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INTRODUCT ION

The Sierra Club has steady need for brilliance and tough-mindedness
and is fortunate when it finds these qualities together in one person.
A prime example was, and is, Will Siri--my friend, mentor, and occasional
adversary for almost twenty years of national club affairs.

A "Who's Who'" of Sierra Club greats has to include Will high on the
list: expedition leader, club president, skilled strategist, and chief

architect of the club's efforts to save coast and estuarine systems. Will
provided the Sierra Club Board of Directors with political insight at its
most crucial moments I can recall in the last ten years.

Strong-mindedness on both sides brought Will and Dave Brower into
collision, and when Dave left (going on to continued greatness with our
sister organization) Will determinedly set about insuring that Dave's best
ideas and ideals would not be lost, but would be built upon. In the next
years, Will helped expand greatly the club agenda to cover emnergy,
population and a host of urban issues.

As anyone, he could be wrong. I thought he was on Diablo Canyon and
nuclear power. But I never saw a better defense of our nuclear position--
one Will voted against and still dissented from--than what he wrote an
inquiring club member several years later.

Long meetings are drudgery both to the board and its audience. How
many times Will brought it closer to its purposes with well-placed humor.
How many times he skillfully expanded its vision or, with equal skill,
deflated a bloated idea.

With his always persuasive and articulate voice, he guided the club
to its early opposition to interbasin water transfers, choosing an
audacious first shot--a frontal attack on the entire California water plan,
That spirit of daring to go just within the limits of the politically
possible has been an inspiration to me personally. I trust it will always
inspire the Sierra Club itself.

Phillip S. Berry
Sierra Club Director

29 March 1979
Berkeley, California
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INTERVIEW HISTORY

This interview with William E. Siri records the observations and

experiences of a man with a record of major achievement in the fields of
mountaineering, science, and conservation.

As mountaineer, Siri has an impressive record of first ascents in
Yosemite rock climbing in the early 1950s. From Yosemite he went on to
participate in and lead major mountaineering expeditions to the highest
ranges of the world--in the Peruvian expedition to the Cordillera Blanca
in 1952 (leader); the California Himalayan Expedition of 1954 to Makalu
(leader); and the First American Expedition to Mount Everest, 1963 (deputy
leader). In this interview he recounts these peak experiences, giving his
insights into the problems of expedition organization and leadership, the
stresses and interpersonal relationships among team members, and the over-
whelming impact of the unique physical and cultural experience of expedition
mountaineering.

Will Siri's second passion and consuming interest from boyhood has
been science. As a biophysicist for the Donner Laboratory, University of
California, Berkeley, he was on several occasions fortunate to pursue this
scientific interest in conjunction with his mountaineering. He conducted
high altitude physiological research in Peru, in Bolivia, and on the Everest
climb, and studied adaptation to physiological stress on his expedition to
Antarctica in 1957-58. Currently the director of the Energy Analysis
Program at Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, he brings his scientific background
to bear on a key environmental problem, in analyzing the social, cultural,
and environmental impacts of energy development.

The focus of this Sierra Club sponsored interview, however, is Will
Siri's third career--that of environmentalist and Sierra Club leader. His
active involvement in the Sierra Club spanned the years from 1956-74, during
which he served continuously as a club director and as club president
(1964-66), treasurer (1966-69), and vice-president (1970-72)., This was a
period of dramatic expansion in the Sierra Club, both in scope of interests
and in membership nationwide., The interview traces the growth of Siri's own
awareness of envirommental problems and reveals his contribution in bringing
the club's attention to questions of coastal and estuarine land planning,
interbasin water transfers, and the conservation and envirommentally safe
development of energy.

The Sierra Club of the 1960s also experienced the development and
resolution of a major internal crisis. Will Siri played a key role in this
crisis., Here he candidly discusses and analyzes the issues and explains
his participation in the divisive controversy over the proposed nuclear
power plant at Diablo Canyon and in the events leading to the resignation
of David Brower as the club's executive director.
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In addition to his positions of leadership in the Sierra Club, Mr.
Siri has served since 1967 as president of Save San Francisco Bay
Association, a volunteer citizens-action organization devoted to preserving
the San Francisco Bay-Delta environment. One chapter of the interview is
devoted to his comments on the association and its major campaigns.

The eleven tape-recorded sessions which comprise this interview were
conducted over a two-year period, from November 24, 1975, to November 28,
1977. They were interspersed between Siri's many commitments, including
frequent trips to Washington, D.C., in his capacity as director of the
Energy Analysis Program. Also present at the interviews, which took place
in Mr. Siri's home in Richmond, California, was Ray Lage, assisting with the
technical aspects.

Will Siri's interest in history and his scientific background were both
evident during the interview sessions, in which he approached each issue
analytically, with a keen eye for material of historical importance. His
editing of the manuscript, itself a major task requiring over a year of time
appropriated from his busy professional schedule, showed the same concern for
clarity and for fair and complete presentation of the events, issues, and
participants.

The end result, a valuable research document from a perceptive
participant in the envirommental movement of the 1950s-1970s, is the twenty-
sixth completed interview in the Sierra Club History Committee's Oral
History Project. Recipient of the club's esteemed William E. Colby award
in 1975, Mr. Siri is an articulate and thoughtful person whose ironic sense
of humor is manifest in these pages. He adds a new and valuable perspective
to the project's documentation of the history of the Sierra Club and the
environmental movement.

Will Siri's papers, covering his years of most active involvement in
the Sierra Club, are deposited in the Sierra Club Collection, Bancroft
Library, University of California, Berkeley. As a supplement to this oral
history interview, Mr. Siri also took part in a Sierra Club History Committee
sponsored videotaped interview of four major Sierra Club leaders, including
David Brower, Richard Leonard, and Edgar Wayburn, onm March 5, 1979. The
videotape can be viewed by arrangement with the Bancroft Library.

Ann Lage

Interviewer-Editor

Co-chairman, Sierra Club
History Committee

31 March 1979
Berkeley, California
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Siri:

AL:

Siri:

I YOUTH AND SCIENTIFIC CAREER
[Interview l: November 24, 1975]

Youthful Passions: Science and the Mountains

Let's begin tonight, Mr. Siri, with something of your personal back-
ground., Can you tell us where you were born?

Yes. I was born in Philadelphia on January 2, 1919, After the first
year my family moved to the suburbs in New Jersey. At that time it
was beautiful open country. That's where I grew up for the next
seventeen years.

Near what city?

Philadelphia, but on the New Jersey side of the Delaware River. I
went through the usual routine of growing up with all its pleasures
and anguishes.

How about your parents? What was your father's occupation?

My father [Emil M. Siri] was an engineer, with a specialty in steam
engineering.

Was he self-employed?

No, he was superintendent for a large firm, It was originally known
as the Baldwin Locomotive Works and later became known as Baldwin-
Lima-Hamilton Corporation. Among other things, they built very large
testing machines. In fact, they built the largest testing machines

in the world. There's one here at the University of California now,
the first one that was built. They built all kinds of huge machinery--
the turbines for Grand Coulee and Hoover Dam, and all kinds of exotic
large machinery.



Siri:

AL:
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AL:
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AL:

Siri:

AL:

Siri:

AL:

Siri:

That was Father. He was a superb mechanic. Anything mechanical he
took to naturally, with an instinct for understanding that seemed

infallible. Some of this rubbed off on me but not the infallibility.

My mother [Caroline] never worked. She kept house and reared
a family, which I guess is more than enough work for anyone. She
had three children--I had a sister who was younger and one who was
older,

Were they close in age?

I was separated from both by about a year and a half. A year and a
half, as I recall, made a substantial difference, because I looked

on my older sister, Ruth, as an older person; that is, we didn't
have common friends and interests. Her friends, for example, in
high school were a hundred years ahead of me. And on the other hand
my younger sister, Elizabeth, who was only a year and a half younger,
was the younger generation. At that age distance in months had

the feeling of being vast. The set of friends were different, the
interests were different, particularly during the 'teens I guess,
when one's progress and perceptions change rapidly.

And then, boy-girl? Wouldn't that make a difference?

There were those differences too, so our interests were totally
different.

Did your sisters get involved in science or anything? Did they go
on to college?

My older sister went to college; my younger sister did not. She
married not too long after she left high school, and that put an
end to her academic career.

Was there any interest in the outdoors in the family?

Yes, my mother, mostly. She comes from old German stock and always
had a passion for the outdoors. She was an indefatigable hiker, and
now, at eighty-two, she is an incorrigible walker. So she has a
passion for the mountains which I acquired from her, quite clearly;
my father was never really that much interested, although he was a
great fisherman and loved the out-of-doors, of course, but not with
that kind of dedicated passion that some of us have, I guess, as

the result of an aberrant gene or whatever is responsible.

[Laughing] That's how you explain the "why."
Yes, and this relates directly to my interest in conservation,

mountaineering, and wilderness. I assume this derives from my
mother's side, knowing the character of my mother and her interests.



Siri: I still remember vividly the feeling of exaltation when, as a small
child, we made our annual pilgrimage into the Pocono mountains where
our relatives had a summer place. That was the big event of the
year for me because of the mountains. I remember the intense joy
as we left the flat lands of New Jersey and Philadelphia and headed
north out the narrow roads towards the first rise of ground. The
sight of the first mountain brought a feeling of ecstasy that was
then heightened by the view of mountains that seemed to stretch
endlessly beyond. I awaited impatiently 356 days of the year. This
was the great moment in my life each year,

AL: Did your sisters have the same excitement?

Siri: Not that I could tell. I don't think it made so deep an impression
on them although they remember their summer outings in a pleasant
wild place.

AL: Did you do a lot of exploring around the Poconos?

Siri: Not far beyond the region where we stayed. I was too young. 1I'd

hike on nearby ridges above the Susquehanna River with my mother,
and explore the river banks. It was a great place for small

adventures., Those days made a deep, lasting impression, There was
a strong sense of attunement with the mountains, the rock cliffs,
forests that swept endlessly over those great ridges. Gosh, those
mountains seemed high! I think they were all of fifteen hundred
feet.

The Delaware Water Gap was my personal symbol, It marked the
entry to the mountains and stood bold and clear as we approached
the world of mountains I dreamed about. This would mean little to
others; it was simply a place where the Delaware River had cut a
deep gap through the mountains--the mountains in that part of the
country are just great long ridges that run for hundreds of miles.
In a few places rivers had cut gaps where they crossed the chains
of mountains. The Delaware Water Gap was the largest of these.

So the Delaware Water Gap was my private symbol, and one I sketched
endlessly in classes in school. It was built indelibly into my
mind as the symbol of what I really wanted--that was to get to the
mountains, It was an irrational, emotional attunement. There was
no special event or person who set it off; it was, as I say, the

expression of an aberrant gene.

RL: Were some of your friemds equally interested in the mountains?
Youngsters today in Califormia, of course, have friends that they go
backpacking with or climbing and so on.
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No. Later, in looking back, I was extremely conscious of this.
None of my friends seemed to share the same intensity of feeling.
To them, it was an adventure going to the local creek or the local
woods, as we did whenever we had the chance, but aside from the
adventure in doing it, I didn't sense in them the same passion for
wilderness and mountains.

Was there any early concern with conservation or any issue that
you recall?

No, not as a young boy, and I've often wondered about that. I do
remember disappointment and frustration when wild places that I knew--
mostly fields of weeds, small groves of trees, and creeks--were
destroyed to make way for buildings and roads; I resented it, I was
angry about it, but with a feeling of resignation that it was
inevitable. What could I do? The big people did this, and this is
what the big people do. So it was just a matter of searching for
another place, another creek, another wood--and I could always find
them., At that time there were no massive housing developments, and
there were no freeways. One could always find another field or swamp
to explore and enjoy. I wasn't yet conscious of the devastating
impact the big people would have on the small wild places.

And so that was the start. It was a middle class upbringing,
the usual high school--although our high school was very good. As
I look back now, the education we got in, say, literature, English,
and the sciences was generally better, or at least more thorough than
what I have seen the schools produce in the past fifteen years.

It was a public high school?

Yes. It was a much easier environment than now, of course. Every-
thing fitted into its place back in those years. One accepted the
world as it was; you didn't constantly challenge it. 1It's probably
part of the price we're paying today. My friends and I were clearly
headed for traditional careers. Most of the friends I had in high
school were people with a scientific bent, and there was no question
where we were going to end up--there was certainly never any question
in my mind.

Even before high school?

Yes, much before that.

And how did that happen?

Well, it started in the sixth or seventh grade. A new world suddenly

blossomed forth with the revelations of science and literature. Before
long I was building my own telescope, reading the classics, and
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blowing up the chemistry classroom with equal enthusiasm. [Laughter]
The last caused no end of anguish for instructors and principal but
they displayed admirable forbearance for youthful inquisitiveness
and enthusiasm.

Did this go on at school, or did your father foster it at home?

He always encouraged it, obviously, but by high school the level of
science I was learning began to exceed that of his training many
years earlier in engineering. Anyway, he was obviously pleased and
excited by it all. There was no question in either of our minds
but that I was going to end up as a scientist--no other possibility
was entertained.

Higher Education: Chicago and California

Where did you go to college?

University of Chicago. At that time it was the mecca of physics,
and I was determined to be a physicist.

What time was this?
I left home in 1937 and went off to Chicago.
Just before Robert Maynard Hutchins?

No, Hutchins was there, along with [Mortimer] Adler, and he was

there the whole time that I was at Chicago. It was an intellectually
stimulating campus, particularly with Hutchins and Adler constantly
challenging the established ideas. It drew a vibrant, highly
intellectual, inquisitive group of students, much like Berkeley two
decades later. And like Berkeley it tended to be a graduate school,

and so I found myself a freshman in the midst of an intellectual
maelstrom that was not the easiest thing in the world for a freshman

to cope with straight away. But after a few milliseconds of adjustment
[laughter] I entered into the spirit of yet another new and exciting
world.

Later when I came to California during World War II, Berkeley
seemed dull and lifeless by comparison, more like a trade school.

When did you come to California--as a graduate student?

No, not immediately. You see, the war had gotten underway by the
time I graduated, and I also considered it necessary to earn my
own way in graduate school. I had worked every summer for the
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Baldwin-Lima-Hamilton corporation during college years. I started
as little more than a laborer, but when I showed some aptitude for
machinery, I was put on a machinist apprentice program each summer.

After five years at the University of Chicago, they asked me to
come back, now as a research engineer. With a background in physics,

I found the job quite easy to handle. After the first few projects,
they seemed to develop confidence in what I was doing, and gradually
I took on independent research projects. I found them interesting
but hardly in the forefront of research. Anyway, this job continued
for a year or more until I was invited to join a vast secret project
that was in the forefront of research.

However, before I left Chicago to go to Baldwin in Philadelphia,
I had a work experience that I don't regret a bit now. When I
started graduate work at Chicago the urge for financial independence
came at the same time. And so I took a job at U.S. Steel Corporation
in South Chicago as a machinist. I went to school during the day and
worked from four until midnight in the steel mills. And this proved
to be a fascinating experience.

What did you do in the steel mill?

I worked in the machine shop but the fascination of the job was the
opportunity to observe intimately the Herculean operations of a
large steel mill and get to know the steel makers. I found myself

again in a totally different world, where I acquired a new vocabulary,
which later served me well on occasion.

Later at Berkeley. [Laughter]

Yes, but quite a few years ahead of the evolution of the Berkeley
dialect. In the Berkeley scene [in the sixties] I wondered why the
kids were getting so excited about the uninhibited use of obscene
language. That's the way we used to talk normally in the shops.
Anyway I learned something about large corporations and the way
people live in a society that is far removed from academe.

And you were going to graduate school at the same time.

Yes. I didn't find them incompatible at all. It was hard work
having to work that many hours a day, but I enjoyed it. You know,
at that time of your life you're inquisitive about everything;
everything's new and exciting, and you're learning rapidly and
acquiring all kinds of bad habits.

Let's go on and outline the rest of your education and your
scientific career.



Siri: Well, I did the rest of the graduate work here at Berkeley. A year
after starting work in Philadelphia as a research engineer, I was
informed of an opening here at Berkeley in a mysterious project
where they wanted physicists. I was asked to come out for an
interview and after a few seconds deliberation I went! After all,
California contained some of the most beautiful mountains in the

world, and that was irresistable. Furthermore, there was an
exciting, and evidently important research project to join.

I was offered a job and found myself involved in the Manhattan
Project, one of the most secret of all World War II operatiomns. It
was then explained that I was helping to make an atomic bomb. Up
to that point the very thought of it never occurred to me. I'd had
had courses in nuclear physics and knew the immense energy that was
associated with nuclear reactions, but I had never associated this
with the possibility of a bomb, so it came as a staggering revelation.

AL: And this was afrer the job had already begun?

Siri: Oh, they didn't tell me what it was all about beforehand, but they
assured me it was important to the war effort and it looked so
exciting I could hardly refuse the job. Why next to the mountains
it was... [Laughter]

AL: You mentioned how Berkeley looked like a trade school when you first
arrived, compared to the University of Chicago.

Siri: Yes, particularly after the veterans came back at the end of the war.
They were older, more serious and mature than the usual college
student. They had just gone through a war. They wanted one thing,
and that was to get an education in a marketable skill and no
nonsense about it. There was none of the intellectual excitement
that prevailed in Chicago--not for some years until President Sproul
forged Berkeley into one of the country's leading intellectual
institutions.

The Manhattan Project and the War's Aftermath

AL: It seems to me we could have a whole interview on the Manhattan project,
but maybe we should just go over the steps your career has taken
before we discuss the conservation aspects of your life.

Siri: All right. Very briefly, we worked in greatest secrecy through the
war years to separate uranium-235 for the first bombs, as everybody
now knows. I spent a year at Berkeley and then moved with some of
the team to Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to work on the final stages of it
there, and then returned to Berkeley,
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Were you married at the time?

Yes, to my first wife.

One aspect of the Manhattan Project experience bears repeating.
This has to do with the moral implications of developing the Bomb.
It was a moment in history of intense excitement and anxiety. We
were driven by a force that is difficult to appreciate in the
context of today unless you lived through the war years. People
think of the bomb, and correctly so, in terms of its use on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the potential horror of its future use.
The force that drove us before Hiroshima was the certainty that the
Germans were going to beat us, and if they did beat us, the world
was theirs; there could be no question about it. England would be
lost straightaway. Not only lost as an ally but literally destroyed.
And there would be no question but that we would have to succumb as
well, and Hitler would have his one thousand-year Reich secured.

