graaaland Society in foatering the preaerTat:ion of national gra••-
land areas. 

Attachment 

[No attachment] 



FOREST POLICY STATEMENT 

FLORIDA SECTION 

SOCIETY OF .\.'!ERICA.~ FORESTERS 

Preamble 

Foresters •nd the Florid• Section of the Society of American Foresters as their 
professional org•nization have •n oblig•tion to promote tho dovelopmont and public 
acceptance o f • wise- use conoervation ethic and notural r esources policy. Giving 
emphasis to this oblig•tion is tho fact that forests , within the territory of the 
Section and comprising in the case of Florida -- tho major component of tho Sec­
tion -- over one- half of its l a nd area, constitute • basic natural resource vit­
ally important to the economic and spiritual woll- being o f the people . 

Any acceptable s tatement of forest policy must be the product o f the work of m~ny 
members of the Society differing frequently in their views on individual icaueo, 
but united in • determination to advance beneficiol forest practices and the pro­
fession of forestry. Fore•try is the science, the art , and the practice of man­
aging and using for human benefit the natural r esources t hat occur on and in 0 000-

c ia t ion vi th forest lands. These resources arc not limited to trees, but include 
other pl ants, animals of all descriptions , the clim~tc, the soil , and r elated air 
and veter. The ability to manage these resources is dictated in l arge measure by 
the concepts and policies of the landovner, vhether the people of a political unit, 
the shareholders of a corporation , or an individual . 

The folloving policy statement outlines the Florida Section 's poeition a• a pro­
fessional body on various aspects of forestry. In many respects it follovs close­
ly that of the Society's nationol policy. In other respects it supplemcntt tho 
nationa l statement by including addltional itemo . The Section 's statement ia 
deemed not in conflict in any respect with the Society ' s published national policy. 

Tho Florida Section supports the Society's recognized obligation of bringing spe­
cialized training and technical skill to bear on the continuing evolution of en­
ligh tened forest concepts and policies. It shall be tho policy of the Section to 
make its voice heard on current lssues. 

Conservation 

Conservation is tho wise use of natural resources, involving the management of 
forest and related range land for specific objectives. It is management for one 
or more purposes, including water . timber, fo rage , wildlife and recreation. Con­
servation provides for the continuation of some lands in the vilde rnoas state for 
spiritual enjoyment , scientific study , and primitive recreation. It recognizes 
the need for perpetuating or restoring scenic beauty , clean a ir , and vater quality. 

The Florida Section of the Society recogn izes the interrelation of air, vater , 
soil, plants, and animals. It is keenly a ware that ecology ia basic to forest land 
management , and that man himself ia a signif icant part of •ny ecological system. 
It believes that forest conservation must be based on an underatanding and applica­
tion of both ecological and socio-economic principles. These principles muQt be 
applied in all aspects of forest land management ranging from the intensive pro­
duction of timber products to wilderness preservation. 

Professional foresters , individually and collectively, ahould provide leaderahip 
in the development of programs and initia tion of actions to meet the material and 
spiritual needs of mankind . 
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Public Relat ions 

The Sect i on has an obligat i on to inform t he gener al publ ic o f i ts pos i t ion on 
public i ssues concern i ng fo r estry end t he profession. 

Sect ion e nd Chap ters should encourage membe r s t o appea r before public groups a s 
r epresent a tives o f t he Soc i ety t o further under standing of the for estry profession . 

Forestry Resea rch 

Progress in t he broad f ield o f fores t r y i s based upon knowl edge ga i ned th rough 
research . Str ong progr ams are needed i n both baste end applied r esea r ch . 

The Section str ongly supports comp r ehensive , l ong-range planning of forestry r e­
s earch, coordination and cooperation between public and pr ivate organizations a t 
all l evels , a nd r ap id dissemi nat ion and applicat ion of r eses r ch knowl edge. 

11te Sec tion r ecommends sus t aine d funding of qualified r esear ch o r ganizat i ons com­
mensur at e wi th t he needs of f or es t owners , manage r s, and t he publ ic interest . 

World For estry 

11\e Sect i on i s awar e o f ou r na tion ' s opportunity and r espo~s ibili ty l o cooperate 
vilh o ther na tions of the world i n the advancement of forestry and conserva t ion of 
natur a l resources . The Section be l ieves that t he Society and its members shou l d 
pa r t i cipate i n t he i nternat i onal exchange of personnel , knowledge, and ideas . 

The Sect ion endorses effor t s to encourage professiona l ism in forestry among the 
nat i ons of the world . To this end we suppor t ou r na tiona l Society ac tion to join 
with profess i ona l fo r estr y soc ieties o f o t he r nat i ons in a pr ogram of pr omoting 
high s tandards of professionalism i n f or estry on a world basis . 

Puerto Rico , Virgin I s l a nd s and t he Panama Cana l Zone a r e impor tant units wi th in 
the a r ea of the Fl orida Sect i on . Accordingly, t he Sec t ion has a part icula r inter ­
est in the devel opment of professional forestr y thr oughou t the Caribbean r egion of 
Lat i n America. 

Use of Forest Lands 

Opt imal use shoul d be made of fo r ests and rel ated l ands . This may mean lhe use of 
a n a r ea f or one or mor e l imi ted purposes. Ordina r ily , however , forest l ands ~ill 
contr i but e the most benefits t o t he economy and to society if administered under 
t he multipl e-use concept of l and management. 

In t he absence of demons trabl e need f or single o r limited use , skill fu l coordina­
tion of uses shoul d be the goa l of professional fo r est l and management . 

Profess i onal foresters should part i cipate in l and-use pl anning and shou l d r.iake the 
&pec i f i c r ecoiranendat l ons on forest practices . 

Owner ship of Forest Lands 

11te Sec tion encourages the excha nge , a cquisition , and disposa l o f l ands whe r e 
these pr ocesses will s i mplify admi nistr at i on and ma nageme nt and promo t e cons er va­
tion through mor e e f fic i ent us e of r esources . Ma j or sh ift s i n forest l a nd owner­
&h i p , however, should be made only af t er carefu l s tudy has de t ermined that t he 
s ocial, economic, and managerial benef i ts t herefrom exceed those attainable under 
existing ovnersh i p. 

For est Protec t i on 

Protec tion commensurate with the values protected is es&entiol to the management of 
al l forest l and r esources. The Section advocates coordinated , intens ive efforts t o 
reduce and prevent forest l osses from fire , insects , d iseases, snlmals , and other 
causes . Cooperation among a l l pr otection organizations and forest landowners wil l 
best achieve these objectives . Prevention is the i deal form of protection and is 
fur thered through strong information a nd education programs . Publ ic and priva t e 
f orest owners and the gener a l publ ic share t he respons i bili t y and the benefits of 
adequa t e f orest protect i on . 

The Sec tion endor ses programs of i ntegrated protection i nvolving j udicious uses of 
ecological, biological, chemical , and mechanical control. 

