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IN QUANTITATIVE MEASURES ALONE the Johnson administra-
tion's “New Conservation” deserves more attention than it has yet
received. No less than nine task forces directly addressed environmen-
tal problems {see list 1, Appendix). Between 1963 and 1968 the presi-
dent signed into law almost three hundred conservation and beauti-
fication measures, which were supported by more than $12 billion
in authorized funds. This represented more environmental measures
than had been passed during te preceaing 1o/ ycars. 1uc lcgisiatiun
spanned issues from land policy to water pollution and from wilder-
ness areas to urban open space (see list 2, Appendix). Thirty-five areas
were authorized for addition to the National Park Service!

Given the scale of legislative action and heightened national in-
terest in the environment during the 1960s, it is surprising that the
record of the Johnson administration remains diffuse—if not obscure.
Admittedly, the field of Environmental History is quite new and its
limits are still being defined. Yet, few historians have looked beyond
the popular environmental signposts of the 1960s—such as Rachel
L. Carson's Silent Spring (1962), the Santa Barbara oil spill (1969), the
National Environmental Policy Act (1969)—to identify and evaluate
the "New Conservation” Several questions, barely explored, require
careful attention: Fiow does the conservation and beautification record
of the Johnson administration fit into the evolution of the modern
environmental movement? Was the New Conservation really new?
What was the role of President Johnson in establishing environmen-
tal policy between 1963 and 19682 An assessment of documents in
the LB] Library—and some speculations based on the existing
literature—can begin to answer these questions.

From Conservationism
to the Modern Environmental Movement

The variety and extent of the conservation and beautification pro-
grams of the Johnson presidency demonstrate a commitment to the
environment that is on a par with any administration before or since.
While not providing the leadership on every issue, the Johnson ad-



114 | MARTIN V. MELOSI

ministration’s wide-ranging activity supports the claim that the 1960s
constituted a transitional period from an old-style conservationism,
concerned primarily with the utilization of natural resources, to a
modern environmentalism, emphasizing quality-of-life issues and en-
vironmental protection.

The “old” conservation, initiated in the Progressive Era, was an
effort to conserve, preserve, manage, or protect the nation’s resources.
As business reform was meant to bring order to the American economy
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, so conservation
was meant to rationalize the use of natural resources. What came to
be known as “the conservation movement” in the United States had
its intellectual antecedents in eighteenth-century Europe and its
American origins in the early nineteenth century.

By the late nineteenth century, several milestones had marked
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Perkins Marsh’s Man and Nature (1864}, the development of the “na-
tional park” idea, the establishment of the U.S. Geological Survey
(1879}, and the founding of John Muir’s Sierra Club (1892). By the
turn of the century the conservation movement had achieved national
status, especially with the presidency of Theodore Roosevelt.

Public policy on resource questions after 1900 was guided by those
who wished to prevent waste through efficient use—or resource
conservationists—as opposed to those who were more interested in
saving what remained of the wilderness—or preservationists. Some
historians, such as . Leonard Bates, thought that the conservationists
of the Progressive Era were combatting the greed and wastefulness
of the business world. Others, especially Samuel P. Hays, perceived
that professionals and scientists from the East, acting from within
the federal bureaucracy, were employing centralized policy-making
powers to curtail the waste of resources and to establish programs of
“wise use” in the West. This meant that western interests were often
at loggerheads with federal conservationists, since the former wanted
local control and the ability to exploit the resources for their own
economic ends.?

The New Deal built on the legacy of the Progressive Era. Franklin
Roosevelt brought into office a strong personal interest in conservation,
and he surrounded himself with men of similar thought, such as Harold
L. Ickes, Henry A. Wallace, Henry Morgenthau, Jr., and Hugh Ham-
mond Bennett.? But of more importance, the massive problems of the
Great Depression—especially related to the dust bowl in the West and
to economic strife in the South—helped to steer the New Deal govern-
ment toward federal solutions to pressing environmental problems. The

-
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soil-conservation program emphasized the efficient use and manage-
ment of soil resources to preserve agricultural lands. A concern for graz-
ing lands in the West led to the Taylor Grazing Act (1934). Reforestation
programs, aided by the establishment of the Civilian Conservation
Corps (CCC), complemented soil conservation. In addition, the New
Deal government conducted several resource-development projects, led
the drive to develop the nation’s wildlands and rivers, and participated
in a program of scientific game management.