We were absolutely certain that the Germans were way ahead of
us; we had ample reason to believe so; and so we worked as though
possessed. Always in the back of our minds was the thought, "My God,
we can't fail--we can't fail." Under those circumstances the
morality of what you're doing appears totally different. You may
look back today and say, "My God, you scientists, look at the awful

thing you've created." At that time we thought, "My God, if we don't
succeed, the world must succumb to Hitler's monstrous rule."

After the war we learned that the Germans were ahead of us in
some respects but had made a very serious error in judgment. Their
leading physicist, Heisenberg, had concluded that a bomb could not
be built, They then diverted their attention to the development of
nuclear energy rather than a bomb, But we didn't know this until
months after the war ended, when a scientific team went to Germany
to question the German scientists and look at their facilities, and
then realized what had happened.

Were the German scientists confirmed Nazis themselves?

Some of them were, and some of them weren't. I wouldn't want to
pass judgment on what motivated them or what they felt their moral

obligations were., It's very difficult to do this when you reflect
on it in a different setting.

What about the atmosphere after the war? Some of the scientists
appeared to at least regret the uses their work had been put to.

I think most scientists did. Realizing belatedly that there wasn't
in fact a threat, they recognized the enormity of the thing they
had spawned. Some scientists were deeply disturbed and flatly refused



Siri: to have anything more to do with weapons or even nuclear energy.
A few were driven by feelings of guilt for what they had done.
This wasn't true of all the scientists by any means. Some of them
stayed on to develop bigger and better bombs, and some just didn't
really care so long as they could do physics. One could find a
broad spectrum of attitudes.

AL: At Berkeley, what was the outcome?

Siri: Well, at Berkeley, there was a swift return to basic physics
research with little or no interest in nuclear energy per se or
bombs. Under the guidance of Ernest Lawrence, Berkeley quickly
became the world center for accelerators and nobel laureates. The
old machines that were once used to produce enriched uranium were
quickly rewired as cyclotrons to do pure physics research. 1It's
been that way ever since. The attitude on the war work appeared to
be, '"We did it, and it's over, and now let's get back to meaningful
things."

Biophysics at the Domner Lab, 1945-74

AL: When did you get into biophysics?

Siri: That was after the war. I always had a passion for biology--the
result of my youthful experiences in small wild areas--as well as
physics, and after the "Bomb" I found an opportunity to work with
John Lawrence, still in the Radiation Laboratory, in the rapidly
developing new field of biophysics. This was an exciting new area
of research because the powerful research tools and methods of
physics were just being applied to difficult problems in biology
and medicine by a few physicists.

Those were pretty exciting days, to open up a new field, to
establish new discipline and discover how naive biologists were in
understanding the physical aspects of biology.

One of the first things physicists did was introduce physiologists
and medicine to radioisotope tracers. With minute quantities of
radioactive carbon, phosphorous, iodine, and other elements, we could
follow in great detail the biochemical processes in living organisms,
How, for example, does the thyroid gland work? Well, the chemists
and physiologist had struggled with the problem for years., With
radioactive iodine, it was soon learned how rapidly iodine was taken
from the blood into the thyroid; how much and in what form iodine
was stored there; how rapidly it was secreted as thyroid hormone--and
in short order, with these marvelous new tools, it was possible to
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Siri: unravel a lot of the mysteries of thyroid diseases. You could do
that with other radioisotopes--we'd use traces of carbon-14 as a
substitute for ordinary carbon in substances such as sugar or
aspirin tablets and follow their metabolism.

Gradually this evolved into methods for diagnosing diseases.
Several of the earliest diseases that were both diagnosed and
treated with isotopes were thyroid diseases of the blood. If we
didn't find cures, at least we found ways of measuring disease, and
usually were able to provide insights into the disease processes.

And in some cases this led to means for at least making the diseases
more tolerable and putting off the inevitable for some years.

AL: Was this at the Donner Lab?
Siri: Yes.
AL: When was the Donner Lab formed?

Siri: Construction was completed just at the outset of the war, and it
then immediately became part of the Manhattan Project facilities.
Ernest Lawrence had his offices there, along with some of the nuclear
chemistry laboratories. John Lawrence, the brother of Ernest
Lawrence, occupied the basement rooms where he and a small staff of
scientists were doing work for the Air Force on the effects of high
altitudes on aviators. He had installed a high altitude chamber in
which he would take human subjects up to about 25,000-30,000 feet
to study the effects of decompression.

Anyway, after the war I eyed the high altitude chamber, which
was about the size of this room, with great anticipation, because
in it you can get to the top of Everest in ten minutes' time.

AL: And you used it for the Everest expedition.

Siri: Yes, I did. I ran some studies--I had used it a great deal before
that--but I did some special studies on acclimatization just before
the Everest expedition.

AL: Did you ever have the pleasure yourself?

Siri: Yes, as a matter of fact, just before the Mt. Everest trip I wanted
to measure some of the acute effects of exposure to altitude, and

so I had myself pumped down to about 18,000 feet and stayed there
for four days, with a whole crew of people monitoring all the
physiological effects. I was attached to a great umbilical cord of
wires measuring everything.
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It was in Donner Laboratory after the war, when it became a leading
center for biophysics, that I spent the next twenty-five years or
so,

Energy Analysis Program, Lawrence Berkeley Lab, 1974-

Does that bring us up to the current period?

No, it doesn't, as a matter of fact. A little over a year ago I
switched fields again, this time to another emerging field that
seemed to combine all my interest, particularly conservation. I
found myself a year ago managing a group of scientists in Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory whose mission was to analyze the impacts of
energy development--these were the economic, social, cultural,
environmental impacts of new and developing energy technologies.,
What we are doing now, at least in my case, is combining environ-
mental interests developed in the Sierra Club, with what I did in
physics, with what I did in biophysics and medical research. Now

it's all rolled up into an integrated assessment of the consequences
of energy development.

What's the group called?

We call ourselves the Energy Analysis Program. Although we are
concerned primarily with California, Hawaii, and Nevada, some of the
analyses we do are national in scope, depending on the nature of the
problem,

Do you analyze actual projects or potential projects?

What we're trying to do is to look ahead, to ask the question 'what
if?" 1If energy consumption continues to increase at a prescribed
rate, what are the impacts--the impacts on employment, on the local
and statewide economies, on effluents, air and water pollution?
What are the cultural impacts where we can measure them? We then
look at alternative energy scenarios, that call for different
combinations of fuels and different rates of energy consumption, and
again ask the question what are the impacts, how do they differ?

For example, we're trying, along with the other laboratories

across the country, to understand a little better what happens if
the country switches from oil to coal, taking into account

environmental and health costs and not just fuel costs.

We're not making judgments on whether these energy futures
are good, bad or indifferent; we're just saying, "Here is what they
do. Here are what the impacts are, in terms of the best numbers we
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Siri: can arrive at. The legislator must then make the decision. We
provide impact assessment so that the decision maker can better
understand the consequences of his decisions.

RL: Who funds your work at present?

Siri: Primarily, at this point, ERDA, the Energy Research and Development
Commission, formerly the Atomic Energy Commission. But now it's less
attuned to nuclear emergy; it's responsible for energy research
generally, all forms--fossil, solar, geothermal, nuclear, and
anything else.

AL: Is there more to add on your scientific career?

Siri: No, except, in passing, maybe one aspect of it. Because of my
interest in biological and medical physics, we've always combined
research with our mountaineering expeditions. We've always had a
strong scientific program in all of our expeditions to the Andes,
the Antarctic, and Himalayas. I guess we have produced a few
meaningful bits of information on man at altitude.
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IT SIERRA CLUB INITIATE AND OFFICER

The Sierra Club of the Forties and Fifties: A Climber's View

Should we turn now to your introduction into the Sierra Club?

All right. That goes back to 1944, I had come to Berkeley a year

earlier and of course what I wanted most to do was to ski and climb
mountains. There was no opportunity to climb then; the war was on,
gas was rationed, and it was difficult to get away. And besides we
didn't want to be away very long because we had to beat the Germans
to the atomic bomb,

However, there was the rare occasion to go skiing. One of the
people I got to know very well at the Laboratory was Fred Schmidt, one
of the physicists. Fred was an ardent skier. He asked me if T
wanted to go skiing, and of course I never wanted anything more. He
also suggested that I become a member of the Sierra Club and told
me that the Sierra Club had a lodge and a rope tow at Donner Summit.

He provided me with an application form, which at that time
required two signatures. He signed it for me, but I needed a second
signature. From inquiries about the Laboratory I quickly learned
that the Laboratory photographer, Cedric Wright, was a member of
the Sierra Club., Years later I was more than a little embarrassed
when I discovered that Cedric Wright was more than just a member of
the Sierra Club [laughter]. At that time, however, he was the official
Lab photographer; he came around constantly to photograph our
experiments. He was a very pleasant fellow. Not knowing Cedric at
all, I thought he was a slightly kooky photographer.

How old was he at that time?

I'm not sure, He must have been in his fifties or thereabouts. He
was a gentle soul, struck one as a pleasant, friendly eccentric. I
got to know Cedric and asked him if he would sign my application form,
which of course he did. So I went off skiing.
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This was the reason I joined the Sierra Club--they had ski facilities
[laughter]. I knew nothing about the conservation movement at that

point. I was new to the scene; I never heard of Hetch Hetchy or John
Muir, but the club offered an opportunity to get to the mountains

and ski. Of course, as soon as the war was finished, I very quickly
learned that Cedric Wright was not just a pleasant, eccentric
photographer, but he was something substantially more than that, and
so was the Sierra Club, But I didn't develop a strong active role

in conservation until some time later.

The mountains still enthralled me, and whatever spare time I
had was concentrated on skiing and climbing. But then I did learn
climbing from the old hands in the Sierra Club, and I got to know
people like Bestor Robinson, Dick Leonard and Francis Farquhar--but
mainly through mountaineering.

Did you take the Cragmont Rock route?

Oh yes, I went through the whole course--Cragmont Rock, Indian Rock,
and Grizzly Peak Rocks, and then on to Yosemite., I ran through the
whole course. I seemed to catch on fairly quickly, and so I found
myself invited on climbs. We did many climbs in Yosemite, and
gradually we broadened out to other areas.

Did you have any first ascents, or were those all captured?

Well, in those early days, until about 1950, the easier routes had
all been climbed. We made a few abortive attempts at first ascents
of some of the bigger walls, but it was too early yet for advanced
technical climbing. It was after about 1950 that we began to do

some real first ascents calling for more advanced technical climbing.

The heroes in the Sierra Club, of course, were men like Dick
Leonard, Dave Brower, Bestor Robinson, and Francis Farquhar--all the
experienced climbers who introduced climbing into this country and
made all those magnificent first ascents in the Sierra Nevada.

Those were the early heroes. As a matter of fact, the club was made
up of almost nothing else. They were climbers, skiers, and hikers.
There were only a few thousand members then. I think when I joined
in the winter of 1944 there were fewer than four thousand members.

How did you get from rock climbing and skiing into more conservation-
oriented things?

Well, I have to confess that did come slowly, mainly because I really
didn't know California that well; I didn't know the problems. The
mountains I understood; they were beautiful mountains, Those were

to be climbed on, or skied on. The thought hadn't really crept in
yet that they also had to be defended. That came more slowly, as I

became involved in club affairs, the outings and, most importantly,
the climbing trips we made.
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Did the men you associated with through climbing seem involved in
conservation?

Not so much the younger climbers, my contemporaries. Climbers such
as Dick Leonard, Dave Brower, and Francis Farquhar had been deeply
involved for many years, but when I saw them at Cragmont Rock we

were climbing. It was mainly climbing that we discussed. So I
didn't find myself drawn into the conservation battles as an activist
for a few years. Then gradually as I looked about and heard the
others talk, I became more conscious of what was going on, and
learned a little bit about the history of the club and the battles
that had taken place, and that it was indeed possible to do something
about defending wilderness.

For someone from New Jersey, you know, this took a little doing.
Back at that time it would never occur to us that anything could be
done about the ravaging of the world; this was just the way it was.
You've seen northern New Jersey, I presume. In any event, I must
confess that my awareness of environmental action and the Sierra
Club's role and my participation in it developed slowly. Not,
probably, until I was elected to the Bay Chapter Executive Committee
did I begin to take a more active role.

Do you recall the date of that?

Let's see. It must have been in 1955 that I got elected to the
board of directors, and so I must have been elected to the chapter
executive committee about a year before that. I served on the
executive committee of the chapter for a relatively short time,
something like a year. I was made treasurer of the chapter and that
committed me to the club straightaway, because I discovered the
account books of the chapter were in abominable shape. There were
some other things about the management of the chapter that seemed
rather troublesome, so I very quickly found myself in the midst of
the organizational problems in particular and then of course more
and more deeply involved in conservation activities.

Was the chapter very deeply involved in conservation at that time,
or was it more social group with local outings?

There was a strong element of that aspect of it; that is, social
outings, dinners, ski trips, activities generally. Still, there were
the people like Dick Leonard and Dave Brower, of course; I guess

half the directors were from this general area, and so there was a
strong conservation leadership that was exercised less through the

chapter and more through the club itself. It was hardly national at
that time; it was primarily California-oriented.
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Did you consider men like Brower and Leonard sort of the older
generation?

Yes, oh yes. I found myself in a peculiar position in that I was
younger than the leaders in the club, but older than the cadre of
younger people who were assuming leadership roles through climbing
and outings activities. I felt spaced between two age groups in
the club. This may have had its advantages, but it also had its
disadvantages. The older men like Leonard, Farquhar, and Alex
Hildebrand were the senior men--like my older sister, they always
seemed the older generation at the time. This perception of age
hierarchies was to vanish in time.

I think just the fact that you put Dick Leonard and Francis Farquhar
as a group, both older, whereas I'm sure Dick Leonard would never
put himself in the same generation with Francis Farquhar...

That's right. There was a psychological tendency to lump anyone
into a senior group if they were older than I, I suspect it had
little to do with age but rather that they were well-established
in the Sierra Club and I was a newcomer.

Couflicts Over Membership Policies, 1949-60

We're trying to get some idea of the nature of the club in those
earlier years; apparently it was quite a different club. I know
that last time you mentioned something about the racial discrimina-
tion problems in the south.

That was really later, in the late fifties.

Maybe it occurred more than once, because I've run across it referred
to earlier; Leonard refers to it in the forties.

It may have come up in the forties; it could very well have. The
incident that I remember wmost, that related to social conflict in
the club that had nothing whatever to do with conservation, occurred...
when was it, in the late fifties? That was the loyalty oath affair

in the Los Angeles chapter. Some of the leaders in the Angeles
Chapter had gotten terribly excited about loyalty oaths and were
determined that club leaders would all have to sign loyalty oaths

and that any new member would have to sign a loyalty oath. It was
consistent with the intensity of the feeling about Communism and
loyalty oaths at that time. If you didn't sign a loyalty oath,
clearly you were communist, you were at least suspect. This presented
us with a challenge and some very painful meetings.
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Siri: The loyalty oath leaders in Los Angeles were like the people
concerned about communist conspiracy and unAmericanism that
prevailed at that time. They were intense; they were worried;
they were almost hysterical in their anxieties, and hence in their
demands. I remember a meeting with the board of directors in Los
Angeles at that time. It was quite a bitter contest with the
leaders in the Angeles Chapter. The members of the board, with one
exception, were vigorously opposed to the oath.

AL Were the leaders in Los Angeles not members of the board, or did
you have a couple of representatives?

Siri: There were at that time several directors from Los Angeles, but,
with the one exception, they did not share the views of the Los
Angeles Chapter leadership.

AL: Do you remember the names of some of them?

Siri: No, I don't offhand. Maybe I've subconsciously forgotten them.
There were four or five members of the chapter who formed the hard
core of the determined effort to have Sierra Club members, and
particularly officers, sign loyalty oaths. I've forgotten the
names of the leaders. Anyway, they had a small following. Maybe
it wasn't so small.

This must have occurred in '57 or at the latest '58--%

AL: What was the course of the conflict?

Siri: Well, it just died away. The board refused to institute a loyalty
oath and said it was inappropriate. We argued that we were in no
danger of being taken over by Communists, that such an oath is
intolerable in a free country and could not in any event achieve
its purpose. They argued that we would be infiltrated and subverted;
they were genuinely terrified. I was astonished; I hadn't run into
this before.

*The Directors minutes and other interviews show a loyalty oath
controversy in 1949; an issue of racial discrimination 1958-59;
and a petition placed on the 1960 club ballot to require a loyalty
oath for all members.

See Thomas Amneus, New Directions for the Angeles Chapter, Eric
Redd, interviewer, Sierra Club Oral History Project (Sierra Club,
San Francisco, 1977).
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Well, I had on the Berkeley campus, but not in that real a fashion.
Here were angry, demanding club members confronting us, seemingly
from a different world. It wasn't quite real--they seemed like
puppets acting out some kind of weird and awful scene. And there
was no way of communicating effectively.

That was one episode. The other, of course, was the episode
with the application from a Black family, That came to a head in
April of 1959. Again it was the Angeles Chapter that objected,
with dozens of bitter letters demanding that the Black family be
denied membership; letters threatening resignation from the club
if this Black family were admitted. The leaders in the Angeles
Chapter took a very admirable position, as did the leadership of
the club as a whole.

Harold Bradley was president at that time; he wrote to the
group in Los Angeles that was protesting the admission of the Black
family, what was for Harold Bradley, an extraordinarily strong, but
just letter. Again unusual for Harold, he stated in no uncertain
terms what they were to do and what they were not to do with the
application. He laid it out flat, but in a fashion that no one
could take offense. He made it clear, with full support of the
board, that the only qualification for membership was interest in
the purposes of the club. Gradually the issue subsided. 1 seem to
recall the Black family withdrew their application and did not
become members. [Apparently they did become members, but not active
ones. Ed.] Those of us on the board, without exception, were
horrified by this episode and took a very strong position on the
issue of discrimination for membership.

At that time, were applicants sort of funneled through the chapter
membership committee?