For est Reeeneration 

Adequate supplies of t he var ious goods and services available on forest l ands are 
of vit~l importance to the state and national economy . Productivity of forest la nd 
used for the pr oduction of timbe r produc ~s should be maintained Ly use of harvesting 
and other methods that will provide f avorable cond i tions for natural regeneration or 
wou l d facil itate seeding and planting . 

l.ppropria te continued act i on i s needed t o impr ove the produc tivity on non-s t ocked 
and poor ly stocked areas of f orest l and . Seeding and planting shoul d be done with 
due regard to suitabil ity of seed orig i n and qual ity , planting stock , end soil type. 

The Section endorses efforts t o improve the genetic quality of fores t trees for com­
cercial use and of browse and for age plants for wil dlife food and livestock gr azing . 

Timber Management 

Sawl ogs , pul pwood , naval stores , and some 500 derived produc ts therefrom currently 
provide a value of mo r e than a billion dol l a rs generated by Florida ' s timber r e­
sour ce . Timber products are essent ial to our economy and standard of l iv i ng . 

Because of deoands for other goods and services of forest land , the area availabl e 
for tiJhe r production is not expec t ed to increase. Thus, land devoted to wood pro­
duction must p r oduce more efficiently to meet the f orecasted demands . 11-oe need for 
capable professiona l forest management is evident . 

Tne Sect i on u r ges private l andowners and publ ic admi nistrators to empl oy pr ofess ion­
a l foresters t o plan and conduct stand improvement , t imber h'l!'rvest and regeneration 
practices . Si l vicultura l pr actices must become more intensive i f t l.mber yields and 
the econom i c returns therefr om are ~o be optimi zed. ~mxlmum efficiency i n harvest­
i ng , ut il ization , and marketing is essentia l to successful timber manage~ent . 

Forest Inventories 

Fores t surveys form the basis fo r periodic appraisa l s of t he forests of Lhe Uni t ed 
States . I nventory data on t he quantity , quality, and conditiop of forest r esources 
are ne:essary for the developoent of forest polic i es and programs by both public and 
pr ivate forest managers . Land su r veys are fundamental t o forest inventory and wan­
&ge~ent . Surveys and economic assessments of soil , water , forage , wildlife , and 
r ecreation r esources a re needed, and shoul d be made sufficiently often to k eep data 
curre~t . 

The Section strongly suppor ts professionally planned and conducted Inventories of 
&11 forest resour ces financed in bal ance with the i r need and i ntended us e . 
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Recreation M11nagement 

Recreati on i s one of the ma j or uses of fores t lands and r e la ted waters. The Sec­
tion urges fores t owner& to i den tify and pr!'t.ect the recreationa l values o f thei r 

.lands . Where feas ible, these values should be enha nced and made avai l able t o the 
public. Fores t owners and manager s should acquaint th e public , as users of forest 
l ands, with the costs and problems i nvolved . 

Most forms of f orest recrea tion are compatible with other major uses of fores t 
lands . Whe r e this is the case, professional fores t managers shou ld coordinate 
recreation with other uses . 

The problem posed by the fast-mounting pressures for recreational use of the forest 
is how t o make lands available to many people without impairment of either the r e­
source or the quality of the recreationa l experience. Technical and socia l skills 
should be employed by professional forester s in managi ng forest lands and deploy­
ing people to enhance and protect recreational opportunities. 

The Section supports the establishment and use of forest parks , r ecreation areas , 
and natural a r eas for sceni c, historica l, scientific, and inspirationa l purposes 
where intens ive study demonstrates that the l ong- term public i nterest requires pe r­
manent sacrifice of alternative uses and values. 

Na tura l Beauty 

Natural beauty is one of Florida ' s princ ipal resou rces . 1~e Section urges all 
public agenc ies , landowners , and citizens to develop and support policies and pro­
gT4IllO tha t wilt promo te and protec t the scenic and other aesthet ic values of for­
est a rena t o the fullest extent compatible with major land u ses . 

Further, the Section recogni?.es t he need for urban forestr y and accordingly en­
courages the us e of native or naturalized trees, shrubs and other vegetation to 
beautify right-of-ways , urban developments, parks , playgrounds , indus trial and othe r 
areas. 

Water Management 

The Sect i on r ecognizes the i~portance of forest land for wate r insoak and storage 
and as a source of water supply. Forest management in(lU'ences the quantity, quali­
ty, and timing of water yield. I t can have profound effect on sedimentation, pol­
lution, fish habitat, and streamside values. The objectives of water shed manageoent 
i nclude production of water, maintenance of s oil stability, and r egula tion of stream 
flow through coordinated management and use of forest land. 

The Sect i on believes that the management o( the forest fo r water is usually compat­
ible with management for other purposes but that protection of a water supply, un­
der special conditions , may be of overr i ding s ignificance . It recognizes the re­
cponsibillties of forest landowners to employ l and-use practices which prosect 
"" toraheds. 

Soil Management 

:oils constitute~ natural r esource which i s vital t o the production of timber, 
. orage, water , wildlife, and r ecreation. Soil managemen t cons ists of using forest 
l~nda t o achieve the'~ optimal productiv i ty while protecting the soil from impair­
ment. Acceptable means of soil improvement include water and biotic management, 
chcwi cal and other additives , and mechanical treatment . 

Wild l ife Management 

Wildlife and fish are impor t ant r enewable forest r esources and are products of 
their habitats. Timber, fora ge , a nd wildlife can be produced toge ther when the 
r esource manager and publi c cooperate t o keep a nima l populations in ba lance with 
other land uses and food supplies . 1be Sec tion endorses effor ts to improve wild­
life habitat by s i lvicultural and other measures, and it supports the pr inciple of 
maintaining wildlife populations in ba lance with the carrying capacity of forest 
l ands . lt encourages the cooperat i ve efforts of resource managers , sportsmen, a nd 
others t o work toward purposeful wildlife habitat management. 

Ra nge :·lanagement 

Forage is a major resource of s ome fores t lands . The Section endorses grazing of 
do~estic livestock on fores t l ands where it is economic , compatible with other 
major us es , a nd mana ged t o maintain optimal forage l evels . The use of forest 
range by lives tock and game animal s should be r egulated so as to maintain a bal ­
ance between forage production and us e . 
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THE FUTURE ROLE OF SOCIETIES OF FORESTRY 
IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

SUMMARY 

What is done with forests affects people; therefore, people 
organize to iniluence decisions relate·l to forestry. Who are 
these people? How do they organize? What are their purposes? 
How do they pursue their goals? These are basic questions 
affecting forestry on a global scale . 

Organizations of people interested in forestry can be grouped 
into three main classes : industrial, citizenry, and professional. 
Groups sponsored by ind us try or comprised of industrial members 
serve the business inte rests of members directly or indirectly. 

- . ' 

Organizations of citizens are most variable in composition and 
purp.os·e, but in general they se rve and represent the public inte r est 
in forestry. Profes sionals identified by their extended period of 
education and by their service - oriented work, for m societies to 
maintain and improve services both to the profession and to the 
public . All three support forestry through a full spectrum of 
interests and activities . 