The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) is probably the best known
of the resource-development activities. It was the most sophisticated
application of the multiple-use concept that had yet been devised.
TVA was a multipurpose river project that involved flood control, the
production of fertilizer, soil conservation, reforestation, the construc-
tion of inland waterways, the promotion of regional economic growth,
and the seneration of hvdroelectric power. As part of the New Deal
recovery program, TVA was also meant to serve as a source or
unemployment relief in the South.

While the various conservation programs of the New Deal were
not organized through a coherent environmental policy, there was
little doubt that they perpetuated federal leadership in the manage-
ment of the nation’s resources. However, for several years after the
New Deal, conservation policy on the national level failed to grow
much beyond the narrow interest in resource management. The
publication of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring in 1962 is often cited as
the beginning of the modern environmental movement. Although Car-
son’s attack on pesticides was significant, a single event did not give
rise to such a diverse movement. The modern environmental move-
ment in the United States arose during the 1960s, but its roots were
embedded in the past, especially in resource conservation, preserva-
tionism, naturalism, antipollution, and public-health campaigns both
in the United States and in Europe.

The recent origins of the movement are to be found in post-World
War I natural-environment issues, such as outdoor recreation,
wildlands, and open space; in concerns over environmental pollution;
and in the maturing of ecological sciences. It is also linked to the “six-
ties” generation. Cynics have argued that political and economic elites
either sponsored or supported environmental activities as a way of
distracting protesters from antiwar, antipoverty, or civil-rights ac-
tivities. However, the political and social turmoil of the 1960s
presented an opportunity for raising questions about environmental
protection, and it provided willing supporters, especially among
idealistic teens and young adults.
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The environmental movement was rooted in more than youthful
idealism. While drawing its major support from the middle and upper-
middle classes, politically it functioned as a coalition that cut across
class lines and varying interests.* Older preservation groups, such as

experiencing a revival of interest by the late 1960s and early 1970s.
More recent organizations that had corporate backing, such as Re-
sources for the Future {early 1950s) and Laurance Rockefeller's Con-
servation Foundation (mid 1960s), promoted the efficient utilization
of resources. Legal remedies received attention from the Environmen-
tal Defense Fund (1967} and the Natural Resources Defense Council
{1970).

Into the 1970s, aggressive and often militant protest and citizen
action were carried out by groups such as Friends of the Earth
(splintered off from the Sierra Club), Zero Population Growth, the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation, and Ecology Action. Also individuals, such
as biologists Rachel Carson and Barry Commoner, popularized and
promoted the study of ecology. Beyond the borders of North America,
“Green parties” and “ecoactivists” inaugurated their own versions of
environmental protest.

Modern environmentalists generally shared an appreciation of the
fragility of ecological balances, a notion of the intrinsic value of nature,
a personal concern for health and fitness, and a commitment to self-
reliance. They by no means espoused uniform political views or reform
tactics. Some accepted governmental intervention as a way either to
allocate resources or to preserve wildlands and natural habitats. Others
were suspicious of any large institution as the protector of the environ-
ment. Some believed that the existing political and social structure
was capable of balancing environmental protection and economic pro-
ductivity. Still others blamed capitalism for promoting uncontrolled
~ economic growth, materialism, the squandering of resources, and even
the coopting of the environmental movement for capitalism’s own
ends.®

While the modern environmental movement gained national at-
tention quite dramatically during the late 1960s and the early 1970s,
we have only impressionistic notions of its roots, nature, scope, and
achievements. Samuel P. Hays is attempting to provide a synthesis
for the modern environmental movement in much the same way that
he attempted to define and explain the conservation movement of the
Progressive Era. Hays's long-awaited book on modern environmental
politics is nearing completion, but glimpses of his synthesis have
already appeared in several article-length studies. Hays supports the
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notion that the early to mid 1960s were significant in the devel- -
opment of the modern environmental movement. He sees three
distinct stages in the evolution of environmental action: the ini- -
tial thrust, between 1957 and 1965, which emphasized natural en-
vironmental values in outdoor recreation, wildlands, and open space;
the growing interest in “ecology,” between 1965 and 1972, which
focused on antipollution and environmental protection; and the period
after 1972, which brought to public attention such issues as toxic
chemicals, energy, and the possibilities of social, economic, and
political decentralization.