No. I don't think so. The applications were, I think, sent to
Virginia Ferguson in the club office, and then she alerted the
chapter executive committee or membership committee--if they had
one--of new applicants. Anyway, the word had gotten around that a
Black family had applied for membership. Again this was a highly
emotional affair--that was the only thing it could be--but the
board of directors and the club in general, without question, dealt
with it with dispatch and with no uncertainty as to where the club
stood on the question of race or creed; they had nothing whatever
to do with whether a person was qualified for membership. The only
qualifications were those stated in the bylaws, that it was a
person who shared an interest in the purposes of the Sierra Club.
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The Board of Directors: Outdoorsmen All, 1950s

How did you happen to be chosen as a director? Were you appointed
to fill an open position or elected?

No, I was nominated for election,

At that time did they just nominate a slate with no extra names
on it?

No, as a matter of fact at that time we elected all fifteen
directors every year, or was it every three years? Anyway, the
whole lot of us were elected at the same time., The time I was first
elected, in '56, I believe there were about twenty, twenty-two
candidates, and I was just one of those elected; one of the first
fifteen with the most votes.

And you hadn't been particularly active in conservation up to this
point?

No, but you see, I guess I got to be fairly well known, at least
around California, from some climbing exploits and other activities,
and then in the chapter the preceding year I established a fairly

reasonable level of activity in chapter affairs and managed to meet
more members up and down the state.

But more importantly, I think I had a high level of visibility
as a result of the expedition I had led to the Himalayas in 1954.
This was the first major American climbing expedition to the Himalayas
and had the sponsorship of the Sierra Club, and we were all Sierra
Club members. I had been lecturing up and down the state and in
all of the chapters, and I was a name and a face that looked familiar,
not as a great conservationist, you know, but simply a name many
members recognized,

Besides, at that time you see, almost all of the members of
the board of directors were well-known climbers, mountaineers, or
hikers. They were people who had served on the board of directors
for many years; they had come up through the outings and even wmore
so climbing--Francis Farquhar, and Dick Leonard, Dave Brower and
Bestor Robinson, and Alex Hildebrand, Einar Nilsson, and even
Charlotte Mauk.

Was she a director at that time?

Yes, since 1943,

Elmer Aldrich was a director when you came on the board,
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Siri: Right. Elmer and I were elected the same year for the first time.
Elmer was--he was an intruder [laughter], in the sense that he wasn't
a member of the closed group of climbers and outings people, though
he was a great outdoorsman. He was on the staff of the State Parks
and Recreation Department. He was a very valuable man to have on
the board. He understood the politics of parks, and this was an
important asset.

AL: It's true, as I look over the list of people on the board in 1956,
they're all either old-time Sierra Clubbers, climbers--Stewart
Kimball?

Siri: Stewart Kimball had been involved in the outings, of course, for
years, and was an old skier, had done a little climbing--

AL: I'm trying to get sort of a base line for the changes that come
later. As you say, this is sort of the closed club and--

Siri: Yes, it was, in a way. That was understandable for the time. When
I joined the club there were--I've forgotten exactly how many
members there were--but fewer than 4,000, Many of them knew each
other. In the Bay Area, we knew almost everybody by name, at least
by face, and we knew many of the people in the other chapters. So
there was a sense of intimacy, a familiarity, and a closeness among
the members because the club was small, and many of the people in
the club then took an active role in its affairs., It was a small
club, and it behaved like a small club in the sense of the camaraderie,
common interests, the interaction, It hadn't gotten too large yet to
become a highly structured, less personal institution. But that
gradually changed as the club grew larger. It was impossible to know
the growing thousands of new members, more and more of whom were not
taking an active part but wanted to support the club's role in
conservation,

Goals as Sierxa Club President, 1964-66

AL: Now, I'm skipping ahead to your presidency, because we're going to
be going back to a lot of these things, but I wanted to get some

idea of how you were elected in 1964. You hadn't held any offices
prior to the presidency.

Siri: No, I hadn't unless you consider election to a chapter executive
comnittee holding office. Up to that time, the presidency was
rotated around the directors, because the directors were on for
years at a time, and so each person's turn would come up sooner
or later. Mine came up. I think it was partly because everybody
was busy that year, and they probably felt that I couldn't do too
much damage [ laughter].
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AL: Who did you follow as president?
Siri: Ed Wayburn,

AL: And how did you see your role as president? How active a job was
it considered, how much a leadership role?

Siri: It was the custom then to have an informal meeting of the directors
a week or so in advance of the annual meeting in May and decide who
was going to be what, and to my astonishment they asked me to serve
as president. I didn't give them an answer then. I told them I
would have to think about it, because my decision would also involve
adjustments I would have to make in my work at the University. I

indicated that if I were to take the job I would not be just holding
the office until someone else came to fill it in an active role, I

would not take it unless my role was that of an active leader in
the club., If I were going to serve as president I would have to
perform like one, and this would mean taking considerable time from
my own work to do it. It was, in my mind, not a role I wanted to
fill unless it were that of an effective president, spending the
necessary time and effort and utilizing the authority of the office.

AL: Was that the traditional role of the Sierra Club president?

Siri: It varied from person to person. But I saw it as a position that,
if you accepted, you damn well had better make work. If they want
me to be president it was not to be a holding operation, and they
would have to bear with me.

I also wanted as officers a couple of key people, among them,
Dick Leonard and Ed Wayburn. I insisted that they be on the executive
committee because they were experienced old hands I respected. I
hadn't taken a really active role up to this point, and I felt I
needed their guidance and support. If we were to form a team, they
at least would have to be on the executive committee.

AL: Wayburn was vice-president, and what position did Leonard have--
secretary?

Siri: Yes, Ed was vice-president, Dick Leonard was secretary, Lewis Clark
was treasurer, and George Marshall, fifth officer,

AL: Did you have a particular goal in mind? You appear to have, in the
commitment you placed in it,

Siri: There were several internal matters that I thought needed attentiom.

Among them, Dave [Brower], an aggressive as well as a high}y gifted
person, was emerging as the dominating figure in comservation, which

generated internal problems along with spectacular results. He had
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also just launched the Exhibit Format books program, which severely
taxed the club's resources. Another concern related to the club's

approach to environmental issues. Having sat on the board for

some years participating in the discussions, I was occasionally
troubled by the stance the board took on some issues. I had fairly
strong feelings about the level of aggressiveness the club must
exercise to maintain its growing effectiveness. There were some

who had a tendency to compromise too early, to find ''reasomable"

or "realistic'" solutions to problems rather than engage in head-on
collisions and tests of strength when this seemed necessary on

major issues. I held the conviction that easy compromise was not
the club's mission--we had to wage a determined battle even at the
cost of our losing at times; we had to battle as hard as we possibly
could to achieve the ends that we thought were necessary. My outlook
tended to side with those who took aggressive, almost uncompromising
positions, realizing that the longer a battle could be waged, the
more likely we were to win it. The virtue of perseverence had been
demonstrated on many occasions.

There had been in some issues a tendency to compromise too
early, to be '"good guy,” to be persuasive but friendly with the
Forest Service, the Park Service, with the Bureau of Land Management,
etc. I felt that we had to take a stronger and more persistent, more
purist position, which didn't put me apart from others on the board,
but I guess it put me more toward one end of the spectrum than the
other.

There were those who didn't agree with you.

With this basic philosophy, yes. This was best exemplified by Alex
Hildebrand, who was a person I greatly admired for his very high
moral principles. But he felt that you always had to be a gentleman;
that you always had to be reasonable, rational, and you had to see

the other values in the controversy as well., If an engineer presented
an analysis, you had to accept that as a factual assessment and
therefore adjust your plans accordingly.

Having worked as an engineer and scientist, I couldn't buy that
{laughter]. I made a distinction between engineering and science
and what one does as a human being in making value judgments about
social and political goals. They had little in common. What you
achieved in wilderness preservation at that time often had damn
little to do with the scientific and engineering arguments. Later,
when research led to a better understanding of the environmental
impacts of man's activities, scientific evidence became progressively
more important, sometimes decisive, in influencing decisions
affecting the environment.
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Alex's background was chemical engineering?

He was, I believe, head of research for Standard 0il. There were
a few others on the board, I guess, who held the view that you
should try persuasion to resolve an issue, and settle, hopefully
to some advantage. I couldn't quite see it that way, and others
on the board couldn't either, and of course none of us could match
Dave Brower.

How about Dick Leonard? What was his point of view?

Dick generally was out in my end of the spectrum. Dick was not a
man who compromised; he wanted to fight through battles. He was a
great scrapper, and I admired Dick.

And Bestor Robinson was one of the compromisers?

Yes. He had served on numerous govermment advisory committees and
that may have moderated his position on some issues, I think., I
don't mean this in criticism; it was more a question of how one
viewed issues and appropriate action on them. For Bestor and Alex
Hildebrand, and perhaps others, long experience in their professions
may have convinced them that the most effective practice was the

kind of relations they would have with other lawyers and businessmen;
i.e., negotiate the best deal you could. Both men, however, were
responsive to soundly reasoned arguments and skillful in formulating
the club's position in clear, concise language.

I wanted to see us maintain an active, aggressive stance on
all significant conservation issues that came to us. It appeared
that we were growing rapidly in members and influence now. The
club had been growing at about twelve percent per year for many
years, and at the end of my term we were suddenly growing thirty
percent per year--not because of me, but because of the rapidly
evolving major conservation campaigns and our leading role in them.
The club was growing so rapidly it was stretching its breeches,
and a number of internal changes had to be made if the club was to
fit its emerging national role.
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An Understanding With Dave Brower, 1964

One of the first things I did was to have Dave Brower over for a
heart-to-heart discussion--this was shortly after I was elected
president. Dave and I sat in this room for several hours talking
candidly about our respective roles and how we viewed the club's
future. I told him what I expected of him and that I would support
him as far as I could. Friction had already developed between Dave
and some members of the board--there was no way of telling how this
would evolve--and I recognized that there was a very real risk in
what I was telling Dave. It might turn out to be extraordinarily
beneficial to the club but could also turn out to be a disaster.

In any event, I told Dave quite frankly that I regarded him
as the most creative and effective leader in the club--probably in
the conservation movement--and that I would give him every possible
support; that I also recognized the risk in doing this; and that
we'd see how far it could go before it generated a critical internal
crisis. I would support him in the books program particularly, but
also in taking as aggressive a role as possible on conservation
issues. It was with this understanding that I began my term as
president: ‘'Mave, you have wide latitude, please don't abuse it.
This may prove inevitable at some time in the future, but let's see
how it goes.'" I would support his actions as far as I could go, so
long as it didn't jeopardize the club either structurally or
financially.

Were there any clear understandings or any definite limits that you
placed on him?

I can't remember specific details of the conversation. I'm sure
there were. I seem to recall that some rough bounds were set, but
they were fairly broad in the sense that we had to preserve the
integrity of the club at all costs, and by that I meant the club

as a member-oriented institution; and its financial integrity. We
were nowhere near that kind of danger then, and I sensed that
differences between Dave and others were primarily philosophical
ones. There was a growing alienation of Dave from his old friends
Bestor and Alex Hildebrand and even Dick Leonard that had now become
apparent,
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There had been earlier [in 1959] as I recall a resolution passed
by the board which tried to place limits on Dave's style--that no
officials would be attacked, or--

That's right. The board had passed several resolutions in attempts
to curb Dave's zealous attacks om our opponents. I couldn't wholly
disagree with this but also couldn't support severe strictures as
long as his attacks were in reasonably good taste, legal, persuasive,
and not needlessly abusive. This was one of the items I discussed

with Dave at that time. The club had to take an aggressive stance.
We couldn't play the role of country gentlemen; we were activists

and had a lot of battles to win; and we couldn't always pull our
punches to spare acquaintances in government bureaus. This question
had come up several times before I became president and gradually
intensified. I felt that I had to have an understanding with Dave
at the very outset so we knew where we each stood on conservation
action and a broad range of issues.

Did your executive committee have this understanding with you, or
was this an action on your own?

This was an understanding I had primarily with Dave but I also
told the other members of the executive committee what I had in mind.

Did they agree with your approach?

I don't recall if they agreed or disagreed. I don't recall that we
had a lengthy discussion about it. We certainly didn't quarrel about
it, I know. But each of them had certain reservations, I'm sure,
about Dave and where he was going, and about some of his indiscretions
and his usurpation of authority. These matters didn't disturb me

too much at the time because my feeling was and still is, that while
organizations are essential, their rules should not needlessly get

in the way of people doing their jobs effectively, provided they do
them effectively without tearing the organization apart. If necessary,
let's bend the rules, and adapt the structure. If you're dealing

with a gifted person of this kind, you fashion the rules to the needs,
provided the benefits outweigh the risks.

So this was the way we set out--I cautioned him about going to
excess in his actions, partly because they might not be effective,
but mainly because they might cause debilitating internal disruption.
The unanswered question was, where is the balance?

He must have liked hearing that from you.

As I recall his reaction, he did. I felt kind of good about it too.
Still, tucked away in the back of our minds was the question of where
it would lead to. Will there come a time when Dave's actions lead
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Siri: to a serious crisis? Signs of conflict were evident, but hadn't
evolved far enough to judge the future outcome, and it was worth

the risk, as far as I could judge at the time, to give Dave a
relatively free hand and see what he could do. Another two years,
and we saw. [Laughter]

AL: Did your relationship with him remain good throughout your presidency?
Did this cause a lot of strains?

Siri: No, I don't think so. I never felt a serious strain with Dave--not
until much later, when it was clear that there was no way whatever,
either by persuasion or by any formal means, of curbing his over-
zealous drives that were then clearly jeopardizing the club's unity
and its welfare. But even then I thought that we were still on
terms of mutual respect, at least I felt that way toward Dave.

AL: I guess I'm still trying to get what the balance was between the
executive director and the president--what role did the president
have if the executive director was given such wide authority?

Siri: During the two years that I was president, I think my relationship
with Dave was very good. I could talk with Dave, and I think he
was usually candid with me at first. There were a number of things
he did that he was candid with me about afterwards but not before
[laughter], and these began to occur more often as time went by. I
discovered financial and policy commitments he had made, large
commitments, but after the fact. I'd call him on it, and he had a
thousand explanations, none of them really convincing. About half
the time in my second year as president he would consult me or at
least alert me to what he was up too. But not always.

Duties, Accomplishments, and Frustrations as Club President

AL: We will be getting into some more detail, waybe some specific instances
later on. Did you find that the presidency was tremendously time-
consuming?

Siri: Yes, In fact, before I agreed to serve I went to John Lawrence, who
was the director of our laboratory, and explained the situation.
I said that if I accept, it is going to mean a substantial amount of
time, and it would only be with his agreement that I could serve as
president of the club. I made it quite clear; while I was president
of the club my work for the Laboratory was going to suffer. He
understood it and generously agreed to it, and so this removed one
of the obstacles. The presidency was demanding, and essentially a
full-time job. 1In fact it really demanded more time than most people
could devote to it on a voluntary basis.
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So not everyone was in a position to be president.
That's right. It had to be someone who could offer the time.

I notice that Mike McCloskey was appointed assistant to the president
during your term in 1964. Was that a new position?

Yes. This was originally Ed Wayburn's idea. He'd served as
president before me, and of course, as a doctor, time was hard to
come by, How he managed a medical practice and also served as
president I'll never understand. He felt it was necessary to have
an assistant to the president, a staff person who was directly
accountable to the president, and who could handle the many routine
tasks that the president simply could not attend to in detail. Ed
was quite insistent that there be an assistant to the president.
It's a good idea. The club staff was not large and was fully
committed to the jobs of keeping the organization going, like
membership, accounting, outings, etc. Dave handled a multitude of
conservation campaigns with one hand while producing books with the
other and was not inclined to provide direct assistance to the
president.

When I became president I asked Mike McCloskey to come down
from Seattle and started him out as assistant to the president. Mike
had by that time established himself as a very able regional
conservation representative for the club, Well, Mike was too well
qualified for the job; that was clear. The other aspect of it that
I didn't like at the time was that with our limited budget for staff,
I felt we had a more urgent need for a conservation department in
the club, and Mike was the logical person to head it. Martin Litton
at the time chuckled over establishing a department of conservation
in the club because it seemed to him like bringing coals to
Newcastle--conservation was what the whole club did. But the point
was that there was no staff person really responsible for handling
the conservation business; for preparing position papers, giving
talks, attending hearings, organizing the conservation agenda and
programs, and all the rest--we literally had no one doing the
essential staff work,

I proposed to the board that a conservation department be
established with Mike as head directly under Dave Brower. I sent
a long memo to the board which provided a detailed job description
for the position of conservation director of the club. This was
adopted by the board., So I lost an assistant but we gained a
conservation department with Mike as head.

It has worked very well to have a staff of people whose sole
task is conservation; a staff to assist the president, the chapters,
the board of directors, and perform the staff work for campaigns.
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They were not to be involved in the service and aduministrative
functions; that is, the administrative functions such as members'
services, outings, accounting and publications, but they were to
interface with these activities where necessary.

And you didn't get another assistant?

No. We couldn't really afford another assistant; that would have to
come later. There were several things that I wanted to do first--
that was one, to establish a strong conservation department and over
the years gradually expand it as funds permitted. The other addition
I felt we needed was a technical staff--maybe not a department yet,
but at least a scientist and forester--well-qualified people to do
technical analysis and assessments, and provide backup material for
our campaigns. They would also know other people in the field who
could be called upon as expert witnesses, and people who could prepare
position papers. That came some years later.

The first was Gordon Robinson who came on as staff forester. He
was an invaluable asset. Gene Coan joined the staff later and then
[Bob] Curry came in ultimately as the director of the research
department, but that came some years afterward when we could afford
it,

All that takes money. Can you think of any other comments you might
want to make on your role as president, not necessarily details of
what you did,

Oh, I suppose there were a number of minor things in organization
and operation of the board meetings. I always thought board meetings
tended to be tedious and a little chaotic at times, This wasn't
always the case. As presiding officer, some presidents had been
better than others, but in order to get through an agenda and do it
effectively, I felt that the meetings had to be tightened up; we had
to stick to the point under discussion; that while we must allow
flexibility and free discussion, on almost every issue that came up
there had been a tendency to run around the same circle endlessly,
It always seemed difficult for the chairman to break out of the
circle and lead the debate quickly to some definite conclusion.
Sitting on the board and watching the course of the discussion, you
could often see it rambling over the same ground endlessly. So one
of the things I decided was to see if meetings could be tightened

up and discussions conducted in a somewhat more effective manner.
This was kind of fun because it was a challenge.

Was it successful?

I think so, yes. We managed to get through the agendas of the
meetings on time, sometimes early. I'm sure I didn't improve my
popularity with some members of the board. No one likes to be called
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out of order for rambling, missing the point at issue or needlessly
repeating arguments that had surfaced for the third time. I haven't
any idea whether this irritated people or not. I'm sure it did
some.