_.The r ole s of the three classes of societies a re complementary 
and, to some extent, overlapping. The traditional role of indus -
trial groups is to exert economic and political pressure in order to 
influence public decisions affecting forestry resources and their 
utilization. Citizen's groups , at the other end of 'the spectrum, 
have traditionally molded and represented the public image of 
forestry . Recently, these two groups have assumed the tactics and 
roles of each other . Societies of professionals in the same way no 
longer are satisfied just with service to members and to the public; 
now they are entering the public arena to influence policies and 
programs . T he s timulus for these shifts in roles h as been the 
public's increasing concern over the quality of our environment, 
conservation of re sources, and competition among users of forests . 

The expanding role of the professional society reflects a new 
attitude toward social and economic r esponsibilities related to 
forestry. Professionals want and deserve to have a part in defin­
ing issues, in pre sen ting available technoiogy, in analyzing alter -
native courses of action, and in recommending policies and procE:d ­
ures . Organizations of professionals, moving in response to their 
membership, are becoming mor e active in assuming these varied 
roles . 
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Recent po~icy -oriented actions illustrate the varied roles of 
p r ofessional forestry societies . New societies are emerging 
to carry the professional banner in countries large and small, o ld 
and new . National conferences are helping to buil d the image of 
forestry and to attract the interest of t he public . New educational 
programs are a imed at i nforming the public in order to create a 
more favorable attitude toward forestry . Societies a re vigorously 
presenting the ir professional position on policies affecting forestry 
and on implementation of such policies . C oalitions are strengthen ­
i ng individual societies and leading to coope r ati on toward mutual 
goals related to forestry . Such actions are happening now, and 
they c an be expected to happen with increas ing frequency in the 
future . 

The majority of de v eloping nations lack organizations to 
influence public decisions related to forestry . Societies of pro ­
fessional foresters, plus forestry schools to educate p r ofessionals , 
generally are needed in these countries . Professional societies or 
general fo re stry associations could be created if other fa c tors are 
favorable . C oope r ation among all organizations concerned wi th 
forestry and related subjects can increase thei r influence on p ublic 
decisions affecting forestry. 

T hree general conclusions emerge from this review of the role 
of societies of forestry . First, professional fore-stry schools and 
professional societie s of foreste r s will have to be increased in 
numbe r s in developing countries before effective forestry c an be 
practiced . Second, the quality and thrust of the profession's 
influence on the public and on decision makers must be strength ­
ened. T hird, we need to deve l op a fuller understanding of the 
four principal, interrelated, elements of the for estry profession 
- - education, r esearch, the professional society, and practice. 

( The Future Role of Societies of Forestry in Developing Countries 
by V . L . Harper and R . Z . Callaham, TJS A . Genera l Paper, 
Seventh World Forestry Congress, Buenos Aires , Argentina, 1972 . ) 



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR VERNE L. HARPER 

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Forest Service. Variation in Naval 
Stores Yie lds Associated with Specific Days Between Chippings, 
by V. L. Harper and Lenthall Wyman. Technical Bulletin No . 510 . 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 19 37 . 

Harper, V.L. and Liefeld, T . A. "A New Day in the Naval Stores Industry ." 
Journal of Forestry 36, no . 11(November1938): 1128-1130 . 

U. S. Department of Agriculture . Forest Service . Forest Outings; by Thirty 
Foresters, Russell Lord, ed . Washington , D . C.: Government 
Printing Office, 194 0 . See Appendix A , pp. 15 8-15 9 . 

V. L. Harper was one of the thirty foresters to work on this study . 

--------· Effects of Fire on Gum Yields of Long leaf and Slash Pines, 
by V. L. Harper. Circular No . 710. Washington, D. C .: Government 
Printing Office, 1944. 

- ----· The Management Status of Forest Lands in the United States, 
by V. L. Harper and James C . Rettie. Washington, D. C .: 
Government Printing Office, 194 6 . 

Harper , V.L. "The Forest Research Program." In U . S. Congress . Senate . 
Committee on Appropriations. Agriculture Appropriations Bill. 
Hearings before a subcommittee of the committee on Appropriations , 
8lst Cong., 2d sess . , 1951. Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1951. 469-502 . 

This report was written by V. L. Harper in 1949 as part of his study 
that eventually led to the Mcintire-Stennis Act (1962) . 

• "Wood for the Future . " The Land 11, no. 3 (January 1953) : -----
270 - 275. 

For a copy of this speech , published in The Land , see Appendix 
c I pp, 161-1 74 , 

-----· "Watershed Management . " Unasylva 7 , no . 3 (1 953): 105-114. 
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For the Summary to this study see Appendix F, pp . 181-182. 



SELECTED READINGS ON MULTIPLE USE 

The following is a list of selected readings on the history of 
multiple use of the national forests. It was compiled by Barbara Holman, 
a graduate of Sacramento State College with a major in history, and 
Susan Schrepfer, who received her doctorate in history from the University 
of California, Riverside. 

The listing was compiled in the course of the research prepara­
tory to interviews made by the Forest History Society in cooperative 
agreement with the United States Forest Service on the s ubject of multiple 
use of the national forests. The interviewees selected for the project 
were Edward C. Crafts, Frederick W. Grover, Verne L. Harper, Earl S. 
Peirce, Hamilton K. Pyles, and J. Herbert Stone . This bibliography is 
not exhaustive . It is limited by time and the need to shape research 
according to the interviewee ' s backgrounds. It is hoped, however, that 
it might offer a brief introduction to any scholar brave enough to embark 
upon a study of multiple use . 
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UNPUBLISHED MATERIAL 

GOVERNMENTAL AND NONGOVERNMENTAL 

Unpublished material relevant to the history of multiple use was 
found in archival collections of the Forest History Society, Santa Cruz , 
California . These collections include the papers of the American 
Forestry Association, the National Lumber Manufacturers Association, 
and the Society of American Foresters. 

Also consulted was Record Group 95 (U . S. Forest Service) , in the 
Federal Records Center in San Francisco, California , and in the National 
Arc hives in Washington, D . C . Outstanding material found in these 
collections are listed below. 

Bergoffen, Gene S . "The Multiple Use- Sustained Yield Law: A Case Study 
of Administrative Initiative in the Legislative Policy- Forming Process ." 
M . S. thesis , Syracuse University , June 1962 . 

Pyles , Hamilton K. "Training Needs to Make Multiple Use Work . 11 

Speech delivered at meeting of regional foresters and s tation direc­
tors , U . S . Forest Service, 29 February to 4 March 1960 . 

Stone, J. Herbert . "Multiple Use--What is It? How is it Applied in 
Region 6? " Speech delivered at Symposium, Green River Community 
College, Auburn, Washington, 17 October 1960 . A copy of this speech 
is to be placed in the Appendix of the typed transcript of the interview 
With J. Herbert Stone conducted by Elwood R. Maunder in October 
1971 , Forest History Society, Santa Cruz, California . 