While one might quibble with the precise chronological
breakdown of the. modern environmental era, Hays points to the
significant shift from conservation to environmentalism during the
1960s, a shift that reinforces a growing belief among scholars that the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) was as much a
CULININATION 5 & LICW SLALLLLE PUliii tui puveiddiasaa S2orzst iz o=
vironmentalism. In this context the Johnson administration must be
viewed as a transitional force in the evolution from old-style conser-
vationism to modern environmentalism.$

The Johnson Administration in the Environmental Era

In a 1968 memorandum that summed up the conservation
achievements of the Johnson administration, Secretary of the Interior
Stewart L. Udall stated:

A general conclusion—quite inescapable—is that Presiden-
tial leadership has changed the outlook of the nation with regard
to conservation and has added vital “new dimensions.” No longer
is peripheral action—the “saving” of a forest, a park, a refuge for
wildlife—isolated from the mainstream. The total environment
is now the concern, and the new conservation makes man,
himself, its subject. The quality of life is now the perspective and
purpose of the new conservation.”

From his vantage point at the end of the Johnson presidency, Udall
casts the administration in a visionary role—an advance agent of
modern environmentalism. However, the very name New Conserva-
tion suggests a looking backward as well as a looking ahead. While
environmental activity was vigorous, some programs were merely ex-
tensions of Progressive Era or New Deal resource management; others
focused more clearly on antipollution and other quality-of-life issues.
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In some cases the administration was a leader; in some, a follower;
in others, a usurper. Despite Udall’s claim, the New Conservation was
not a coherent, consistent program.

This is not to say that the New Conservation was mere illusion
or simply public relations. As a transitional concept it blended the
governmental traditions of the past while reacting to contemporary
environmental issues that were emanating from several sources—both
inside and outside the government. An examination of the holdings
of the Johnson Library suggests that the promotion of the New Con-
servation by Secretary Udall and others guided the president and
several of his advisers toward a more sophisticated, holistic perspec-
tive on the environment. However, because the presidential papers
essentially provide a “view from the top,” they also reveal the perspec-
tive of national leaders who were taking credit for pioneering programs
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timent and congressional actions as of executive leadership. However,
before we can set limits on the Johnson administration’s achievements
in establishing environmental policies and programs, we must try to
determine what forces shaped the New Conservation within the
government. A brief look at key individuals and groups who were close
to the president is in order.

—_——p m—————— ===

The Legacy of JFK
As with other issues, it is difficult to determine exactly what im-
pact a completed term by John F Kennedy would have had on en-
vironmental policies and legislation. It seems clear, however, that the
Kennedy presidency provided the most-immediate momentum for the
New Conservation of the Johnson years. Kennedy was the first presi-
dent since Franklin D. Roosevelt to take any direct initiative on en-
vironmental policy. During the 1960 presidential campaign, Kennedy
authorized the Natural Resources Advisory Committee. One of his
first special messages to Congress, in February, 1961, dealt with the
development and conservation of natural resources. In May, 1962, he
called the White House Conference on Conservation, which went
beyond the old “wise-use” issues to examine questions dealing with
the deteriorating quality of the environment.
While Kennedy’s congressional record on the environment was
anemic, he brought a new mind set to the presidency which led
. naturally into an elaboration of environmental policy on many fronts.
- Most significantly, he rejected the notion that environmental issues
- were state and local responsibilities. His predecessor, Dwight D.
Eisenhower, had believed that the federal role in conservation and anti-

o
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pollution could be extended, but only if additional federal funding
was not involved. James L. Sundquist has noted: “The major contribu-
tion of John F. Kennedy to national thinking about the outdoor en-
vironment was, perhaps, an open mind about the budget.”® The exer-
cise of federal authority, backed by a commitment to more federal
funding, was the underpinning for Kennedy's environmental policy.
It was the Johnson administration, however, that took action on those
impulses.®