And yet it is also irritating to be involved in a meeting that's
going round and round.

If you have to sit in an audience, and watch this process, it must

be pretty painful. One of the feelings that I had at the very outset
was "My God, the meetings have got to be a little more orderly and
systematic.'" When an important issue comes up that requires an
extended discussion, as several did, then, yes, let it play out until
a consensus is reached; or if it is clear that a consensus is not
possible, then force it to a vote. But after an argument reached a
plateau where it's not going any further, a vote on the issue cannot
usefully be delayed.

Traditionally, club directors were long time friends and
acquaintances. They had shared many club activities together, and
there were almost never serious disagreements in board meetings.
There were sometimes vigorous discussions but always on very friendly
terms. Issues were discussed calmly, points conceded, and differences
resolved amicably. One would often hear, 'Yes, I see your point," or
"That's a good argument,'" or '"Let's consider this." So it was in the
early years a pleasure to participate in such discussions, because
one learned, perhaps added something worthwhile, and in the end
everybody agreed. But as time passed, this was no longer the case;
some issues provoked bitter quarrels, and uncompromising positions
would be taken.

The friendly atmosphere and easy give and take of board meetings
changed after the mid-fifties. New people came on the board who were

not old acquaintances and who held views which they advanced aggres-
sively. A few were demanding and intolerant in their approach and
refractory in their positions. This didn't mean their aims weren't
right, you know, but it did mean a growing conflict now between the
old guard and the new people coming on. That was a fascinating
interplay to see, but it was one which meant often exercising a
fairly firm hand, which you do at your own peril,

It's somewhat easy to understand things when you see it as you're
presenting it; when you joined the board, the board was essentially
a group of climbers. Even though there were age differences you
were still from the same tradition, and I can see how this group
would find the new members of the sixties to be intruders, if they
were of a different philosophy.
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That's right, they had a different background, a somewhat different
philosophy and a strong loyalty to Dave Brower. They were not going
to change the philosophy and habits of the--I hate to call them

"old guard,' but that may be the way newcomers may have perceived
directors who had been on the board many years. And those on the
board who had grown up with the club and successfully fought many

of the great conservation battles were not about to give in easily.

And in their minds the club was theirs?

I suppose so. There's a proprietary feeling that develops, I guess,
when one belongs to an organization a long time. Not only is it

your club, but you know your way is the right way. I found myself

in the position of not being part of the older guard and yet not a
part of the new people who were coming on the board. I like to think
this lent a measure of detachment, which it probably didn't, but it
meant, at least initially, that I didn't have strong ties to any
faction--that came later--nor a rigid position on issues.

Loosely related to this was one thing that I constantly stressed,
I guess, in those years, and that was, "For God's sake, let's do
something; anything's better than nothing even if it's faulty." For
most issues the club's effectiveness did not rest on passing a
policy resolution in precisely the right form or to everyome's
satisfaction but rather on what the follow-up was. 'Let's set a
position; we'll modify it later, but action is of paramount
importance." You can't stop and study everything to death. 1It's
absolutely necessary to move, to have some kind of action. You
can always change the details of resolutions later once the course
of action has been agreed upon.

I'm afraid I was impatient at times with the tedium of fifteen
people editing a resolution in a meeting. We could in many cases have
said simply, "We're opposed to the proposed action, and we're going
to fight it," That's essentially what a resolution calling for a

position on an issue would say anyway, and what really mattered was
what we did about it.
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III THE SIERRA CLUB'S BROADENING VISIONS, 1960s
[Interview 2: December 16, 1975]

Overpopulation, a Growing Concern

Tonight I thought we'd discuss some of the major conservation issues
of the sixties., But first, we talked earlier about your feeling that
a major turning point occurred in the club's direction during the
1960s, and I thought you could start by giving an overview of these
changes.

Until the early sixties, if you look back through the records of the
club, you find almost our whole attention concentrated on wilderness:
wilderness parks; wilderness areas; Wilderness Act; small parcels of
primitive areas; roads through wilderness; what the forest service
was doing to its forests; areas that we thought ought to be reserved
until there was more extensive planning for wilderness, This theme
dominated everything the club did, with exceptions, of course.

This was the dominant theme; it had been since 1892.

But in the early sixties, I recall bits and pieces of other
concerns emerging; pesticides and population in small fragments of
action here and there; resolutions passed that were not comprehensive
in any sense but rather primitive stabs at some kind of club policy.
Population was perhaps the first, and I remember clearly the occasion
when it first surfaced. It was at a caucus of the board at Dick
Leonard's house. I don't remember the year, but it was either the
tail end of the fifties or the very beginning of the sixties., We
were all chatting about the usual subjects when Dave Brower casually
raised the question of population. He thought that population was
going to be a major problem. The response to it was, '"That's an
interesting idea; what do we discuss next?"

I could never let an opportunity pass to debate an idea, so I
took a negative position on the significance of population growth,
having in mind the way animal populations behave. Natural processes
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generally control the populations of animal species. On the other
hand it was true that micro-organisms grown in a Petrie dish, for

example, continue to multiply exponentially until they suffer a
catastrophic end either by exhausting their nutrient medium or by
dying in their own excrement. However, man is not quite so simple-
minded as a one-celled organism, and has the capacity to see a little
farther ahead and perhaps avert disaster.

1 argued this point briefly with Dave, but he steadfastly held
to his position that population was going to be an environmental

issue., He was right. That's because Dave's intuition on environmental

matters often approached omniscience, But the population question

didn't go very far beyond that conversation until some time later.

Gradually, in other parts of the country, in other minds as well as
Dave's, it began to grow to a substantial widespread concern.

It wasn't until some time later that population growth came
to the attention of the board as an agenda item and was discussed.
I have a note here that reminds me that in 1964 the board considered
the population question and took the position that it supports a
greatly increased program of education on population control. I
think that was the first formal recognition we gave to population
growth as an environmental problem.

Do you remember why it was brought up at this point? Was it Dave's
prodding?

I do not recall the circumstances other than there was now a growing
awareness of the ominous implications of the population explosion.

By 1964 there was a widespread conviction among environmentalists
that population growth was the major environmental problem. The club
simply could not ignore it. Many of the people in the club were now
deeply concerned, but it had been interesting to observe the growth

in awareness, including my own during the five or six years from the
first brief discussion with Dave, to its general recognition as a
major problem.

It doesn't sound like the club took a leadership role.
That's right. I think the club was dragged into it.

Were there any people who absolutely objected to discussing this
type of issue?

I don't recall that there were. By that time everyome on the board
conceded that population growth was a major problem facing the

human race. One of the difficulties the board faced was how to come
to grips with it. It was just not an easy thing to find the handle
to--the club couldn't go out and dispense contraceptives! We could
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urge Congress to enact some kind of legislation, but what kind of
legislation? Education was really the only practical thing to do,
but what type of education? How was it to be implemented. Was it
to be done in the schools, and if you did that you know the kind

of problems you would have straightaway. If we seemed remiss in
dealing with the population question as a conservation issue, it
was I think in part because we just didn't know what to do about it.
If someone were cutting down trees or running a freeway through a
park, we would know exactly what to do. But action on population
growth is not as easy--you know, you can't go into everybody's
bedroom and lie down on the floor as you would in front of a tractor
[laughter].

From there on, of course, it gathered momentum., A committee

was formed; more resolutions were passed, but I don't believe that
even today we know really what to do about population growth other
than wring our hands.

And the club published The Population Bomb.*

That was perhaps the most effective thing the club could have done.
The publication of Paul Ehrlich's The Population Bomb evoked intense
interest in the subject. It proved also to be one of the more
astute publishing efforts by the Sierra Club. Sales of that book
have run into the millions.

In Brower's introduction to that, I noticed he commented on the fact
that his own organization was slow to get into it; he mentioned that
. |

in '68.

Yes, even in 1968, other than publishing the book, we weren't doing
a great deal--except pressing here and there for legislation that
might or might not be effective, and trying to develop educational
material and other approaches to the problem., We don't know how
effective it was. But other organizations were taking a more

aggressive role in advocating population control. I guess we left
it to them to deal more actively with the problem.

What were some of the other issues that fall under this category?

Bit by bit, the club's vision broadened to include such things as
pesticides, pollution, land-use planning, urban amenities, energy,
and even labor. This at first was not accepted with enthusiasm by
all members of the club. A few argued that the Sierra Club was a

*Paul R. Ehrlich, The Population Bomb (Ballantine, N.Y., 1968).
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wilderness conservation organization, and let's stay in the woods.
They had a point, too, because we were one of the strongest, most
effective advocates of wilderness preservatiom.

Wildlife also entered the picture more strongly than it had
in the past, although the Sierra Club had always been concerned with
wildlife. You'll find actions by the club going back quite a few
years--the whooping crane, the otters, and the condors particularly;
the club took the lead in the battle for the preservation of the
condors, more particularly for the preservation of their feeding-

nesting grounds in the Sespe Forest in San Luis Obispo County. For
several years in the late fifties that was a substantial battle

with the Forest Service and the county.
That seems a little more related to the traditional concern.

Yes, it was. It involved a dam, some roads, fire control measures
and other intrusions into the condors' territory.

Conflict Over Pesticides Policy

Opposition to the use of pesticides came slowly for the club. There
was some reluctance at first, on the part of some members of the
board, people like Alex Hildebrand and the Clarks, who adhered to
the club's traditional wilderness role, and as engineers had more
pragmatic views on non-wilderness issues, although they were
dedicated conservationists and I wouldn't suggest otherwise. One
of our first actions occurred when the Park Service proposed
spraying the needle miner in Yosemite Park, Tuolumne Meadows
particularly. They explained that the needle miner was going to
wipe out vast areas of trees and seriously disfigure the park. We
did not become involved until the Park Service asked our permission
to spray Sierra Club properties at Tuolumme Meadows. The board

was quick to say no. But what about spraying the rest of Tuolumne
Meadows and other park areas? At first there was strong reluctance
on the part of some of the board members to protest broadcast
spraying in the park feeling that we should restrict ourselves to
the club's property because we didn't want it manipulated, but that
the Park Service might have cause to engage in this kind of control
elsewhere,

Did they feel that the Park Service was justified elsewhere, or
just that the Sierra Club shouldn't take a stand?

I think they felt there might be some justification for it. Alex
Hildebrand, I think, argued that they knew what they were doing,
and that we should leave it to the experts. But most of the members
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of the board held strong feelings about the use of pesticides,
particularly in national parks, and some were concerned about its

use anywhere, Of course Dave Brower argued that pesticides simply
should not be used at all.

In any event there gradually evolved a pesticide policy that
grew stronger as time passed. Finally, because of our ignorance of
the efficacy and impacts of pesticides, we asked Milton Hildebrand,
professor of zoology at Davis, who was then chairman of the club's
natural science committee, to provide the board with a report. His
report was the final and I guess the definitive word on pesticides
for the club., Milton Hildebrand took a very strong position after
spending I guess three months examining the scientific literature
and consulting other authorities. He proposed a very strong,
comprehensive policy to the board, which was adopted unanimously.

It called for essentially the discontinuance of the use of pesticides
anywhere in wilderness areas except under extraordinary circumstances,
where use of such agents could be fully justified.

Was Milton's position, then, somewhat in opposition to his brother's
and his father's?

I don't know about his father's views, but by this time Alex
Hildebrand had pretty well come around. We had passed some resolutions
in previous board meetings, which strengthened somewhat the Sierra
Club's policy on pesticides, but Milton Hildebrand's proposal provided
us with a well-formulated, comprehensive policy, which we enthusiasti-
cally embraced. It dispelled any lingering doubts some may have had
about the club's position on pesticides.

He didn't call for a ban on DDT altogether?

Not a total ban on DDT, no. That came several years later.
Hildebrand's report and recommendation included not only chemical
pesticides, but essentially all manipulations of wild areas--the
needless management of animal life, the poisoning of coyotes, the

use of other manipulative measures in national parks, wilderness
areas, and primitive areas. So he addressed the general question of
pest control on quite a broad front, and that pretty well established
the club's position on these issues.

I seem to recall some disagreement between the Hildebrands, I thought
as a group, and Brower over this issue of pesticides; or perhaps they
were not disagreeing about the issue but on some of Brower's
publications about it.

Yes, I think you're right, but I don't recall the details, Dave,
of course, was again head of the board as usual, and everyone was
struggling to keep up with him in adjusting his convictions about
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pesticides. I think you're right, but I don't recall the specifics,
that Dave had made some very strong statements about pesticides and

their users, and I vaguely recall that some members of the board

took exception to them, mainly because of the character of the
statements. Some directors were particularly sensitive about how

we dealt with public officials, feeling that we shouldn't impugn
their motives. We should deal with the facts; however vigorously

we fought the battle it should be factual, honorable, and gentlemanly.
This was a reasonable approach to take; it was one which had worked

in the past, but unhappily no longer was always effective in the
latter part of this century.

I have some recollections that Rachel Carson's book, The Silent
Spring, played some part in this disagreement between the elder
Hildebrand and Dave Brower.

It could very well have. The prevailing attitude about Rachel
Carson, not so much in conservation circles, but in scientific
circles, was strong disagreement over the validity of her findings,
her conclusions, and her analysis. Many biologists felt that her
book gave an unwarranted, brash and insupportable picture of
pesticides--somewhat hysterical and not well-founded. Others, of

course, said she was right; you could draw these conclusions and
they were valid.

The rest of us said the academic debate didn't matter one whit.
Rachel Carson had made an important issue visible and however she
did it was fine; the book can't be faulted for lack of effectiveness.
It had a powerful effect in generating public awareness of the impact
that pesticides were having, and the enormity of the impact they
would have in the future if their use continued to expand.

Then there was a general agreement that her basic thesis was
correct?

Yes, I think we all accepted this. Even if the professionals in
biology could quarrel about details, the quarrels often came down
to a point where they didn't have sufficient information either,
and it was then a matter of judgment. From what we could see of
the ominous impacts of the indiscriminate use of pesticides, it was
quite clear that a halt had to be called somewhere and the sooner
the better.

Who was Tom Jukes? I've seen several letters; he seems to be

violently opposed to an anti-pesticide stand, but I don't know
anything about him,

Tom Jukes is a long-time Sierra Club member. He was extremely active
some years earlier when he lived in California, particularly in the
activities of the club, skiing, hiking, and mountaineering.
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Didn't he come from Berkeley?

Yes. But he took a job with one of the major chemical companies,
one which happened to produce pesticides. He's a chemist, and he
felt very strongly that it was absolutely essential to use
pesticides for control of diseases and devastating destruction of
food crops, and always argued that the use of DDT probably had
saved millions of lives. It certainly had saved tens of millions
of people from malaria and other tropical diseases; he was right
on this question. He said you had to balance those costs; it
might have an environmental impact, yes, but you're saving a large
population of the world from untold grief and costs.

It's an argument you can't ignore, but the position of the
rest of us was, that's fine, but use selected pesticides under
carefully controlled and limited conditions, not the extensive
broadcast and indiscriminate use then practiced. In the long run
we were going to pay an enormous cost in terms of loss of wildlife,
loss of important insect species, and probably producing some
worldwide or at least very widespread dislocations in ecosystems.
By that time, of course, DDT was being detected even in penguins
in the Antarctic. The oceans were full of it, and this made a
pretty convincing story for those who were opposed to the use of DDT.

Anyway, as the sixties wore on, there was no question about the
club's position on all pesticides--the use of poison baits, the
manipulation of wilderness and wild areas and of national parks--
wilderness should just be left alone. If there were needle miners,
okay, there have been needle miners for the last million years, and
somehow Yosemite had survived.

We began to develop a growing concern about fire control too
at about this time, although we didn't really take a very specific
or hardened position on fire control, We did feel that it was wrong
in the national parks and wilderness areas. Since then the Park
Service has been conducting studies on controlled burning, and
foresters are coming around to recognizing that the longer you
prevent fires, the worse they are when they do occur, because of

the buildup of ground litter and brush. A fire then causes immense
damage to trees, soil, and wildlife, whereas periodic fires are

less damaging and part of the natural ecological processes of an
area; in fact some ecosystems depend on it--depend critically on
periodic fires.

That would be a hard one to come around to, to watch a fire burning.
That's right, and of course it's even more difficult now, because

when fires do start they are now far more damaging and more difficult
to control. Witness the recent fire in Los Angeles. Fire prevention
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in brush and forested areas had been practiced for years, and when
fire did finally happen it was devastating, whereas formerly those
slopes probably burned off every few years, and the fires were then
less intense, less damaging. Anyway, the role of fire in natural
areas was an emerging idea too.

Resolution of Conflicts on the Board

I'm curious about Brower's role in prodding the board to take a
stand on some of these issues--pesticides, pollution. Did he take
an active role, or did he just sort of let the members come around
to it?

No. Dave almost never took a passive role on anything he felt
strongly about, and of course he felt strongly about almost every-

thing that had to do with wilderness and the environment. He would
vigorously and eloquently advance his point of view.

Did he get vigorous arguments opposed to it in the initial years
when policy was more cautious?

Sometimes, but remember in those early years, the nature of the
debates was more like that of friendly discussions. Directors
didn't get defensive and hostile in such discussions; they would
concede points in good grace. Someone like Dick Leonard or Bestor
Robinson, who might initially hold one position, would readily
accept another view on an issue if he found the arguments and new
information persuasive. Later, as the board changed and factions
developed, there was a tendency to maintain rigid positions; the
more you argued, the more fixed they became.

Earlier however our discussions, with rare exceptions, led to
a consensus. They were occasionally vigorous discussions, and it
was then a joy, because the points were well made, the interchanges
informative, and a unified point of view gradually would emerge. It
was a pleasant and rewarding experience.

Would Dave himself be satisfied with the conclusion, normally?

Generally, yes. On occasion he may have felt that more could have
been done, but under the circumstances that was as far as the board
could act with the information at hand. This might be true of
others, too. It wasn't always Dave who initiated and led the
discussion on an issue. Generally, more often than not, it was one
of the board members who had taken an active interest in the problem,
or a comuittee chairman, or maybe someone from a chapter in whose
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area the problem occurred. There was always a person or a small
group of members who raised the issue, asked to have it put on the
agenda, generated material, reports, and supporting arguments, and
came to the board to present it--or enlisted the interest of one

or more of the directors of the club, who then proposed a resolution
and led the discussion.