Twight, Ben W . "The Tenacity of Value Commitment: The Forest Service 
and the Olympic National Park ." Ph . D . dissertation , University of 
Washington, 15 November 1971. 

In this dissertation the author asserts that the U . S . Forest Service's 
primary commitment has been to the concept of timber as a crop to be 
harvested . As a result of this commitment, the service failed to 
res pond adequately to the values and expectations of recreation­
oriented groups with regard to the Olympic National Forest . 

U . S. Department .of Agriculture. Forest Service . "Recreation Uses on 
the National Forests: A Study of their Extent and Character With a 
Discussion of Public Policies and Recommendations as to Methods 
of Development and Administration, 1917," by Frank A. Waugh . Typed . 
Forest History Society Library , Santa Cruz, California. 

Here is a very interesting early report with numerous photographs 
with identification . 
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"A Report on Forest, Watershed , Range , and Related Resource 
C onditions and Management , Pacific Northwest Region, 1937 , 11 by 
Earl S . Peirce and Earl W . Loveridge . General Integrating Inspection 
Report . Typed . National Archives , Rec ord Group 95 , Records of the 
Office of the C hief. 

11 A Report on Forest , Watershed, and Related Resource Condi­
tions and Management , Northeastern Region , 1938 , 11 by C hristopher 
M . Granger a nd Earl S . Peirce . General Integrating Inspection 
Report . Typed . National Archives , Record Group 95 , Records of the 
Office of the C hief. 

11 A Primer for Water Management on Cleveland National 
Forest , 11 by Hamilton K. Pyles . May 194 8 . Typed . Copy in the 
Office of the Forest Supervisor, Cleveland National Forest , San 
Diego , California. 

11 Plan for Management of the Southern C alifornia Forests , 11 

by Clare Hendee and Stephen N. Wyckoff . 1953 . Typed . The 
original study is held in the Office of the Forest Supervisor, 
Cleveland National Forest , San Diego , California . 

Hamilton Pyles part icipated in the formulat ing of this plan . 

11 A Report on Forest, Watershed , and Related Resource 
Conditions and Management, Forest Products Laboratory , 1954, 11 by 
Edward C . Crafts and Verne L.Harper . General Integrat ing Inspec tion 
Report . Typed . National Archives, Record Group 95 , Records of the 
Office of the Chie f. 

---- •
11 AReportonForest , Watershed , andRelated Resource Conditions and 

Management , PacificNorthwestRegion , 1958, 11 by J. Herbert Stone . General 
Inte grating Inspe c t ion Report . Typed. National Archive:; , Record Group 95 , 
Records of the Office of the C hief. 

11 A Report on Forest , Watershed , and Related Resourc e 
Conditions and Management , Eastern Region and Northwest Forest 
Experiment Stat ion , 1958 ," by VerneL . Harper and Russell B. 
McKennan. General Integratina. Inspection Report . Typed. National 
Archives , Record Group 95 , Records of the Office of the C hief. 

Hamilton Pyles was regional forester of the Eastern Region a t the 
time this report was made . 
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"A Report on Forest, Watershed , and Related Resource 
Conditions and Management, Northwest Region and Pacific North­
west Forest and Range Experiment Station , 1958, by Edward P. Cliff 
and Russell B. McKennen . General Integrating Inspection Report . 
Typed . National Archives , Record Group 95 , Records of the Office 
of the Chie f. 

Attac hed to this report is a memorandum written by J. Herbert Stone . 

"A Servicewide Plan to Gear Multiple Use Management of 
the National Forests to the Nation's Mounting Needs . " 1960 . 
Typed . Archives Branch of the Federal Records Center , San 
Francisco , California , Record Group 95 . 

"Forest Service- National Park Service Relationships . " Office 
Memorandum by Richard E. McArdle, 12 February 1960 , Washington, 
D . C . Typed . Arc hives Branch of the Federal Records Center, San 
.francisco , California , Record Group 95 . 

----• " Guide for t he preparation of a Ranger District Multiple- Use 
Management Plan . [ 19601 . Typed. Archives Branch of the Federal 
Records Center , San Francisco , California , Record Group 95 . 

"Multiple Use Practices , Problems , and Opportunities in 
Southern Fores ts ." ByA. W . Greeley . At the Georgia Forests 
Research Council- Georgia Forestry Association Conference on 
Multiple Use of the Southern Forests , at Calloway Gardens , Pine 
Mountain, Georgia , 5 November 1969 . Mimeographed . 

U . S . Department of Interior . National Park Service . "Primary Use vs . 
Multiple Us e ," by Howard Stagner . At Visitor Services Conference, 
Williamsburg , Virginia, 30 November 1959 . Typed . Archives Branch 
of the Federa l Records Center , San Francisco , California , Record 
Group 95 • 

----• Bureau of Outdoor Recreation . " News Release ." Remarks by 
Edward C . Crafts before a Pennsylvania State University Forestry 
Convocation . University Park , Pennsylvania , 13 March 1963 . A 
copy is to be placed in the Appendix of the typed transcript of the 
interview with Edward C . Crafts conducted by Susan R. Schrepfer 
in August 1971 , Forest History Society , Santa Cruz, California . 

Wil son , Carl N . "De cision Making and Multiple Use Management in the 
Uni ted States Forest Serv ice ." M . A. thesis , University of Montana , 
196 7 . 



GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS 

One Third of the Nation 's Land : A Report to the President end to the 
Congress by the Public Land Law Review Commission . Washington , 
D . C .: Government Printing Office . 1970 . 

U . S . Congress . Senate . A National Plan for American Forestry . 
S , Doc . 12 , 73rd Cong., 1st sess . , 1933 . Also known as t he 
'Copeland Report ." 

U . S . Department of Agriculture . Fores t Service . The Use Book . 
Washington , D . C .: Government Printing Office , 1907 • 

----• Future Land Use in the U.S . Circular No . 159 . Washi.ngton , 
D . C . : Government Printing Office, 1909 . 

----• "Forest Grazing Control Aids Tree Growth . 11 Yearbook of 
Agriculture , 192 6 . Washington , D . C .: Government Printing Office, 
192 6 . 

____ • Forest Outings by Thirty Foresters . Edited by Russell Lord . 
Washington , D . C . : Government Printing Office , 1940 . 

V. L. Harper was one of the foresters who worked on this project . 

----· 
11 Projects of Many Uses: Other Federal Forests, 11 by F . W . 

Grover . In Trees: The Yearbook of Agriculture , 1949 . Washington, 
D . C . : Government Printing Office, 1949 . 

----. U . S . Forest Service Manual. Washington, D . C . : 
Government Printing Office, 1958 . 

. National Forest Prooram for the Shawnee Hills of Southern ----
Illinois . Washington , D . C . : Government Printing Office . 1963 . 

F . W . Grover participated in this study . 