Board meetings became more acrimonious as the sixties wore on--
mainly because of dissension generated by Dave's activities but also
because a new breed of somewhat younger person was coming to the board,
who held extreme and adamant positions on nearly every issue. Their
view had to prevail, and they would stay at an argument for a full
day. The discussions would tend to get bitter and acrimonious, with
no quarter given. We had a number of discussions of that sort.

I remember when I was president, the meeting in which we
hammered out the off-road vehicle policy for the club. Fred Eissler,
who was on the board at that time, had great difficulty ever conceding
a point. He had to prevail, and he would simply drive the whole
board to a bitter and ragged edge. On this occasion I just kept
everybody there, and no meals, no nothing, until they resolved the
club's policy on off-road vehicles. When they were getting to the
point of physical and psychological exhaustion, as evening approached,
Fred and other directors found they could concede points. The
differences had to be resolved; and they were. Sometimes you have to
push to the point where everyone's so exhausted they agree [ laughter].

Was Eissler able to give on that, then?

He had to, ultimately, but he also won many on his points, and they
were incorporated in the club's policy. Some of the things he was
proposing were so extreme that it would have been very difficult to
implement such a policy if it were adopted, whereas the policy the
rest were agreed to was more credible, certainly effective, and could
be implemented.

Are there any other comments on the sort of non-traditional issues
before we turn to somewhat more traditional ones like the redwoods?
We haven't talked much about air and water pollution.

No, air and water pollution seeped in [laughter], as it were, and
nobody really felt they were inappropriate issues. The problems
were there; everybody understood that air and water pollution were
undesirable, and measures were needed to control pollution,

Did the club lobby as strongly in Washington on this issue as they
would on a national park issue? Or did they just pass resolutions?

There was a strong effort in Washington in supp~ -t of the Clean Air
Act [1970], and amendments to the Water Quality ct and other
legislation. Yes, the club had a significant role in all these pieces
of legislation and has ever since. The Washington office for some
years now has been active on all these issues.
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IV REDWOOD NATIONAL PARK CAMPAIGN, 1964-68

Development of Sierra Club Proposal

Shall we turn now to talk about Redwood National Park? It seems

a long way from air and water pollution, but it was one of the key
issues of the mid-sixties.

Yes it was. The redwoods have been an ongoing issue for decades,

I guess, but not in the form of a major campaign and never to
establish a national park. In fact, even in 1960, we made a
cautious start--the club advocated studies to identify redwood

areas that warranted federal support for inclusion in the state park
system, This was a long way from the later vision of a national
park. At that time, in 1960, we were talking of just expanding the
state park system with federal aid, if there weren't state funds
sufficient to acquire additional redwood areas. We were particularly
concerned with Jedediah Smith and Prairie Creek Parks, especially
Gold Coast and Fern Canyon, outstanding areas that were not then in
Prairie Creek State Park. It was a cautious start toward expansion
of redwoods.

The sights gradually were raised, and we saw the possibility
of not just adding bits and pleces to the state park system, but
rather of taking the logical big leap and advocating a national
park. That idea also was generated in the Interior Department, I
think, independently. More likely it occurred in the minds of a
lot of people about the same time. The Interior Department, back
about then [June, 1964], undertook a study sponsored by the National
Geographic Society to look at the possibilities of a national park,
so even the National Geographic, which had published a number of
articles on redwoods, was thinking about the possibility. So far as
I recall this was the first meaningful study to lay out the
possibilities of a redwoods national park. From that point on the
whole concept began to spread and intensify.
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And grow. Wasn't the original figure mentioned 30,000 acres?

I believe so, As enthusiasm developed, and we made our own studies
of the north coast redwoods, it became evident that the only way to
ensure the protection of the trees was to include whole watersheds,
and to try to embrace as many of the old redwoods as possible.
Those were being rapidly cut, and one isn't going to replace them
in less than a thousand years or so., Our position was that we had
to preserve as much as possible of the original redwood stands, and
equally important, ensure protection of their watersheds up to the
crests of surrounding ridges. Cutting above the groves would do
what we'd seen happen in Bull Creek, where there'd been extensive
cutting in the upper watersheds, and then with the devastating floods
that followed, massive quantities of silt were washed down into the
basins, where it destroyed enormous numbers of old redwoods. We
didn't want to see that happen in the national park.

Gradually there developed a schism between the Sierra Club and
Save-the-Redwoods League over what areas should be preserved and
what underlying premise there should be for preserving them. We
were taking the position that whole watershed had to be preserved
even though some portions of those watersheds had already been cut.
We could see no other way of ensuring the preservation of the old
redwoods that were still growing in the lower portions of the basins.

Save-the-Redwoods League took a somewhat different view, They
felt that because of the political difficulty in passing a redwoods
national park bill and the cost that would be involved, it was
essential to include only those areas we would be absolutely confident
of acquiring. These included certain prime groves, like Jedediah
Smith in the Mill Creek area, and of course Prairie Creek--two
northern areas where the state parks already existed. The Save-the-
Redwoods League felt that this was politically possible to preserve
those areas and that to go much further than this would jeopardize
the whole campaign, jeopardize the possibility of getting a national
park. They felt that the opposition we would encounter from the
industry and the residents in the north coast counties would be so
overwhelming that they would defeat an effort to establish a park and
that the costs would be too high anyway, and Congress wouldn't go
along with it.

We felt, on the other hand, that these were not only risks that
we had to run for a much bigger park and a more meaningful park, but
that the risks were acceptable in the sense that we thought we could
prevail.

There were some ongoing studies by the Park Service with three
alternatives proposed: one was quite a large park, which more or
less matched what we had in mind; and then there were two--or several--
lesser alternatives that were proposed, and it was from that point on
that the battle was engaged.
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Was Wayburn the key figure in molding the Sierra Club's proposal?

Yes. Wayburn was appointed task leader for the Redwood National
Park campaign.

Before the club's proposal was developed?

Oh, yes. This was done when I was president. I made a formal
appointment, so it would be generally recognized that Wayburn

was the club's spokesman and campaign manager. He was the one
person in the club with whom everyone would work in this campaign.
Wayburn of course worked diligently and effectively at it for a
number of years, until the park was in fact established. Many
people in the north coastal counties, particularly from the college--
Humboldt State College--were extremely helpful. They also took a
lot of abuse. They were personally threatened and had to endure a
lot of mischief from the loggers and the local residents--threats

of discharge or punitive actions, abuse in the papers and by friends
of labor and the lumber companies. It wasn't a very pleasant
situation to be in if you were living up there and fighting for a
national park. It was sometimes a bitterly fought battle with the
companies, with labor, with the county supervisors and local
governments and some of the residents.

Wasn't the Sierra Club proposal more favorable to the local economy
than Save-the-Redoods League?

We felt that it was,
But the local counties didn't agree?

No, they didn't want a national park at all. They didn't want any
of these lands taken out of production. It was most important to
their economy, they felt, to continue cutting. There was constant
reiteration of the argument that you can cut today and tomorrow,

but what are you going to do next year when you don't have anything
left to cut. We argued that wherever a national park had been
established we'd encountered similar resistance, but in the end they
proved to be of enormous economic benefit to the local counties and
the local people. They brought in all kinds of business they hadn't
anticipated before. Cases in point were Yellowstone, and Yosemite,
and Sequoia, and others.

What sort of propaganda did industry put out to their workers to
persuade them that this was not in their interest? Do you recall?

Yes--I don't recall the specifics--I1 recall only that it was a
bitter and not wholly honest presentation of the facts. They played
heavily on the theme of jobs and the loss of tax revenues. This

was a significant issue of course with the counties and local
governments.
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The club did support in lieu taxes, didn't it.

Oh yes, in fact very early we recognized that during the transition
period, until the counties and the local people adjusted to a new
economy, there would be some dislocations--no question about that.
We fully supported provision of in lieu taxes, to be phased out

over a reasonable period of time. We did recognize the transitional
economic impacts the park would have and were quite willing to
support whatever measures were needed to insure that the impacts
would be minimized.

One of the antipark signs I remember particularly, that caused
a great deal of hilarity, was one posted by one of the lumber
companies--a huge sign along Highway 101 saying that one million
seeds had been planted, implying that a great redwood forest would
quickly rise out of the clear-cut lands. Some of the members went
up to the area to see what kind of seeds they were. There were, in
fact, a few redwood seeds among them, but they were mostly fir.
This was what the companies wanted to grow instead of redwoods,
because they could get a faster yield., We made as much publicity
out of this as we could--pictures in the Bulletin of the beautiful
sign: 1,000,000 seeds planted in the redwoods.'" Yes, but--they
were mainly firs, and not many at that--one million don't go very
far in planting a forest.

Differences with Save-the-Redwoods League: Battling vs. Negotiating

Let me get back to the questions about the differences with the
Save-the-Redwoods League, It seems that in the origimal proposal
Wayburn writes about in the Bulletin, he does include Mill Creek.

Oh, yes.

And then--that was in January '65, and by December Mill Creek is
dropped from the club's proposals.

Yes, at the outset we were trying to establish anm accord with
Newton Drury and the Redwoods League, and purely on the basis of
Newton Drury's vast information and understanding of the Redwoods
areas--in many ways he was regarded the ultimate authority. But
the more we looked at the problem the more we saw that the redwoods
park had to be centered farther south and to include the watersheds.
We discussed Mill Creek at great length in deciding whether it
should be included or not, and whether it was more important to
focus on those areas south of Mill Creek, between Jedediah Smith,
Mill Creek and Redwood Creek, and areas even farther south, We
finally came to the conclusion that this is where the park had to be
centered.



AL: It seems originally that the club was trying to get both; you tried
to focus on Redwood Creek, but also included Mill Creek and some
of the watersheds of Mill Creek, and then that seemed to be dropped.

Siri: I don't recall the details; I simply recall that there were lengthy
discussions on the areas to include. This was supported by on-the-

ground studies that were commissioned by the club and that were also
undertaken by club members, particularly those living in the area,

and people from Humboldt State College. There gradually evolved,
from the mass of information in these studies and numerous trips

by Wayburn, a clear idea of the boundaries of the park area that we
would propose.

During all of this time, of course, there were constant
discussions with George Hartzog, who was then director of the National
Park Service, and with congressmen and others, in an effort to advance
our proposal for the park.

AL: Was there something of a bitter feeling toward Save-the-Redwoods
League? This seems to come out in some of the ads, the pamphlets
that Brower put out for instance, a pamphlet headlined: ''Some of
the Organizations Helping Really to Save the Redwoods.'

Siri: No, I don't think that the feeling in the club was one of bitterness.
It was another feeling--we were just terribly sad that Save-the-
Redwoods League, our old friends, and we were at odds on this issue,
and that there seemed no way to compromise the differences. We had
meetings with Newton Drury and with Dick [Leonard]--of course, Dick

was on both boards--and we were never able to come to an agreement.
Newton held rigidly to his position as we did to ours.

AL: And this was based, you feel, primarily on what he thought was
realistic?

Siri: On what he thought was right and realistic and important. It turned
out that he was probably using a somewhat different set of premises.
He wanted just the best of the redwood groves--Mill Creek, Jedediah
Smith, and Prairie Creek--and thought this was really the most that
could be gotten. These were the important redwood stands. I don't
think the feeling in the club was generally one of bitterness, just
regret that we could not agree with what we considered to be his
severely limited view of what the park ought to be.

AL: There were efforts made to come to terms?

Siri: Oh, yes. Numerous efforts. We had many luncheons, dinners, evening
conferences with Newton and Dick over a span of several years.

AL: Who participated in them? Wayburn?
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Yes. Wayburn was always present. I was generally in attendance;
sometimes Dave, and occasionally others.

Dave's ad was perhaps expressed in language a little stronger
than most of us were feeling. Because of our long friendship and

high regard for Newton Drury and Dick Leonard, our feeling was a
sense of sadness that we had to tell them repeatedly that we wouldn't
compromise on boundaries.

I've heard a lot of remarks about Martin Litton's verbal attack on
Drury. Was that at a board of directors' meeting?

Yes.

He made the remark that Newton Drury had destroyed more redwoods
than the lumber companies ever had--something to that effect.

Well, yes, but one had to know Martin Litton. Martin was sometimes
given to exaggerated statements in the course of his colorful and
uninhibited discourses. It didn't matter whether it was redwoods

or something else; there was always something that Martin was
thoroughly exercised about, and he could be brutal in his remarks.
Martin was never the environmental statesman, but he was fascinating
as a speaker. He used colorful phrases, analogies and metaphors,

and they were often cutting, sometimes irresponsible. He never pulled

his punches. He was never inhibited; if he felt something, he just
said it.

No matter who was in attendance?
Or against whom it was directed.
This must have created a great deal of ill feeling.

It did on more than one occasion, on more than one issue because he
was so abrasive in his uninhibited attacks on people, but he was
still fascinating to listen to. But I don't think that Martin's
views--at least as he expressed them--were always shared by the
majority of us., In the case of the redwoods, however, there was a
no difference of opinion. We all felt very strongly about our
position, and felt it was justified, and we had to stick to it.

Was there--I don't mean you personally--but was there any general
feeling Drury was somewhat beholden to the lumber companies?

I don't think this crossed my mind; I don't think that anyone else
would have seriously entertained the idea. I'd have to say this
was a foreign thought to me. I don't recall-its ever being discussed.
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So in discussing the differences with him the feeling would tend to
be one of respect for him, for his views.

Yes, but one with which we couldn't agree. We just felt that he
was wrong in spite of the fact that he was Mr. Redwoods. Our own
studies hadn't led to the same conclusions. Newton had been
National Park Service director for years, and often saw political
and budget realities in a very different light from what we did.
As executive director of the Redwoods League, he had been very
successful in negotiating the purchase of small redwood groves.
That's a very different thing from engaging in a hard campaign for
a large redwood park. It's not the same thing at all. There was
that difference, I suppose, in the way the two organizations were
tuned, We weren't buying; we were persuading the country to acquire
extensive areas of redwoods because we felt it was the only way of
saving them; we had to include their watersheds or they wouldn't

survive. Newton felt differently about it, and I suppose he approached

it from a quite different point of views. We went in battling,

swinging a broadax, and Newton was more attuned to quietly negotiating

arrangements of this kind.

Do you have any idea why the administration sort of neglected their

own Department of Interior study and supported the Mill Creek
proposal?

No, I don't know the details, but I would presume that Newton had
some influence on that decision; Mill Creek was after all the
Redwoods League's choice.

There was also, I believe, some agreement among the logging
companies in the north counties that this was something they could
tolerate; they could put up with it. But they could not tolerate
the proposal we were making. And so that would have made it easier
for the Park Service to acquire the land; it would have required a
smaller battle, less expense. There was also something about the
purchase of Mill Creek that made it fairly attractive for the
company, or if not attractive at least not painful. What we were
proposing would have taken most of the Arcata Company's redwood
lands, and this of course would be painful for Arcata. That was I
believe where our strongest opposition came from.

Did Arcata have national ties?

I don't recall; it wasn't a company as large as the others in the
area, and their main holdings were in the Redwood Creek area that

we particularly wanted. In that sense, Mill Creek was an easier
objective to achieve. There were significant concessions by the
companies that owned most of the land at Mill Creek. They saw their
way out of that area relatively easily, as compared with Redwood

Creek and some of the lesser streams and watersheds that we were
asking for.
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Siri: In any event, Ed Wayburn was the leader in that battle, a very
dogged person--one of Wayburn's chief assets is perseverance. It
probably wasn't always a brilliant campaign, but that dogged
determination, and thoroughness with which Ed goes about seeing
through a campaign is the kind of thing that really pays off. The
brilliant moments were generated by Dave, and one was the full-page
ad.

The Full-Page Ads

AL: Was that the club's first use of full-page ads [December, 1965]?

Siri: I think it was. I can't recall an earlier one, although there may
have been. I think it was the first attempt.

AL: That was Brower's idea?

Siri: I think it was Brower's idea, yes, but Wayburn did participate in
in the preparation of it.

AL: Did you participate in the preparation?

Siri: Not really. It seems to me I did see the ad before it was published.
Wayburn, myself and I think a couple of staff people went over it
in advance.

RL: You started to say something about the unfortunate wording of the
ad earlier?

Siri: No, I'd have to refresh my memory by seeing the ad, but I think it

related to the Save-the-Redwoods League, didn't it? It was perhaps
worded a little more strongly than some members of the board would
have liked, but I wasn't particularly troubled by it, because I
thought we had to make our case clear. There was a significant
difference between us.

AL: Here is one sentence that I think offended the Save-the-Redwoods
League, 'Others do not like it--particularly those who can be
intimidated by a powerful industry with its extensive public relations
program.' I think they felt that that was a slap at Save-the-Redwoods
League.

Siri: Looking at it now, it wasn't a particularly useful, or gracious,
thing to put in the ad. I mean if I had to run the--

AL: You don't recall whether it was debated or anything?
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No, I don't.

There does seem to be, in looking at this ad and this pamphlet,
"Some Of The Organizations Helping Really To Save The Redwoods,"
that it's a little bit of infighting; the public couldn't possibly
know the position of Save-the-Redwoods League and all that.

That's right. With twenty-twenty hindsight, there were some
tactical errors perhaps.

But it did start a new way of fighting for the club, the idea of
a full-page ad.

Oh yes, that technique was given birth at about that time.
Was it done by an advertising agency?

We had assistance in putting the ads together, yes. It seems to me
that the idea of ads came from Howard Gossage [of Freeman, Mander,
and Gossage]. Dave had gotten to know Gossage quite well and
respected--and used--his considerable talents, I'm quite sure the
idea came from Gossage, and he helped us on many of the ads. He was
a brilliant ad man and saw immediately that here was a medium to
use in environmental campaigns. Dave saw instantly that it opened
a whole new approach for mobilizing public support., But it was
Gossage's genius that formed the idea and also the approaches
reflected in the ads--the Grand Canyon ad, the redwood ads and some
of the others. He was always intimately involved in the design and
publication.

The Final Qutcome, October 1968

Now the final outcome of the park [on 10-2-68] was a 58,000 acre
park, rather than the 90,000 the club had campaigned for.

Yes, I believe that was the case.

And you read today about all the difficulties the park faces, and
that there isn't complete watershed protection.