___ _ • Cooperative Fores t Fire Control: The History of its Origins and 
Development Under the Weeks and Clarke-McNary Acts . Compiled by 
Earl S . Peirc e and revised by William J. Stahl. Washington, D . C . : 
Government Printing Office , 1964 . 
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----· A National Forestry Research Program . Miscellaneous 
Publication No . 965 . Washington , D . C . : Government Printing 
Offic e , May 1964 . 

U. S . Department of Commerce . Study of Public Land Timber Policy , 
4 vol s . By George Banzhaf and Company . Washington , D . C . : 
Government Printing Off ice , 19 6 9 . 

U . S . Department of Interior . Bureau of Land Management . Man and 
the Forest: A Conference on Multiple Use Management of Forest 
Lands . Denver , Colorado , 17- 19 April 1967 . Denver, Colorado: 
U . S . Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 1967 . 

U . S ., Statutes a t Large, Vol. 74 . "Multiple Use- Sustained Yield 
Act o f 1960 ," 12 June 1960 , p . 215 . U . S . Code , Title 16, 
Sec . 528 (1970). 



BOOKS - NONGOVERNMENTAL PUBLICATIONS 

Forest Policy Statement: Florida Section . Was hington , D. C . : Society of 
American Foresters, 1970 . 

V. L. Harper wrote this statement . 

"Multiple - Use Fores try in the Changing West ." Proceedings : Society 
of American Foresters Meeting . Salt Lake City , Utah , 1958 . 

Mult iple Use of Fores t Lands : Proceedings of the Fifth World Forestry 
Congress . Seattle , Washington , 1960 . University of Washington, 
September 1962 . Three volumes . 

V. L. Harper was chairman of the Executive Committee . 

Pyles , Hamilton K. "What ' s Ahead for Our Public Lands? " A Summary 
Review of the Activities and Final Report of the Public Land Law 
Review Commission . Washington , D . C . : Natural Resources Council 
of America , 19 7 0 . 

Reed, Waller. "Forest : Pressure for Multiple Use of Forest Land . " In 
the Western Forestry and Conservation Association , Proceedings of 
the 46th Annual We stern Forestry Conference . Portland, Ore gon , 
7-9 December 1955 . 65 - 66 . 

Roberts , Paul H . Hoof Prints on the Forest Range : The Early Years of the 
National Forest Range Administration . San Antonio, Texas : The 
Naylor Company , 1963 . 

Smith, Frank E. ed . Conservation in the United States, A Documentary 
His tory: Land and Water 1900 - 1970 . New York: Chelsea House 
Publishers , 1971. 

Stone , J . He rbert . "A First Look at the Resources of the Northwest. " 
I n the Wes te rn Forestry and Conservat ion Association , Proceed ings 
of the 42nd Annual Conference . Portland, Oregon , 1951. 
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PERIODICALS AND NEWSPAPERS 

All issues of American Forests from 1920 to 1960 were carefully 
surveyed for articles, editorials, and news items bearing on the 
development of multiple use in the national forests . The Journal of 
Forestry and Living Wilde rness were explored for these same years on an 
intermittent basis. The Sierra Club Bulletin from the early sixties 
provided provocative information. The most outstanding art icles from 
these and other magazines are listed below. 

Albright , Horace M . "Highest Use vs. Multiple Use ." Sierra C lub 
Bulletin 45 , no . 4 (April - May 1960) : 3- 7. 

Albright discusses the history of relations between the Nationa l Park 
Service and the U . S . Forest Service, focusing on the controversy 
over the extension of the Park Service into Forest Service lands . 

Antrei, Albert . "A Western Phenomenon , The Origin and Development of 
Watershed Research : Manti, Utah , 1889 ." American West 8, no . 2 
(March 1971) : 42 - 59 . 

"A Program for American Forestry ." American Forests 65 , no . 7 (July 
1959) : 17- 25 . 

Forest protection, improvement of the national timber crop, forest 
research , and multiple- use management of forest resources are 
explored in this article . 

"Bulletin Board ." Sierra Club Bulletin 45 , no . 4(April-May1960): 15 . 

This is a short paragraph on passage of the multiple use bill. 

Butler, Ovid . "Forest Situation Exposed : Exhaustive Report by Fores t 
Service to Congress Lays Forest Troubles to Private Ownership of 
Land . Huge Program of Public Ownership is Proposed ." American 
Fore sts 39 , no . 5 (May 1933): 204- 236 . 

This article discusses A National Plan for American Forestry 
otherwise known as the ''Copeland Report.'' According to foe art icle 
the report reveals " a critical breakdown of forest l and management ." 
There is only brief mention of recreation , range , wildlife, and 
watershed. 

Calli son , Charles H . "The 86th Congress and Conservation . " Sierra 
Club Bulletin , no . 5 (June 1960) : 8 . 
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Chapman , H . H . "Recreation as a Federal Land Use. " American Forest s 
31 , no . 37 8 (June 1925): 349- 380 . 

Author recognizes the importance of recreation to the national 
forests a nd discusses the question of how much forest land s hould 
be preserved from cutting . 

Clawson , Marion . "A Public Land Review . " American Forests . Part I 
71 , no . 3(March1965): ll- 57 . Part II 71, no . 4(April1965): 34- 63 . 
Part III 71 , no . 5(May1965): 51- 95 . Part IV 71 , no . 6 (June 1965) : 
20- 59 . Part V 71 , no~ 7 (July 1965): 26- 63 . Part VI 71, no . 8 
(August 1965) : 12 - 61. · 

This series of articles by e c onomist Marion Clawson of Resources 
for the Future highlights some problems likely to be encountered by 
the Public Land Law Review Commission in its review of the public 
lands and administration and management in the United States . 
Clawson explores taxation of public lands, user payment, manage ­
ment problems , land exchanges , reorganization of federal resource 
agencies , and the future of public lands. 

C liff, Edward P. "Changes in the Status of Wildlife and Its Habit in the 
Northwest." The University of Washington Forest Club Quarterly 
9, no . 3 (1935-36) : 25 - 30 . 

____ . "The National Forests Serve . " Journal of Forestry 53 , no . 2 
(February 1955) : ll2- 115. 

Cliff discusses briefly the development of The Use Book and of the 
various multiple uses . 

---- . " The Role of Forest Recreation in Forest Land Management . " 
Journal of Forestry 59, no . 7 (July 1961): 491- 492 . 

Competition for forest lands intensifies , especially for wild lands . 
According to Cliff , the growing need for recreation offers a challenge 
to the profession of forestry . Foresters must be sensitive to social 
as well as economic values . 

"Communities and Commodities . " American Forests 69 , no . 1 (January 
1963): 11 . 

This artic le concerns the four- point program of the lumbering 
industry and multiple use . 
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"Conference Advance s New Ideals in Forestry . " American Forests 36, 
no . 6 (June 1930) : 336- 360 . 