That's right, and we warned the Park Service time and again of the
necessity for having complete watersheds. This was evident to us
right at the outset. There were times when there were temptation

to compromise on the watersheds, but Ed Wayburn held fast, supported
by the majority of us. We just couldn't see taking a position on
boundaries anywhere below the ridge crests of a redwood area we
wanted to save., To do otherwise was foolish; it was asking for
ultimate disaster.
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AL: The club did accept a compromise?

Siri: We had to. Congress had the last word. At least we were getting
the park. It was our clear intention, however, to continue to try
to get the rest of the land to ensure the safety of the redwoods.
The companies had already cut right along the park boundaries.

There was absolute devastation from clearcutting right up to the
park boundary. A wall of redwoods now stood exposed. The clear-cut
land looked as though it had been struck by an atomic bomb. The
ground was absolutely shredded--right up to the park boundary. You
could foresee that happening everywhere once the park was established.
With park boundaries set at the crests of the watersheds, the

visual and physical impacts would be less damaging.

RL: Were the lumber companies intentionally taking away the beauty?
Siri: Well, they were boxing in the park.
AL: Making it impossible to expand.

Siri: That's right. Later park additions would be nothing but ruined
earth--sterile, ready to slide away into the ocean. This was
anticipated at the time, but there was just no possibility of
getting the additional funding out of Congress for the bigger park.

AL: Does anyone from Save-the-Redwoods ever hold this up to the club,
that the park is in danger now?

Siri: No, I can't imagine any of them doing that; they are mature persons,
Besides, they would not have very good grounds for doing it anyway,
because more was achieved than the league originally thought was
possible. I believe the league also accepted the idea that it was
essential to have the watersheds intact under Park Service control.

AL: Except that one might be able to say that their proposal was based
on the realities of what Congress would finance. It was a small
park with a complete watershed within the amount of money Congress
was willing to pay, whereas the Sierra Club had a much grander
proposal, but eventually they had to compromise on something that
turned out to be unprotectable.

Siri: I don't think that argument can be advanced very effectively because
it wasn't the whole of the Redwood National Park we proposed that's
threatened, and there's still an opportunity to acquire or control
those peripheral areas that endanger some portions of the park. I
don't think that would be a sound argument. You are correct however.
The league wanted a small gem of a redwood park, perfectly protected,
whereas we advocated a much larger area that was more significant
but subject to hazards.
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In retrospect, you support the club's stand.

Oh, yes, there is no question whatever in my mind, and I don't
think there's a question in the minds of any of the other Sierra
Club people. I don't recall that any club leader questioned the
club's advocacy of a larger park than the one Congress created.

If anyone said anything about it I'm just not aware of it. It gave
us another thing to do--namely, to round out the Redwood National
Park.* [Laughter]

Is there anything you want to add on the redwoods?

Nothing significant I can think of at the moment. The feeling at
the time was one of partial satisfaction in leading a successful
effort to create a Redwood National Park with the opportunity of
expanding it as the years passed and funds became available for
acquisition of additional lands. We still hold out that hope. At
least some crucial areas of redwoods were, in fact, saved. Mill
Creek is part of a state park anyway. We weren't losing anything
there.

Did you visit these areas yourself?

Yes. I remember the first time I saw Prairie Creek. On the south
side of Prairie Creek it's been clearcut. There is a photograph

of that area featured in a number of the books, and there may be a
photograph in the ad.

This, I think, may be it [refers to ad]l: a wall of redwoods
starting at Prairie Creek and this swath of clear cut going right
down to the shore. An appalling sight. The access road at that
time ran right down through here, through this clear cut or next to
it down to the shore, and then you went along the Gold Coast. You'd
turn off Highway 101 and go through a few trees that had been left
to conceal this awful devastation, and then suddenly this whole
thing opens up into this mass of destroyed land; it's an appalling
sight.

So that's where the redwoods are at the moment, and that will
be a continuing battle, I guess. The only final comment on the
redwoods, in response to your question, "What is your assessment of
the campaign and its outcome in retrospect?" I don't think we could
have carried out that campaign otherwise; I don't really see anything
now that would persuade me that it should significantly have altered

*March 27, 1978, President Carter signed Redwood National Park
expansion act, adding 48,000 acres of land to the existing park.



51

Siri: what we did. One could always argue that maybe we should have held
out and fought the battle even harder for the whole ninety-odd
thousand acres, but--

AL: Was there anyone who argued that at the time?

Siri: We all did. We advocated it up to the time the president signed
the bill.

AL: But you didn't try to persuade--or did you--persuade your friends
in Congress to vote against that bill?

Siri: Not the final bill, no.
RL: Who were your friends in Congress then?

Siri: [Jeffrey] Cohelan was one, of course. [Don H.] Clausen was one of
our bitter opponents, or strongest opponents, because it was partly
his district. And then [John P.] Saylor, of Pennsylvania, and I
don't recall who else it was. We did have obviously several very
good friends in Congress, and I've just forgot the names.

AL: Did Wayburn accept the compromise?
Siri: Yes, ultimately. We all did. Time was rumning out.
RL: Can you recall the specific comment that former Governor Reagan made?

Siri: [Laughing] 'You've seen one redwood, you've seen 'em all." We had
lunch with Governor Reagan sometime later on another question. We
didn't raise the issue at all, but he complained about the abuse he
took on that statement, He said, 'That was not what I said at all.

What I said was, 'How many redwoods do you need?'' And that he was
misquoted. Well, that may be. Either way...[laughter].
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V A POLITICAL BATTLE FOR THE GRAND CANYON, 1964-68
[Interview 3: February 11, 1976]

The Club's Uncompromising Commitment

We were going to start tonight discussing the Grand Canyon. You
were president at the time, but I think you mentioned that Dave
Brower took the lead in the battle,

Yes, this was assigned to Dave. He had been running with it anyway,
and he was the person with the deepest, most sustained interest in
the Grand Canyon and was a natural selection. He was then recognized
formally as the Grand Canyon task leader. It was essentially his
show, in coordinating it, organizing it, preparing the materials,
rounding up the expertise we needed, getting the publications started
and published, and it was a job he did superbly well because he had

a full range of tools at his hands.

You mean it wasg pretty much hands off? Were there any purse strings
controls?

Well, of course, because resources were limited, and it was necessary
to define some bounds, but Grand Canyon was regarded as a high priority
issue. As it had to be supported generously with the club's resources,
the board would strain as far as it could to provide the funds that
were needed and the manpower.

Were there those at the time--were there any who felt that too much
of the club's resources were being expended on the campaign?

No, I don't think at the time this was an issue of any great
significance, We were always concerned that we didn't have enough
funds for it, and I believe there were several fund-raising efforts.
The advertisements were clearly a fund-raising effort, among other
things. Grand Canyon was regarded by everyome as a major club
campaign, and it was so designated.

What is the approximate date we're talking about?
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The two dams were proposed in February '64, and they were finally
defeated in September '68, Was there no opposition, or anyone within
the club that preferred some sort of compromise on the Grand Canyon?

There was such talk at times when things got terribly desperate.

We were faced initially with a proposal to construct two high-rise
dams, one at Marble Canyon and one at Bridge Canyon. The latter
would have flooded the gorge immediately downstream of Grand Canyon
Park--at the Grand Canyon National Monument, which is a natural
extension of the park., It would have meant the reservoir would
extend into and through the monument itself,

We were convinced the dams would alter the flow in the canyon
itself; I don't think there was any question about that. Flows
in the canyon would be at the mercy of the upper dam in Marble
Canyon. It would also be the end of opportunities to boat down
the Grand Canyon, but that was not the primary thrust of our
opposition to the dams. It was that the Colorado River along its
entire reach through the gorges was just no place to put dams, if
they would in any way affect the Grand Canyon. There was talk at
times, when things got terribly tough, of compromise with a low
level dam whose reservoir would not extend so far into the monument.

Were these board discussions, you mean?

Well, these proposals were brought to our attention, but most of us
were not ready to hold still for any kind of dam in the Grand Canyon,
and this was the prevailing view on the board. In fact, it was a
position so strongly held that I think even when Dave told us of

these as possibilities they were in effect dismissed out of hand.

We felt very strongly that this was a battle we had to fight all the
way through; we either won it or lost it, and to compromise was, to
most of us, a loss. Even when it looked as though it were inevitable--
as it did at times--that the dams would be built, the position of

most of us was, "No, it's not an issue on which compromise is possible.
No dams in the Grand Canyon." It was as simple as that. Anything

less than that would have been to us a total loss of the effort. We
just didn't think the Grand Canyon could live with dams, and that was
about it.

Now, to counter the Bureau of Reclamation's arguments for the dams,
Dave enlisted the help of some economists and analysts to take a
look at the economics of the dams, and this began to generate some
very fruitful results, The body of people that had to be convinced
was Congress; if there were justification for not building the dams,
it almost had to be based on persuasive economic reasons. The study
ultimately had an extremely strong impact on swing votes in Congress.

Before the study was completed, however, Dave pursued another
idea in proposing that instead of the dams, a nuclear power plant
be built. This was environmentally relatively innocuous--at least
everyone thought so at the time. There would be genuine benefits in
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that it would spare the Grand Canyon, for one; the cost would probably
be lower, producing electricity at a lower cost; and the environmental
impacts would be minimal. It could be domonstrated that this
alternative would be a more economical way to generate electricity,

if that were the purpose of the dams. And so Dave pushed that one
very hard, and with the aid of economists was able to demonstrate

that there were no net benefits in building the dams if a nuclear
power plant were built in the area.

This made headway with some members of Congress and others,
but it was not yet decisive., The economic analysis was then continued
by Alan Carlin, Dick Ball and another person who were at Rand
Corporation at that time and this time their study did have a
decisive impact.

The three men, at Dave's urging, performed an economic feasibility
analysis of the dams and were able to show that the benefit-cost ratio
was significantly less than one; that is, dams were being proposed
to be built that simply wouldn't pay for themselves. They were
heavily subsidized, and one of the chief forms of the subsidy was an
exceedingly low discount rate of three to three-and-a-half percent,
whereas the prevailing discount rate in industry and other government
projects was five to seven percent even at that time. So, if one
applied the normal discount rate for the time, it was clear that
these dams were too costly to pay for themselves. It was busy wecrk.
And this, as much as anything else, I think, persuaded Congress, or
at least the critical swing votes.

You think that was the telling argument, the economic one, rather
than more of an emotional appeal like flooding the Sistine Chapel--

Oh no, I don't dismiss those arguments as being unimportant, but

if you almost have the votes, but don't quite, the economic
arguments help bolster friends in Congress and persuade those who
were genuinely concerned with the benefits and costs. If the

latter are told the dams provide significant net benefits, they're
sincere in believing the dams should be built for the benefit of the
country.

But if, on the other hand, you can show them that this is pure
skulduggery, that the economic feasibility of these dams was based
on false premises, probably deliberately devised to make the dams
look good--i.e., to give them a benefit-cost ratio of one or more--
they're going to ask the same questions, '"Why build them?" If this
is the case, they're going to vote with us; and this is what
happened.

Do you know of any congressmen in particular who were swing votes?
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No, at this late date I don't recall. We had a few good friends
in Congress who were battling our side of the aisle, and a few who
were fighting like mad against us; as I recall Wayne Aspinall was
our most dedicated opponent. He was the constant champion of the
Bureau of Reclamation.

IRS Response to a Vigorous Campaign

What would you have to say about Brower's relationship with congress-
men and government officials? It seems to me that this is one of

the times when the club itself began to oppose some of Brower's
so-called "attacks' on congressmen.

There was a division of opinion on the approaches that Dave used.

He was getting to be pretty vigorous, and there were those--for the
most part older members of the board--who felt that he was impugning
the motives of honest but misguided legislators and bureaucrats, and
this was not, in their view, the way to get things done. They
believed you had to make your case as strong as you possibly could,
but not to the extent of abusive personal attacks on people.

I guess it was Udall in particular who was "attacked."

Yes, and many of us felt he had earned it. Most of us believed
that in an all-out battle we had to use whatever weapons we had,

so long as they were honest and effective. It's no different from
any other political campaign. We all agreed, however, that the
club should not arbitrarily abuse people in print nor recklessly
impugn their motives. Such tactics weren't necessary if you had
persuasive arguments and could mobilize your forces and develop a
constituency with political muscle to swing the votes in a campaign
or affect an administrative decision. I think that some of us,
however, were inclined to feel that a time comes when you've got to
use every political tool at your command if you think the issue is
important enough and the opposition is unprincipled.

This is said in full recognition that it is not consonant with
the concept of orderly advocacy, where everything is done in a

gentlemanly fashion according to rules, writtem or implied. This
disturbed some board members who had dealt with agency people for

many years. They felt the limit had been transgressed, while the

rest of us felt--in spite of the fact that it sounds pretty arbitrary--

that in this case, and the redwoods campaign, we had to not only
make a strong case on the facts and principles, but regard it as a
political battle. I think ultimately those of us who felt it was
a political battle and had to be waged as one prevailed.
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There was only one problem, and that is there was a third party
involved that also took a position on political activities. That
was the Internmal Revenue Service, of course. Then one had to play
by the rules for tax-exempt organizations, or else. [Laughter]

Some would say that maybe the IRS didn't play by the rules in this
case.

Since we were the victims, we were of course convinced that they did
not, but I must confess that I don't have positive information on
this. Perhaps the most you can say is that the IRS acted with
astonishing swiftness for a federal agency in response to our ad.*
Within twenty-four hours the Internal Revenue Service informed us
our tax status was now in doubt. That kind of a speedy response
could only have been the result of strong urging from somewhere.

I think in the Bulletin, Brower wrote that a leading congressional
advocate of dams contacted a treasury department official, after
seeing the ad, and the letter from IRS followed. Now did he have
any information to support this accusation?

Yes, there was either a phone call or a letter from Morris Udall to
the Internal Revenue Service.

How did Brower know about it?

I don't recall the details on this, other than that some action was
taken by Morris Udall in bringing the advertisement to the attention
of the Internal Revenue Service and demanding their attention. Later,
Udall insisted that it was not his intention to have the club's tax
status challenged, but that he felt the club had gome too far and
some warning ought to be issued. Well, be that as it may, one has
the impression, whether it's fair to Udall or not, that he was
instrumental in precipitating the action. There may have been others
involved too. I can imagine certain bureaus or other persons in
Congress, maybe Wayne Aspinall or someone else, being outraged by

the ad and using this as a pretext for actiom of this kind.

What about other people in the administration? One would think
they'd have more of a direct line to the Internal Revenue Service.

That's possible too. 1It's all conjecture; it was then and still is,
except that we knew that Udall did contact the IRS and never denied
it. He did, however, deny that he demanded the IRS rescind our
501(C)3 tax status.

*Sierra Club full-page ad, "Now Only You Can Save the Grand Canyon
From Being Flooded...For Profit," New York Times, Washington Post,
San Francisco Chronicle, Los Angeles Times, June 9, 1966,
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You were treasurer at that time, were you not?

Yes. June '66--I had completed my term as president and was then
club treasurer.

Did you have any role in dealing with the IRS?

Not really, no, except as an officer of the club, I had little

direct contact with them. There was an audit involving the staff,
and an exchange of correspondence and a decision by the board to

challenge the action of the Internal Revenue Service.

You must have been in a position to see the consequences of this
decision for the club's income in contributions.

Yes. It was an interesting reaction. The immediate response, of
course, was a flood of contributions to the club, many of them
accompanied by notes saying, '"This is to fight the Internal Revenue
Service." We had contributions and letters of sympathy from an
enormous number of people, many of whom were apparently willing to
make contributions to the Sierra Club, knowing we were going to
fight the Internal Revenue Service. I guess to many of them our
contest with the Internal Revenue Service might have been even more
important than our involvement with the Grand Canyon [ laughter].

What it did, of course, was cut off large gifts and bequests.
It was clearly not possible now for people to make gifts of $50,000
or $100,000; their money could more effectively be used somewhere
else for charitable and educational purposes,

Did that change the relationship between the club and the foundation?

Yes, because it meant that starting at that time, the foundation had
to play a significant role in gemerating funds for the Sierra Club's
non-political, non-legislative activities. In this sense, it was
now "soft'" money.

It's still a little bit of a mystery to me how the relationship
between the two works--the foundation has to maintain its
independence in order to be tax-exempt.

Yes, that's right. Many things can be done by an organization to
whom contributions are tax-exempt, and these are the kinds of
activities that the foundation could support, and do so with the
approval of the Internal Revenue Service. There are two areas in
which 'such funds cannot be used, and those are legislative activity
and political activity. Political activity is denied even to the

club, under IRS rules as a 501(C)4 organization; that is, contributions

to the Sierra Club are not tax-deductible to the donor, but the club
does not have to pay taxes on whatever money it receives. If it
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engaged in substantial political activity, the club would almost
certainly lose even its 501(C)4 tax status, and then it would be
subject to income taxes. Of course that would be damaging to the
club.

The foundation had been set up about five years earlier by
Dick Leonard. I should add that Dave Brower maintains it was his
idea. It lay dormant for four or five years, with a little in the
way of funds coming in, but not very much. There was no need for
contributions to go through the foundation, and so it lay dormant
as a safety measure--as a guardian for the club, because the club
had been skirting the line on "substantial" legislative activity.
We were never able to get a definition from the Internal Revenue
Service as to what constituted substantial activity or what fraction
of our resources could be expended in legislative effort. The IRS
rules state that no substantial part of the resources will be used
for legislative activities, without ever defining substantial. It
apparently has to be proved in court or through hearings as to what
constitutes "substantial" in each case. There is no number like
one percent or five percent; in each case the Internal Revenue Service
makes a judgment as to whether the activity is substantial.

Regarding their judgment as to the club's legislative activity
in the case of the Grand Canyon or more particularly the advertise-
ment, one could say that the Internal Revenue Service was already
partly convinced that we had exceeded the bounds of "substantial,"
and with the advertisement it was now clear to them that we had.

We think that's a pretty charitable view to take, and we never really
adopted it [laughter].

But had they been auditing you, looking at this issue for some time?
Not this specific issue; they had been auditing the club, yes, and

while they had given us a clean bill of health, it was, we suspect,
always with some hesitationm.

Loss of Tax Deductibility 'Not Dave's Fault"

It seems to me that during the club election of 1969 Brower was

accused of being responsible for losing the club's tax deductible
status.