This article reports the proceedings of a meeting of the American 
Forestry Association . The menace of stream and lake pollution 
was discus sed as was the importanc e of forest recreat ion and 
wildlife . The association also put on record its opposition " to every 
bill in Congres s for admission to the National Park system of areas 
which fail to meet completely the a ccepted National Park standards ." 

"Congratulations , Mr. Benson ." American Forests 65 , no . 4 (April 1959) : 11. 

Ezra Taft Benson proposes a program to provide more timber , water, 
recreation, wildlife , and other renewable natural resources . The 
writer of this editorial e xclaims this is a "working model for 
balanced use on forest land ." 

Connaughton , C harles A. "Watershed Management--More than Mere 
Protection ." Journal of Fores try 37, no . 4 (April 1939) : 341- 342 . 

This article discusses the importance of watershed management as 
restorative, prote ctive and improvement . 

----• "Yie ld of Water as an Element in Multiple Use of Wild Land . 11 

Journal of Fores try 41, no . 9 (September 1943) : 641- 644 . 

" The Triumphant Years ." American Fores t s 61 , no . 10 
(October 1955) : 20- 95 . 

This is the story of Region 8 , the SouthernRegion . 

"What is Multiple Use? " American Fores t s 65 , no . 7 
(July 1959): 30- 61. 

Connaughton clarifies the term multiple use . 

"The Forestry Profession and Land Use Pressures ." Journal 
of Forestry 5, no . 3 (March 1960) : 233 . 

This article discusses land management problems and the pres sures 
brought on by the users of the various uses . 

"Conservation in Congress . " American Forests 47 , no. 4 (April 1941) : 
182- 200 . 

The recommendations of the Joint Congressional Committee on 
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forestry included: "More intensified management of timber , forage, 
wildlife , recreation and watershed resources on national forests . " 
However , timber management and protection were the prime 
considerations of the committee with little consideration of the 
multiple uses . 

"Crafts Discusses Multiple Use Bill. " Sierra Club Bulletin 45 , no . 5 
(June 1960): 3 . 

Edward Crafts discusses various questions on the multiple use bill 
put to him by the Board of Directors of the Sierra C lub . 

· Crafts , Edward C. 11 Brinkmanship in Our Forest s . " American Forests 
75, no . 8 (August 1969) : 19- 52 . 

This article is based on testimony by Crafts before Subcommittee 
on Forests of the House Committee on Agriculture on a bill to 
establish a High Yield Timber Fund . 

11 Saga of a Law . 11 American Forests . Part I 76, no . 6 (June 
1970): 13- 54 . Part II 76 , no . 7 (July 1970) : 29- 35 . 

Craig , James B. "Bills , Bills , Bills . 11 American Forests 66 , no . 7 
(July 1960) : 22-96 . 

Edward C . Crafts helps Congress ride herd on all the bills affecting 
Forest Service programs . 

" Editorial." American Forests 72, no . 12 (December 1966) : 
12 -13 . 

The American Forestry Association advocates that the North Cascades, 
in their entirety, remain national forest and therefore under multiple ­
use management . 

"Las Vegas--Where the Action Is." Americ an Forests 74, no . 1 
(January 1968) : 16-63 . 

This article covers the 92nd annual meeting of the American Forestry 
Assoc iation and the association's discussions of the Bureau of Land 
Management ' s multiple- use practices . 

11 North Cascades : A Different Kind of Country ." American 
Forests 74, no . 7(July1968) : 18- 35 . 

This article centers on a move by some conservationists to turn the 
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Pacific Northwest ' s North Cascades into a national park, thereby 
removing it from forest service control. Craig discusses charges 
that the Forest Service permitted mining and logging in this wilder­
ness are a . 

Dana , Samuel Trask . "The Early Years, Forest Service . " Forest History 
10 , no . 2 (July 1966) : 2- 14 . 

This article contains excerpts from oral history interviews with 
Mr. Dana by Elwood R. Maunder and Amelia R. Fry . 

Dresser , William T. "Design for Multiple Use." American Forests 70 , 
no . 7 0-uly 1964) : 13 - 15 . 

Dresser discusses the Los Angeles forests and the popula ion that 
depends upon them . 

Fischer , Virlis L. "Conservation: What Definition Do You Use? 11 

Amer ican Forests 66 , no . 6 (June 1960) : 6- 42 . 

"Five Leading Presidential Candidates Express Support for Multiple Use 
of Forests. " Gulf Coast Lumberman 60 , no . 12(March1972) : 20 . 

The five candidates included Senator Edmund S . Muskie, represented 
by Representative Peter Kyros; Senator Hubert H . Humphrey; Senator 
George McGovern; Representative Paul N . McCloskey; and Governor 
George Wallace . 

"Fore st Protection--Past and Future . " American Forests 42 , no . 10 
(October 1936) : 458 . 

Th is editorial relates how forest protection results in improved 
streamflow protection, opportunities for recreation , and other 
economic and social returns . 

Glascock, H . R. "The View From Here: A Concept in Search of a Method . " 
Journal of Forestry 70 , no . 4 (April 1972) : 194 . 

Goddard , Maurice K. , and Widner , Ralph R. "The Job Ahead for AFA . " 
American Forests 69 , no . 12 (December 1963) : 6- 48 . 

This is a discussion of the Fifth American Forestry Congress in 
Washington, D . C . , 28 October 19 63 . 
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Goldman, Don P . " But WHICH People?" American Forests . Part I 74 , 
no . 3 (March 1968) : 14- 48 . Part II 74 , no . 4 (April 1968) : 30- 58 . 

In this two- part article multiple use is discussed in relation to the 
national parks . · 

Greeley , Arthur W . "Proving Grounds for Multiple Use . " American 
Forests 63 , no . 10 (October 1957): 24- 83 . 

The use of the national forests in the Lakes States is the topic of 
this artic le . 

____ , and Neff , L . P . 11 Forestry Decisions in the Light of Multiple 
Products (A Case Study) . " Journal of Forestry 66 , no . 10 (October 
1968): 788-791. 

The Boundary Waters Canoe Area in northern Minnesota is taken as 
an example of multiple - use forest management . 

Hall , Albert G . "Conservation Organizations Are Carefully Studying u 
Multiple - Use Bill. " American Forests 60 , no . 12 (December 1954) : G. 

This is a short report on progress of multiple - use legislution . 

"The First Major Land- Use Act of the 85th Congress . " 
American Forests 64 , no . 4(April1958) : 12 . 

Public Law 85 - 337 enacted by the 85th Congress and signed by the 
president in February 1958 has provisions for multiple- use management 
of such lands that might be set aside for military purposes, to the 
extent that multiple use is consistent with the military purpose for 
which the land is withdrawn. 

----. "Multiple Use : A Concept of National Forest Management. " 
American Forests 66 , no . 2 (February 1960) : 10 . 

This article notes that : 11 It is expected that the recreational ' threat ' 
to the national forests will result in consideration this year of a 
bill to give Congressional blessing to the multiple - use conc ept. " 

----• "M ultiple Use Bills Receive Hearings . 11 American Forests 66, 
no . 4 (April 1960): 9- 10 . 
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" The Multiple - Us e Bill." American Forests 66 , no . 5 (May 
1960): 7-8 . 

Ha ll relates how the "equal status concept" of multiple use received 
strong opposition, and that the wood industr ies oppo sed providing 
for all us e s , including re creational, which the y argue the Forest 
Service has been doing for a long time . 

"Passage of t he M ultiple Use Bill ." American Forests 66 , 
no . 7 (July 1960) : 9- 10 . 

This article discusse s the June 1960 passage of the multiple use bill. 

Harper, V. L. "W hat's Ahead for Water shed Management Research on 
Fore s t and Range Lands ?" In Proceedings Society of American 
Foreste rs , meeting 15- 17 Oc tober 1956 , Memphis , Tennessee . 
Washington , D. C.: Society of Americ an Foresters, 195 7 . 

"The Fifth World Forestry Congress ." American Forests 62 , 
no . 11 (November 195 6) : 6- 5 5 . 

This article discus ses the pur poses and history of the c ongresses • 

-----• "Wood for the Future 1 11 The Land 11, no . 3 (January 1953) : 
270-275 . 

"The New Forestry." Journal of Forestry 63 , no . 10 (Oc tober 
1965): 752-754 . 

Harper discusses the exis ting confusion ove r the proper role of 
fore stry. 

"Johnston Re - Ele cted AJ' A President." American Forests 66 , no . 3 
(March 1960): 26- 61. 

At a board meeting in February 1960 the Americ an Forestry Assoc ia­
tion voted full support for the proposed multiple use - sustained yield 
bill. 

Kelso, M . M . "C urre nt Issues in Federal Land Management in the 
Wes tern Uni ted Sta te s ." Journal of Farm Economics (November 
1947) : 1295-1313 . 

Kneipp, L . F. "Forestry and Recre a tion ." Americ an Forests 30 , no . 270 
(October 1924): 585 . 



200 

Here is an early example of the U . S . Forest Service ' s awareness 
of the great value of combined uses as a management principle for 
the national fores ts . Recreation and watershed are emphasized . 

11 Public Fore'sts in the National Land Plan . " American Fores t s 
40, no . 4 (April193 4) : 147- 188 . 

The above article discusses planned land use to provide social and 
economic stability. 

Mann, Walter . "America ' s Other Face . " American Forests 65, no. 2 
(February 1959) : 12- 46 . 

Mann , chief of forestry division in Bonn , Germany , visited America 
and was impressed by the multiple - use practices . He expressed 
the desire of having such prac t ices applied in Germany . 

McCloskey, J. M . 11 Note and Comment : The Multiple Use -Susta ined 
Yield Act of 1960 . " Oregon Law Review 41 (1961) : 49-78 . 

This article was one of the most outstanding encountered on multiple 
use . McCloskey traces the legal and administrative aspects of 
the U . S . Forest Service 's development of multiple use . 

McConnell , Grant . "The Conservat ion Movement--Past and Present ," 
in Ian Burton and Robert Kates / Re~dings in Resource Management . 
(C hicago: University of Chicago Press , 19 60) . 
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Mcfee, Roy E . "American Primeval Forest . " Living Wilderne ss 24 , 
no . 68 (Spring 1959) : 35 - 37. 

David Brower criticizes the Cascades Glacier Peak Wilderness Area 
proposal announc ed by J. Herbert Stone because it did not include 
vas t acreages of actual wilderness beyond the Glacier Peak area . 

"Meeting of Minds Sought on H . R. 10465 . " American Forests 66 , no . 5 
(May 1960): 6- 62 . 

This article reveals the differences of opinion between the U . S . 
Forest Service and representatives of the lumber industry over the 
proposed multiple use - sustained yield bill . 

"More Muscle for Multiple Use ." American Forests 76, no . 8 (August 
1970): 7 . 

Interior Secretary Hickel ' s proposal to reduce the allowable cut on 
Oregon ' s 0 & C forest lands is disc ussed here . 

"Multiple Use Act is Pas sed . " Living Wilderness 25, no . 73 (Summer 
1960) : 27- 28 . 

This short article discusses wilderness as one of the uses named in 
the act . 

"Multiple Use Analyzed ." Living Wilderness 25 , no . 72 (Spring 1960) : 
40- 44 . 

Grant McConnell analyzes the bill and the ability of the U . S . 
Forest Service adminis tration to deal with problems of confl ict of 
land use . 

"Multiple Use Bill Advanced . " Living Wilderness 25 , no . 72 (Spring 
1960) : 40- 44 . 

This article dis c usses the multiple use bill proposal of 
Apri120 , 1960 . 

"Multiple Use Gets Confidence Vote . " American Forests 66 , no . 4 
(April 1960) : 31- 67 . 

Hearings before the Subcommittee on Fores ts of the House Committee 
on Agriculture brought nearly unanimous support from congressmen and 
representatives of conservat ion and trade assoc iations . McArdle 
argues on behalf of multiple use . 
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"Multiple Use of Forest Lands ." American Forests 59 , no . 12 (December 
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to the discussion of multiple use . 
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no . 7 4 (Autumn-Winter 1960- 61) : 40- 41. 
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"National Forests Use : Privilege or Right?" American Fores ts 65 , no . 5 
(May 1959) : 11. 

This editorial discusses the challenges to the multiple - use proposal 
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"National Land , Water Policy Urged ." American Forests 56 , no . 12 
(December 195 O) : 2 5 . 

The Natural Resources Council of America adopts a platform on 
resource management . 

Navon, Daniel I. "Activity Analysis in Wildland Management. " Annals 
of Regional Science 3, Part 2 (December 1969) : 75 - 84 . 

"Olallie Ridge Multiple Use Plan Approved." Living Wilderness 
no . 77 (Summer- Fall 1961): 34- 35 . 

This plan was approved by J. Herbert Stone in August 1960 . It states 
in part that timber occupies a major portion of this land area and that 
the plan can be carried on with due consideration of the other uses . 

Pomeroy, Kenneth B. "Forester ' s Notebook . " American Forests 62, no . 3 
(Marc h 1957): 30 . 

H . R. 3831, 11 Public Use of National Forests , 11 declares it to be the 
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policy of Congress that all resources of the national forests shall 
be so managed as to assure maximum public multiple use thereof 
and that recreation , hunting , fishing , and wildlife habitat enjoyment 
are proper uses of such lands . 

"Accent on Research . " American Forests 69 , no . 1 (January 
1963): 31- 51. 

This article discusses the November , 19621 meeting of the Advisory 
Committee of the Department of Agriculture wherein multiple use 
was strongly supported . 

____ , and Howard Zahniser . "Exclusive Use or Multiple Use? " 
American Forests 63 , no . 4 (April 1957) : 6- 7 . 
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at a Society of American Foresters meeting . 