He may have been by some people who didn't understand what had gone
on, who didn't know the thinking of the people who had made the
decisions, and that was the board of directors with support of club
leaders. That was never an argument that most of us would have
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advanced against Dave. I certainly never would have., I couldn't;
nor could most of the other members of the board, because we were
pressing Congress constantly and realized the hazard. We didn't
expect it to be so precipitous or to take quite this form, but we
realized that we were running risks and accepted them. We had
discussed this question on many. occasions in the past; i.e., that
the day might come when we would be challenged by IRS.

It came as a surprise at this time because of the suddenness
and form in which it occurred, and because our level of legislative
activity hadn't really changed since the last audit. It stirred
a particularly bitter reaction, partly because of Udall's inter-
vention.

In any event, I don't think any of us ever thought of the loss
of tax deductibility as Dave's fault. Sure, one can say he
precipitated the IRS action with the ad, but we were quite happy
with the ad. There is no question in our minds that it was not
Dave's fault. This was an outcome we all shared in producing, shared
equally, as a result of decisions we'd made. We transgressed some
imaginary line that the IRS had established, or that had been
established for the IRS by somebody else, and that was a possibility
we had long recognized.

This is another accusation I've heard--that, in the dealings after

the initial call from IRS, the way Dave handled it made it impossible
for any agreement to be reached; that if he had handled it differently
the IRS might have changed their decision.

That's always a possibility, and it's always a charge that can be
made. I wouldn't want to make a judgment about that. Dave
unquestionably did not improve our friendly relations with Internal
Revenue Service, and he did make some charges that were made loud
enough so they could be heard in many quarters about Udall and others.
It's not impossible that in the heat of the moment he didn't improve
personal relations with the Internal Revenue Service; and, who

knows, it might have made it difficult for them to take a different
position without some means of saving face. But this is all
speculation.

You don't know of any crucial turn in your dealings with the IRS?

No, I don't, There were many things Dave and others in the club
said in public and in print about the dams but I would be hard

pressed to say that any one of these, or all of it taken collectively
were decisive in the IRS's adamant position on our tax status. I
think it's just terribly difficult ever to get Internal Revenue
Service decisions reversed. They have a very high batting average.
Their decisions, I am told, are reversed in about five percent of

the appeals.
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Appealing the IRS Ruling

Was the IRS ruling appealed in the courts?

Oh yes. We had a number of meetings--by '"we'' 1 mean the board,
the officers of the club--to plan strategy, and of course we
reviewed all the options that we and our attorneys could think of.
One option was that we would do nothing, that the club was now
free to take a more vigorous hand in legislative activities; we
had always felt this constraint, and now that it was lifted, we
could run free.

This appealed to many of us. We thought we could survive; we
had the foundation that could pick up the innocent things like
research and clean-up parties and preparation of testimony before
administrative bodies or before Congress, and support of books.
The books program, you see, was getting underway; this was
educational, literary activity and it was pure, pure, pure, as
long as the foundation didn't support a book that would be a sheer
rabble-rouser, directed at some specific piece of legislation. There
were uses for these tax deductible funds that the club could still
pursue, particularly in publications, which put increasing demands
on club resources. The club would survive, we felt, maybe with
strains here and there. So that was one option.

On the other hand, we just couldn't see ourselves lying down
without a fight. Maybe this was an irrational fight instinct emerging
in most of us, but it prevailed and sallied forth to appeal the IRS
decision. We justified our decision on the grounds that the action
that had been taken by the Internal Revenue Service constituted a
threat that would intimidate other conservation organizations. We
knew for a fact that when this happened to the club there was a
shiver of apprehension all across the country in all kinds of
organizations, but particularly the conservation organizations that
had been under heavy pressure.

At that time Congress and the prevailing mood across the coumtry
was not all that sympathetic to environmentalists; they were regarded
as pansy-pluckers, little old ladies in tennis shoes, and long-haired
nature lovers. Our image generally was not a very favorable one.
Consequently, the other conservation organizations had a strong
tendency to withdraw, to do only those things that they felt would
in no way call the attention of the IRS to them. Granted, many of
them were more highly independent on tax-deductible contributions
than were we, and so the National Parks Association and Audubon
Society and Wilderness Society and a host of others were watching
us closely to see what was going to happen, and more importantly they
were looking at themselves to see what was going to happen to them.
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Siri: There were, therefore, two effects of the IRS action: One, it
instilled a high level of anxiety in other organizations, and as a
consequence probably reduced their effectiveness or their willingness
to take a strong stand on some important issues, particularly if
there were legislation pending. Second, it provoked the club into
challenging the IRS decision, partly for our own sakes, of course,
but more for the benefit of the whole conservation movement. This
was a theme we kept coming back to. We felt a strong responsibility
now to challenge the IRS and attempt to establish once and for all
what the devil they meant by "substantial legislative activity,"
so that the other conservation organizations could then know where
the bounds were and would have some guideline on what they could do
and couldn't do without living in fear of jeopardizing their tax
status. And so we went ahead full steam,

AL: Did that boundary line ever get established or did it remain as
vague as ever?

Siri: No. At that time we were determined to take it all the way to the
Supreme Court, but this didn't happen. As time passed, the other
conservation organizations became somewhat less concerned, and there
was less and less support for such litigation, and it was becoming
costly to us.

RL: Who handled the appeal for the club?

Siri: It was Gary Torre, of an old line San Francisco firm--T keep thinking
of "Rust, Smut, Mildew and Mold." [Laughter] I can never remember
the names of law firms--it was Lillick, McHose, Wheat, Adams, and
Charles, Gary Torre turned out to be a very good friend of the
Sierra Club; he began to take an intense personal interest as he
looked into the history of the club and how it functioned. The more
he learned about the club the more fascinated he became. As he
developed his brief, it became a thorough history of the club and
its activities--how it behaved, what it did, and the kinds of effort
it put into its campaigns. Probably this document is one of the most
informative pieces of material we have on the club up to that time.
He did a thorough job of researching the club: what its people did;
who were they; how much of the club's resources were spent for what;
and what kinds of activities the club was engaged in.

AL: Is this something he prepared for the court?

Siri: Yes, it was part of his brief to present in the appeal to demonstrate
that an insubstantial portion of club resources was devoted to
legislative activity. To do this, he examined all aspects of the
club activities. The outings program, for example, is a major
activity of the club, both in terms of member and staff participation
and annu-" budget. The publications program was another example, along
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with numerous other activities within the club that had nothing
whatever to do with legislative activity but were educationmal,

literary, and scientific. The amount of effort devoted to
legislative activity was, in the context of the whole club,
relatively small. Anyway, to establish that point he did a thorough
examination of the club's activities and recent history; by that I
mean ten or twenty years back.*

The Sierra Club and Its Patron, the Foundation

I want to digress just for a minute, You were talking about the
foundation and brought this question to mind. It may not be a valid
one, but it seems the increasing influence of the foundation sort

of has a political impact on the club, or does it, in that the
foundation funds so much of the club's program and the leaders of
the foundation are not the same as the leaders of the club, or does
the board of directors of the club continue to allocate the money?

No, I'd have to say that none of those statements is wholly correct.
[Laughter] First of all, the trustees of the foundation--they were
originally called directors--were, with few exceptions, Sierra Club
past and present directors and, for the most part, past presidents.

They are present directors as well as past directors?

Yes. I'm not talking about now, I'm talking about the mid-sixties
when it became necessary to activate the foundation to help support
the club. There was no question about the sympathies of the board
of the foundation., Everyone felt that it was the foundation's
primary duty to support the club.

But there was a division, it seems to me, between the older members
of the club, the older leaders of the club, and the younger leaders,
say, at the time of the Brower affair.

Now we are getting into another era, and that's the Dave Brower
episode and events that occurred later. That episode raised other
issues, internal, not Grand Canyon. As Dave expanded the publications
program at something like thirty percent per year, and engaged in
other activities that were immense drains on the club's resources,

we began to fear the club was approaching bankruptcy. As that time
approached, Dave looked to the foundation for additional funds. He

*See Sierra Club Papers, Bancroft Library, University of California,
Berkeley.
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was searching everywhere for whatever money he could lay his hands
on and attempting to defer payment of expenses. He was doing both
of these with great ingenuity, but all it did was defer the day of
reckoning.

Dave was now demanding foundation funds for purposes which
the trustees felt would jeopardize the foundation's standing with
the Internal Revenue Service, and which they felt were improper.
Dave, of course, then mustered political support within the club
for his position. It was at that point that some of the older
members of the foundation, who were all past presidents, felt the
foundation had to assert its independence. It was an organization
separate from the Sierra Club, and it had to make its own decisions
about where funds would go and for what purposes, or it would
jeopardize its existence and fail in its fiduciary responsibility
to donors.

On the other hand, the foundation board did not try, by its
actions, to influence the club in its policies. However, some of
us were members of both boards and all the trustees were past

presidents of the club and still active in club affairs. This
doubtless influenced our personal views and actions in both

organizations, but I don't recall any attempt to exercise an
influence over the club's affairs directly through the foundation,
either in awarding grants or special conditions attached to them.
We still turned over ninety-five percent of the gifts and bequests
that we received in the foundation to the Sierra Club for nomn-
legislative purposes,

Was it turned over to the Sierra Club for any legal use that the
Sierra Club wants to put it to?

No, no, it was not, and this has always been a firm condition on
all grants made by the foundation. All grants were made for
specific purposes. No, until a few years ago, the foundation
steadfastly refused even to make block grants to the Sierra Club,
What the foundation did was to invite the Sierra Club to submit a
list of projects with a brief description and the amount of money
requested for each project. These projects would be authorized for
funding to the extent funds were available, but there was no actual
transfer of funds to the Sierra Club. The expenses incurred by
these projects, for example, in the publication of a book, were
paid directly by the foundation on invoices received by the club
and forwarded to the foundation.

But the foﬁndation doesn't take a list from the Sierra Club and
decide which of those projects they will fund?
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No, but if the request exceeded the availabie funds, we asked the
club to set priorities or adjust the project budgets. This was

done at the quarterly meetings of the trustees with club officers
and senior staff present.

Project funding in this fashion did not work well. Both
organizations had to keep separate but duplicate detailed accounts,
which made the procedure expensive and subject to errors, and it
left the Sierra Club no flexibility to adjust emphasis among
projects to meet changing needs during the year. The club had
asked that we consider block grants and largely on my prodding the
trustees finally acquiesced. The club now presents the trustees
with a funding program at the start of each fiscal year, listing
projects with detailed descriptions and budgets for the year. The
details are worked out in advance by the staffs of the two
organizations. On approval by the trustees the funds granted are
transferred, usually in quarterly increments, directly to the club,
which can, at its discretion, shift funds from one of the listed
projects to another. In turn, the foundation requires a quarterly
report and annual audit on how the funds were spent.

It's possible there may have been items from time to time that
the foundation felt that it could not support. I don't recall a
specific case at the moment. The Sierra Club fully understands
that foundation monies are to be used for purposes that don't
involve legislative activity. This would exclude a book intended
to influence a bill in Congress, for example,

And have there been any books that the foundation wasn't able to
support or fund?

I believe there was, but at the moment I don't recall the book.

As an afterthought to this discussion, I think it has to be
concluded that since I sat on both boards, and both of them
simultaneously for some years, this lent either impartiality or
indecision or perhaps schizophrenia to my decision making efforts.
[Laughter] At one time I had something to do with the preparation
of club grant requests that would go to the foundation, and then

I'd sit with the foundation board to vote on its approval. [Laughter]

Past Presidents on the Foundation Board

Is the board of trustees still made up of past presidents?

No. In fact, there are relatively few left now. Let's see, about
a third of the trustees I guess. The turnover of trustees has been
fairly substantial, Many of the older members resigned in the
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mid-sixties feeling that they had served enough time in the club
and also the foundation and realizing times were changing, and
they weren't in tune with the changing attitudes. They may have
felt the time had come to leave the foundation to the devices of
irresponsible people like me and some of the others [laughter].

Was this with bitterness?

Oh, no. We often had some vigorous discussions, but I don't recall
that they ever became quarrels. We expected people to argue their
points of view. If it were otherwise, it would have been merely a
social club. This is not what it was. It was all business. You
want a number of points of view advanced and discussed so that you
are aware of the options and the risks.

And then there were people like Harold Bradley, who was a man
everybody loved without reservation, of whom everyone had the
highest possible regard. Harold felt that he was getting too old,
and simply decided that he should resign. I think we were all
reluctant to see him go because Harold was a man with an eternally
youthful outlook on envirommental and social questions., Had he
lived to 500, I think he would still have a youthful outlook.

Have there been some trustees who've remained and seemed to change
with the times also? I'm thinking of Lewis Clark, for example.

Lewis has tried very hard to keep his outlook contemporary, and so,
I think, has his brother Nate. You can see them at times leaning
over backwards, to accommodate a contemporary point of view, but

it was not always a comfortable posture for them, Sometimes they

failed, and Lewis particularly would suddenly take a hard position
in reverse,

And is Dick Leonard still on the foundation board?

Yes, and of course Leonard has always been a vigorous champion of
conservation. He will be until he dies; it's built into him, He
is an extremely able person and probably had as much as anybody

to do with the development and evolution of the club and the
foundation. His contributions have been immense. You don't
realize this until you have known Dick a long time and become aware
of the many things he has done for the club that are now taken for
granted.

Of course, for someone like Dave and the faction in the club
that supported Dave there was at least at one time an extremely
bitter feeling regarding Dick as the very image of reactionmary
forces within the club., This just wasn't the case. But it was an
easy idea to exploit, because anyone who so strongly opposed
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Dave clearly had to be reactionary. By definition [laughter] you
must be, otherwise you would support Dave; you would support the
leader, the greatest innovator, the greatest driving force in
conservation. Why else would you oppose him, unless you were old
and lost in the past? So the argument went.

This view was held by many people who really had very little
to do with the Brower episode. They viewed it as a division between

old-timers and moderns, between conservatives and liberals. It was
not in fact the basic issue at all.

We're getting ahead of ourselves now, but I heard an interesting
remark, when someone referred to the 1969 election when Brower was
defeated as part of the great reactionary sweep in the country that
brought Nixon to the presidency and Reagan to the governorship. I
had never looked at it in quite that way.

No. It may have been construed in this fashion--well, it was--

but it was not the case; it was simply not so. Because there were
no real differences in outlook on conservation issues or the vigor
with which we should pursue campaigns. That was really not at issue
except on one question, and that was Diablo Canyon, and that's where
the split took place. But on every other conservation issue, on

the whole philosophy of the conservation movement, there was
unanimity of feeling among all of us. I don't recall any genuine
differences among the whole lot of us. Hildebrand perhaps came as
close, I guess, to a conservative position--something that one might
call a conservative position--one could find, but that was about it.

Differences With Stewart Udall

Let's go back and finish up with questions on the Grand Canyon. We
thought we might talk something about Stewart Udall in discussing
the Grand Canyon. Would you have any evaluation of him as a
secretary of the interior, or as a conservationist?

Only a superficial one. I knew Stewart Udall somewhat. I'd visit
him in his office, and he was here one time for dinner, and we had
a number of conversations at other times. He played a mixed role,
and it's difficult to know to what extent that role was one that
was determined not by Stewart Udall but by the forces he had to
contend with, the administration, political figures, the bureaus
within his own department, the Bureau of Reclamation in particular.
The Bureau of Reclamation had extremely strong allies in Congress
and, of course, in industry. To the states, the bureau was a
mammoth pork barrel and you don't deal easily with barrels of pork.
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But didn't he seem pretty well committed to the idea of the Grand
Canyon dams and the whole Colorado River project and the transfer
of the water from one basin to another?

That's right. It wasn't until the Grand Canyon battle was all but
won that he changed his views. I guess he saw that the bureau's
economic analysis wasn't all that sound, or perhaps he sensed the
change in political climate in which the bureau and its chief

congressional supporters found themselves because of the strong
public reaction to the dams.

Interbasin transfer of water was a broader issue just beginning
to take form, as a consequence of the Central Arizona Project, which
Udall supported. We were discovering that these projects could be
environmentally damaging as well as economically dubious, The
California State Water Project was another example, It meant the
loss of the north coast wild rivers, possible severe damage to the
San Francisco Bay-Delta estuarine system, its wet lands, fisheries,
and rich agricultural lands. The more we looked at this question,

the more convinced we became that, no matter what history said about
water transfer systems, there were clear signs that they were not

always good projects on balance., They were, of course, to a few
people, particularly to those who bought desert land for five bucks
an acre and with water it was worth five hundred or five thousand.

Well, to answer your question, yes, Udall was highly supportive
of the Central Arizona Water Project, and the Grand Canyon dams,
and he did a hard selling job for several years, in support of them.

Now on other issues he was more of an ally of the club, wasn't he?
Yes, he was.
Did the Grand Canyon issue cause a division with him?

Not really, no. Udall remained a comservationist, foundamentally,
and I think a friend of most of us. I haven't seen him for a couple
of years now, but the last time we met it was on the friendliest of
terms, so I don't think that campaign had any significant effects

on our personal relationships with him. We felt, however, that

even after his conversion he did not take a position as strong as

we would like to have seen on environmental matters involving the
Department of Interior.

The redwood national park plan.

Yes, that's right. We realized that a secretary of interior isn't
wholly his own master, that there are a god-awful lot of contending
forces thz* he has to deal with. Maybe a stronger secretary of
interior v 1ld have been more effective.
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You mean like Hickel? [Laughter]

That is a story in itself, but then you saw how long Hickel lasted.

The Deciding Factor in Saving the Grand Canyon

That's the end of the questions I have on the Grand Canyon. Is
there anything else?

I think it should be noted that ultimately we were successful.
There are no dams in the Grand Canyon.

Has the park been extended?

Yes, extended and enlarged, and it looks as though it's safe for
a while. At least until this recession is over, and there are
more federal funds available for building good things like dams
around the country again [laughter].

Excuse me, I had something else. I had a sense of something

lacking, if we can go on with the Grand Canyon for just one moment.

In summing it up, do you feel that there was some particular trick,
device, or strategy, or was it simply a wearing down of the opposition
that enabled you to win that battle? What was it that seemed to be
the deciding factor?

I think perseverance was the essential factor in the success of the
Grand Canyon battle as it is in nearly every major environmental
campaign, The campaign had been waged to the point where the final
blow could be delivered with the economic analysis, which demonstrated
that the dams were heavily subsidized, and their benefit/cost ratio
had been contrived, I think this pretty well settled the question.

Of course, the vigorous public reaction to the proposed dams
was by far the most important factor. There is no question about
that in my mind. The economic analysis standing alone would not

have done it, but the stage had been set where that was the last
act that was needed to save the canyon and kill the dams.