Pratt, George D . "A New Program for New Fores ts . " American Forests 
30 , no. 372(December1924) : 707- 709 . 

Here is an example of early awareness of the importance of 
recreation and watershed on the national forests. It discusses 
reasons for the establishment of national forests near centers of 
population in the East, South , and Midwest . 

Redington , P . G . "Fifty Years of Forestry . " American Forests 32, 
no . 396 (December 1926): 719 - 750. 

Redington outlines the history of the national forests . He explains 
that the two main principals that governed the U. S . Forest 
Service ' s administration are the use of forest resources in a way to 
insure their perpetuity and the adminis tra tion of the forests for the 
greatest good for the greatest number. There was to be no monopoly 
of resources and no destructive exploitation . 

Rosecrans, W . S . "Logging in Recreational Forests ." Amer ican Forests 
63 , no . 5 (May 1957) : 20- 59 . 

Rosecrans focuses on the forests of southern California, an area 
where watershed control, recreation, and logging are combined . 

San Francisco C hronicle . "Critics Wonder if Smokey's Still Guarding the 
Forest . " May 9 , 1971. 

The topic here is the clear cutting by commercial loggers on natim al 
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forest lands in the Bitterroot Valley of Montana . The art icle claims 
that the Bitterroot " is not an isolated c ase of abuse" but rather an 
example of the fact that " the Fore: st Service in recent years has 
fallen into the clutches o f the timber lobby . " 

Shaw, Charles L. "Foresters Soften Multiple - Use Position. " Forest 
Industries 98 , no . 13 (December 1971) : 25. 

Speeches at the annual meeting of the Canadian Institute of Forestry 
stressed the problems that equal value of the multiple uses has on 
the 1 umber ind us try . 

Shoe nfeld, Clay . "Let's C ut Out the Numbers Game Nonsense . " 
American Forests 74 , no . 5 (May 19 68) : 10- 56 . 

If foresters are truly to practice multiple-use forestry they must 
recognize all the parts and uses of woodlands and manage them in a 
rational program that brings out the fullest economic , ecological , 
and e s thetic va lues without destroying the resource . 

"Society Meets at Salt Lake . " American Forests 64 , no . 11 (November 
1958) : 8- 34 . 

At the Society of American Foresters 'sannual meeting there are 
c omments on the importance of multiple use . 

St agner , Howard . "A Second Look at Multiple Use . " American Forests 
66 , no . 2 (February 1960) : 24- 25 . 

This is an address originally given by Stagner before the National 
Park Service ' s biennial visitor services meeting in Williamsburg, 
Virginia . 

Stone , J. Herbert . "Multiple Use and the Forester . " Journal of Forest ry 
no . 56 (September 1958) : 699 - 701. 

Application of the multiple- use concept as discussed by Stone is to 
provide the greatest good to the greate s t number . 

"Herb Stone ' s Baedeker. " American Forests 74 , no . 6 (June 
1968) : 18- 40 . 

Here Stone s urveys the multiple uses of the Oregon Cascades . 
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"Forest or Park : A Former Regional Forester's View . " 
Journal of Forestry 66 (July 1968) : 527- 532 . 

Stone makes recommendations for the future of the North Cascades . 

" The Big 'Multiple Use ' Threats to the North Cascades . " Sierra C lub 
Bulletin 45 , no . 3 (March 1960) : bac k cover . 

Timber , mining, and water are mentioned in this short article . 

"The Higgins Lake Proposals . " American Forests 52, no . ll (November 
1946) : 520- 543 . 

This article contains a proposal by national leaders in conservation, 
government, and industry. In the proposal is a section on manage­
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"The Land that Nobody Wanted . " Living Wilderness 31 , no . 98 (Autumn 
19 6 7) : 2 7-3 0 . 

" The U . S. National Forests , the Greatest Good for the Greatest Number 
in the Long Run ." Time 74 , no . 3 (July 20, 1959) : 17 . 

"The Wilderness Bill : Nobody Wants It but the People . " Sierra Club 
Bulletin 45, no . 3 (March 1960): 2 . 

Grant McConnell states that the proposed multip le-use bill does not 
define the multiple- use concept but leaves it to be played by ear . 

Totman, Colonel Clayton 0 . "The Navy and Conservation . '' American 
Forests 64 , no . 9 (September 1958) : 16- 55 . 

Colonel Totman declares that" "In the future , where practicable , 
the soil , water , fore sts, gras slands, fish and wildlife existing on 
our installations s hall be subject to multiple - u;e management . " 

Ullman , Al . "M ultiple Use and the Proposed Wilderness Preservation 
System ." Living Wilderness 24 , no . 71 (Winter 1959- 60) : 30-3 3. 

Some people believe that wilderness is becoming unduly subordinated 
to other uses of federal lands . An analysis of the wilderness system 
i s presented here by Mr . Ullman . 
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" Urban Growth and Natural Resources . " American Forest s 64 , no . 6 
(June 1958): 24 - 45 . 

This article covers the growth of our population , effects on natural 
resources , and what must be done . 

van Dresser, Cleveland. "Multiple Use Wildlife Refuge . " American 
Forests 65 , no . 3(March1959) : 20- 48 . 

van Dresser explores the merits of St . Marks National Wildlife 
Refuge in Florida as an area that provides recreational pastime for 
visitors . 

von Ciriacy-Wantrup, S."Multiple and Optimum Use of Wildlife Under 
Different Economic Conditions ." Journal of Forestry 36, no . 7 
(July 1938) : 665 . 

"What ' s Ahead? " American Forests 77, no . 3 (March 1971): 42 - 4 3 . 

"Wilderness and Multiple Use . " Living Wildernes...s 24, no . 70 (Autumn 
1959): 26- 27 . 

Here Ernest Swift ' s editorial in Conservation News for September l, 
1959 is discussed. He argues on behalf of t he wilderness bill. 

"Wilderness Bill Probed ." American Forests 62, no . 8 (August 1956): 
8-56. 

' The American Forestry Association discusses its oppos ition to a 
National Wilderness Preservation System as it would be inconsistent 
with multiple use . The association conclude s by making their own 
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prac t ices . 

"Wilderness Needs a Multiple-Use Hearing . " Sierra Club Bulletin 45 , 
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us e bill . 

"Wirth Strikes Bac k ." Ye Dailye Ranger . (1 December 1959) . 

This news bulletin from Colonial National Hist orical Park in Williams­
burg , Virginia, expounds on the National Park Service:- U . S . Forest 
Service feud . 
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276-277 . 
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are dedicated to the continuous supply of timber , the protec tion of 
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Zahniser, Howard . 11 A Basic Concept . 11 Living Wilderne s s 25 , no . 72 
(Spring 1960): inside front cover . 
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Zivnuska , John A. 11 People , Progress, and Preservat ion . 11 Americ an 
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Zivnuska discusses Californ:ia and the changes in the land brought 
on by emigration, the gold rush , timber c utting , and s heep grazing . 
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