There seemed to be a ground swell of public support for it, not just
among, let's say, the conservation-minded.

That's right. There was broad public support of the organized
efforts to stop the dams. You know, we and many congressmen got a
flood of letters of the kind written by a dear old lady in New York
who wrote, "I have never seen the Grand Canyon, and I never expect to
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before I die, but I want to know that the Grand Canyon is there.
Don't flood it," Letters of this kind were helpful because they
indicated a nationwide interest in the Grand Canyon, and one that
reached far beyond those who had visited the Canyon. It was a
national symbol that people wanted to preserve even if they could
never see it.

Do you think this was a symbol that was in the American milieu, or
is this a symbol that was created by some of Dave's ads and the
books?

No, I don't think it was created. I think the potential for the
public reaction was always there, The problem was to alert people
to it, to focus their attention on it for a moment, to make them
realize that if they didn't do something, if they didn't express
themselves, it would be gone. I don't think you create something
as strong as the reaction in support of the Grand Canyon. I think
the most you do is mobilize a strong sentiment that already exists
but is dormant.

We've had this kind of response on a number of issues. In
California the coastal initiative, you may recall, had that same
kind of response. We worked very hard on that campaign against
well-financed opposition but it was the voters inherent desire to
save the California coast from further ruin by indiscriminate
development that passed the initiative. You know, we couldn't
generate that kind of sentiment for the Sacramento Valley, I don't
think [laughter].
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VI ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS IN THE FEDERAL LAND AGENCIES

Changing Attitudes Toward Conservation, 1960s

Shall we look briefly at the North Cascades area?

We can, but I really don't feel that competent to discuss it in
detail.

I didn't think we'd discuss it in detail either, unless there was
something from your point of view.

No. I was of course on the scene at the time, but that campaign
again was carried on mainly by Dave for the club. There were
however several powerful and effective groups and club members in
the Northwest who had been working for a North Cascades park for a
long time. They were an experienced, competent lot of people,

so it was in good hands. Dave nevertheless took a strong lead in
the campaign.

The Forest Service proposed that selected areas of their lands
in the Cascades be placed in the wilderness system, but we and others
argued for a national park and a larger, more integrated area. What
was originally proposed by the Park Service was ludicrous, in our
view, as a national park. There were endless compromises along the
way; boundaries pulled back, others extended, areas put in and others
taken out. It became a battle for bits and pieces, and for features
that had to be in the park. Our opposition was of course the
Forest Service and the lumber companies who saw this area as a
great timber resource to be utilized. At that time the outlook of
the Forest Service, even more than now, was that forests were a
resource that should be used for its commodity value, and therefore
you managed forests for production; multiple use was the sacred
phrase. Well, times and attitudes have changed. Probably that
battle along with others had much to do with the changing attitudes
in the Park Service and the Forest Service. They were subjected to
the constant pressure and, we hope, education from the conservationists.
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Did you actually change minds within these bureaus, do you think?

Gradually with time new people came in, and the old crocodiles drew
back into the water somewhere. Gradually there was a change, yes.
The change is not achieved on the basis solely of arguments you
advance. The arguments have to be convincing, obviously, but you
also have to persuade a large number of other people who are not in
the Forest Service. A strong comstituency is needed to support a
new idea or a change in point of view. This is sensed by the
bureaus, by administrations, by congressmen, and others. It's part
of the intricate process of change. Oh, sometimes you can achieve
limited ends by going to court if there's a clear-cut legal issue.
To change attitudes takes something much broader, like time,
perseverance, and luck.

That would be an accomplishment probably better than creating a
park, if you can make a permanent change in administrative bodies.

Yes, of course. During the sixties there were a great many things
that contributed to rapid change in attitudes. All of a sudden,

in the space of a very few years, an almost universal concern for
the environment emerged. Those of us who had been active in the
conservation movement for many years, and formerly regarded as
eccentrics, all of a sudden found ourselves respectable, and no
longer called conservationists, but "environmentalists.'" The change
came about with remarkable suddenness.

It was not a change that we had anticipated that soon nor that
quickly. We had foreseen a gradual evolution in prevailing attitudes
on conservation--and environment--in this country. The public's
concern with environmental questions that now prevails, we had
projected to evolve gradually during the next few decades. But
then, I guess the cultural revolution was an event we could not
imagine, much less anticipate. It shook up everything and everybody
and left, among other things, a strong environmental awareness
that had a profound impact on Congress, government bureaus, and
corrective legislation. Even industry reluctantly made concessions
to the new environmental ethic,

It seems to be quite true, what you are saying about the cultural
revolution, although there are inconsistencies in that too. Where
there was concern for the environment and the younger people had
also put a heavy emphasis on humanism, they felt that it was also
quite all right to rip off, to use their own vernacular, someone
who had more than they had [laughter], or even to drive their cars
down the middle of a mountain meadow.

You're right, there were a great many inconsistencies, and maybe
the historians and sociologists will someday explain what it was
all about. These inconsistencies were sometimes beyond our
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comprehension, and at times our patience, but perhaps should not
have surprised us. History repeatedly tells us that in the
peregrinations of human society anything is possible, nothing is
absolute, and much 1is irrational.

The one aspect of the cultural revolution that we were grateful
for, as conservationists, was the new, pervasive perception of the
importance of wild resources and the environment. The club had
struggled for seventy-five years to advance such an ethic, with
only modest success, but now, all of a sudden, everybody was acting
like John Muir. ([Laughter]

Managing Wilderness: Forest Service and Park Service Policies

You talked about changes you've seen in the Park Service and the
Forest Service and other bureaus. Can you mention any more

specifically? We were going to talk about that in relation to the
Wilderness Act, and maybe we should get into that now.

Over the years there were changes in the Park Service and the Forest
Service. It varied, depending upon who was chief forester and who
was director of the National Park Service. It depended on the man

in the office at the time. But we did see in the case of Chief
Forester Ed Cliff, for example, some changes from the traditional
Forest Service outlook, As for Hartzog, director of the Park Service,
my impression of him was that of an enlightened bureaucrat but

highly sensitive to political pressures. He seemed more receptive

to the views of conservation organizations than his predecessor,
Connie Wirth.

However, neither Cliff nor Hartzog advanced fast enough for
us. No doubt the reason was that, while we represented a point of
view, there were other views backed by substantial political forces
to which the chief forester and the director of the Park Service
were exposed on a daily basis. So the speed with which they could
adjust to new ideas and attitudes was a lot slower than we would
wish.

People in the Sierra Club were at the forefront of the
environmental movement. You would hardly expect the chief forester
also to be in the vanguard of the conservation movement. He had to
provide trees, he had to heel to the prevailing economic interests.

In principle, this is as it should be. The national forests are a
vast resource and must supply a number of needs of the nation. This
was generally recognized by conservationists., The question was how
much wilderness would we keep? And under what conditions? The Forest
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Siri: Service took a position far short of our expectations, and it was
bridging that difference that brought us into conflict with the
Forest Service on wildermess areas.

AL: Would you give Ed Cliff a positive score, say, in terms of setting
aside wilderness areas under the Wilderness Act?

Siri: Yes. Cliff recognized that wilderness was here to stay and that
wilderness had a strong constituency, as well as an act of Congress.
While Cliff recognized the need for wilderness, the differences we
had with him were on how much wilderness and the boundaries. We
had fewer arguments with the Forest Service on management of wilderness
than we did with the Park Service. 1In fact, the Park Service score
on wilderness management and particularly on implementing the
Wilderness Act was pretty poor, I think, compared to the Forest
Service. The Forest Service understood what we and the act meant when
we said don't manage wilderness areas; they are not to be manipulated.
The Forest Service was pretty good about that.

AL: And how did the Park Service do with wilderness areas?

Siri: Well, you see, there were no areas designated as wilderness in the
national parks before the passage of the Wildernmess Act. National
parks were to be administered in such a fashion as to preserve
whatever qualities they were initially dedicated for. But as
pressures built up in the national parks--particularly Yellowstone,
Yosemite, and others--the Park Service found itself catering to the
presumed needs of people visiting these areas: more campgrounds,
more facilities, more administrative structures and activities, more
roads, and so forth.

They did it with some care--what they regarded as great care--
but which we regarded as a tendency to overdevelop national parks
for the convenience of visitors--conveniences they often didn't need
or that were irrelevant to the park. You don't need ice skating
rinks in the middle of Yosemite Valley, or convention halls. You
don't even need a big hotel and lots of roads built on the pretext
that you have to provide access to every corner of a wilderness by
car. It also seemed to us a violation of park values to build
bigger and straighter roads to insure safety. We argued that it
hasn't been demonstrated that you need to drive fifty miles an hour
through Yosemite Valley, and that highways of high standards are
just inappropriate.
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Controversy Over the Tioga Pass Road, 1958

One of the bitterest arguments we had with the Park Service--this
was when Connie Wirth was director--was when they built the Tioga
Pass highway. They blasted their way on the straightest line
possible through these beautiful polished, glaciated granite slopes
near Tenaya Lake and through areas where roads should never have
been placed. They had laid it out and had largely completed it
before anybody really knew what was happening.

The club did have a chance to fight that and lose before they built
the road, didn't it?

No. They went in and did the work, and we really didn't learn the
extent of the damage till the road was almost finished.

You're talking about Tioga Pass?

Yes, Tioga Pass road, in the late fifties.* We were absolutely
furious, because there had been no public information on plans for
the road. It had been built essentially in secrecy, whether
deliberately or otherwise I can't say.

The Tenaya Lake part of it, though, was fought?

Yes, I think you're right. I don't recall the details. There might
have been an opportunity, which failed, to divert the road across

the granite slopes above Tenaya Lake. In fact, the club had done a
study on alternative routes for the Tioga Pass road years before,

The subject had come up before, but the Park Service obviously did
not like our recommendations. Did you ever drive the old Tioga road?

No.

It was fabulous. It was also impossible [laughter]. Twenty-one
miles that took two hours, If somebody came from the other direction
with a trailer, then you were there for the weekend. It was a little
track that toured casually among the trees and around boulders, and
made right-angle turns better suited to horses. It was an adventure
getting a car through--and as near a wilderness experience as one

can get in a car.

*¥1958. See Ansel Adams, ''Tenaya Tragedy," Sierra Club Bulletin,
November 1958.
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Clearly, there would come a time when a somewhat better road would
be needed. Years before the new road was built, the club had
explored the area and laid out a route that would have stayed to
the north of where the road was actually built. It would not have
gone through or blast, cut, and filled any of those magnificent
areas mutilated by the Park Service's road. So this was really
what shook us up. We had no opportunity to provide input into the
road design and route. And yet we had a route that looked good,
that would serve the purpose adequately,

In addition to the routing of the road, we questioned the
excessively high standards to which the road was built. It was a
high-speed road, and there was no need whatever for that kind of
road. By high standard, I mean with minimum curve radii that were
far too large and far too much cut and fill. You could have curves
and grades that would better conform to the terrain. The standards

used were those for a high-speed highway, all done in the name of
safety, of course.

On the road nowadays you don't have to stop and look at glacial
moraine; you ride by and there's a sign that says, "This is glacial
moraine."

That's right; you don't have to suffer all these inconveniences like
stopping your car.

What do you think Wirth's feelings were--his attitude toward
wilderness?

Wilderness was a fine thing up to the point where you had something
more important to do, like run a road through it.

He wasn't a wilderness lover?

I don't know whether he was or not. I think he was, in his own way,
but he was also a "practical man," in providing for the safety and
welfare of park visitors, along with needless amenities for them,
The natural features were the amenities, but I sometimes felt that
Wirth thought he had to improve on them.

Did you have an opportunity to work with Wirth in any way?

Frequently on other matters. The road was an exception. That was
an important road because of what was done. Immediately after we
learned what was happening--that they were blasting through these
glacial polished rocks, and the route they were taking--we made a
fearful row about it. Wires and letters were fired off in all
directions; we were just furious when we saw what had happened. So
Connie came steaming out to San Francisco, and some of the club

directors met with him in a special meeting. That was one of the
bitterest meetings I can recall with anyone from an agency.
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AL: Do you remember the date of this meeting?

Siri: No, I don't. But I remember that meeting particularly because the
intensity of our feelings about the road. It was such an arrogant
and senseless intrusion on a truly magnificent wilderness area in
a national park. There was no real excuse he could offer that
merited serious consideration for the route and the standards for
the road.

As a consequence of that episode, the Sierra Club set about
drafting a set of highway standards for wilderness areas and parks.

Nate Clark, then a club director and a professional engineer, did
a thorough job, a masterful job, in devising standards for park
roads, We demanded that the Park Service adopt these. I think to
a large extent they have. 1In any event, there were few episodes
of that kind that followed. The Park Service was sensitized, and
I think they realized what they had done after it was explained to
them.

AL: How did Wirth respond to this meeting?

Siri: Well, he was angry at first. We were angry to the end. But I think
he learned a lesson. He learned two lessons: one, he'd damn well
better tell people about what he's going to do before he does it;
and second, you don't need high-speed highways in national parks,

In any event, he left the meeting feeling contrite.

AL: He just wasn't sensitive to the issue?

Siri: He certainly was after our meeting. In a way, I sometimes suspect
that the road really was laid out and built without his full awareness

of what was happening. It might very well be that if he had been
fully aware of what was proposed he might not have approved it.

Hartzog was quite a different kind of man. I think he was more
sensitive to where the pressures lay, to where the political
strengths lay. He did understand the environmental movement; he
knew what it was about, and I think he was largely sympathetic. We
had a lot of differences, but as I recall he had a tendency to lean
toward our position as far as he could and still maintain himself
in office.

Park Service Procrastination in Designating Wilderness

AL: You mentioned that the Park Service dragged its feet over designating
wilderness areas after the Wilderness Act. He was director at that
time.
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That's right. I don't know what was behind the tendency of the
Park Service to procrastinate in designating wilderness areas
within the parks. The first efforts that the Park Service made
were to us appalling examples of what should not be done., The
first maps that came out showed great swaths of excluded areas
along highways and around campsites and facilities. Yellowstone,
for example, looked like a cracked vase with patches of wilderness
completely separated by wide bands along the roads and around
centers where there were facilities--more of the park seemed out

of the wilderness system than in, The argument was that they needed
these as buffer zones. In response we said, ''You need these for
future hamburger stands, motels, and interpretive centers. We
insisted they should not be in the parks. 'They're not meant to be
in the parks. The act that created the park system says so, at
least by implication. The whole philosophy of the parks is being
violated." We insisted that the wilderness boundaries be brought
right down to the roads.

Did that argument make headway?

Yes, it did. They finally adopted a more enlightened view, we like
to think, on boundaries for the wilderness areas. There were a few
places where they simply couldn't be turned around, but by and large
we and others--the National Parks Association, Audubon Society, and
others--finally persuaded them to include in the wilderness areas all
the park land that had not, in fact, been "disturbed by the hand of
man."

Passage of the Wilderness Act, 1964

Should we talk for a minute about the passage of the Wilderness Act
in 19647

Yes., The Wilderness Act was first advanced by Howard Zahniser at an
early Wilderness Conference, I forget which one it was. It must

have been at the very start of the sixties or late fifties. You'll
find the information, undoubtedly, in one of the Wildermess Conference
publications.* The proposal caught on slowly at first but then
rapidly became the major national conservation effort. Some early
legislation was drafted and introduced, and died. Each year we and
other organizations, more particularly Zahniser, who was the driving
force in those early days, would come back with new bills and new
allies. '

*Second Biennial Wilderness Conference, March 13, 1951, Summary of
Proceedings included in Wildlands in Our Civilization, David Brower,
ed, (Sierra Club, 1964).
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Of course we like to think the Sierra Club also played a significant
role., Maybe it was more than just significant. Anyway, we
immediately made passage of the Wildernmess Act our primary mission--
it took top priority. Year after year we devoted a major effort to
it, using whatever resources could be mustered.

Who in the club was most involved in this?

Again, Dave, of course, but Wayburn also took a lead role in these
efforts. George Marshall and Dick Leonard were particularly
effective advocates.

Were you saying that the club may have had the major role in seeing
this passed, over and above the Wilderness Society?

It's hard to say. The Wilderness Society would doubtless claim they
were largely responsible, and the Sierra Club will claim that
distinction. I'm sure that our good friend in the National Parks
Association, Tony Smith, will also claim the distinction. All I can
say is that we were busy as hell pushing the wilderness concept and
Wilderness Act over many years and expended a lot of effort on it.
Who ultimately had the greatest influence on its passage we will
probably never know, although Zahniser is certainly the most likely
candidate.

Was there cooperation between the club and the Wildernmess Society
and the National Parks Association? Was there any conflict?

I don't recall that there was a serious conflict, There may have
been differences at times, particularly with Tony Smith of the
National Parks Association. Tony had a tendency to hold independent
views that were in curious ways at odds with positions we, the
Wilderness Society, and other conservation organizations took. It
was a matter of judgment, I guess. Tony would sometimes make judgments
based on what he thought was political expediency--in this case,
settle for what you knew you could get. The reaction from the rest
of us was always the same, '"No, damn it, we've successfully fought
enough other battles against impossible odds to know we can win this
one," and, to quote a tired cliche, "We've only begun to fight."
Anyway, I don't recall any sustained differences that seriously
strained our relationship.

Were you aware of any feeling on the part of the Wilderness Society
that the club wasn't putting enough effort into 1t?

No. 1If such a feeling existed, I was not aware of it. The problems
we faced, we dealt with according to our strengths--the efforts of

of the logging industry to introduce weakening amendments; the efforts
of the ranchers to permit continued use of wilderness areas for grazing
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and the interest of the mining industry in having free access to
explore and if they found deposits, to mine. Some of these uses
still remained in the act when it was passed. It wasn't as clean
an act as we wished--particularly in mining, and the long phase-out
of grazing. The mining provisions were particularly painful. We
regarded this as a major intrusion, with its roads, its tailing,

and all the rest of the mess. So the act that ultimately passed
was much better than we many times hoped ever to get, but it was

not all that we had wanted.
Anything else to add on the Wilderness Act?

Perhaps a postscript. It was a long sustained campaign; it ran

about eight years from the time Zahniser first proposed a wilderness
system to the time the president signed the Wilderness Act. The
action took place in bits and pieces, with moments of intense struggle
to have an amendment removed that had been planted by one interest or
another--they all merge into a kind of tangle at th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>