Lady Bird

The terms natural beauty and beautification permeated the con-
servation rhetoric of the Johnson administration. In a speech to the
1964 graduating class of the University of Michigan, President Johnson

asserted: “We have always prided ourselves on being not only America
- ctmnmm 2 d Amnnving tha fraa bt Amarira the heantifnl 10 Indeed.
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one of the working groups that developed the Great Society programs
was on “natural beauty” And most significantly, in May, 1965, the
White House Conference on Natural Beauty met in Washington, DC.,
and produced its report, “Beauty for America."!!

Lady Bird Johnson was the person who was most responsible for
the president’s heightened aesthetic sense. In response to the 1965
State of the Union address, she stated: “I liked the accent on educa-
tion, on medical research, and on preserving this nation’s beauty—
the preservation of the beauty of America along the highways, in the
cities, in National Parks—‘the green legacy for tomorrow!’ I hope we
can do something about that in our four years here.”!* Between 1965
and 1968 she actively sought to make “natural beauty” a key national
issue.

Casual observers of the Johnson administration’s environmental
record have difficulty in seeing beyond what they believe to have been
the superficial commitment to environmentalism that was expressed
in the drive for natural beauty. To the severest critics, the beautifica-
tion projects of the First Lady were little more than aesthetic
frivolities. This kind of criticism underestimates the influence that
Lady Bird had on her husband and the catalytic role that she played
in raising environmental issues to national attention. The concern
for beautification may not have taken environmental issues much
beyond traditional conservation, but it did reinforce the commitment
that grass-root organizations and the Kennedy administration brought
to the issues.

A memo from Matthew Nimetz to Joseph Califano noted that an
article in the December, 1967, issue of Sports Illustrated was "critical
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of the Federal effort [on the environment]| to date: it says we concen-
trate too much on ‘natural beauty’ and too little on more fundamen-
tal problems.”'? Whether that is a fair assertion is another question,
but it is a testament to the influence of the First Lady that the drive
for beautification carried such significance. Lady Bird’s campaign
against billboards, her plea for urban beautification, and her support
for preserving natural beauty kept environmental issues before the
American people and on the agenda of the president. Secretary Udall
wrote to the president that “the leadership of the First Lady and her
nation-wide crusade for beautification has been a vital part of [the]
attempt to re-educate the country.”14 While the president was prone
to refer to the beautification program as “Lady Bird’s business,” her
activities brought to Washington a key ingredient necessary in order
to launch an effective environmental program!s

Sstewart L. vaall

Within the administration, no one wielded more influence over
conservation policy than did Secretary of the Interior Udall, the first
Arizonan to be selected for the cabinet. Udall had interrupted his col-
lege studies to work for two years as a Mormon missionary; then he
had served in World War II; and ultimately he had practiced law in
Tucson with his brother, Morris. Beginning in 1954, Stewart Udall
had served his first of his three terms as a United States congressman.
On the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, he was recognized
as a member of the “conservation bloc.” In 1959 a House fight over
a labor bill brought him into contact with Senator John F. Kennedy.
Udall’s delivery of Arizona’s votes at the 1960 Democratic National
Convention, according to Douglas H. Strong, “won Kennedy's
gratitude and Lyndon B. Johnson’s respect for his [Udall’s] political
skill.” It also won Udall the secretaryship of the Department of the
Interior, a position that he held from 1961 through 1969.1¢

Prone to impulsive statements and lacking strong administrative
ability, Udall made a slow start as secretary of the interior. In time,
this dedicated conservationist and dedicated liberal made his presence
felt in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. For most of his tenure,
he maintained a good working relationship with both presidents, keep-
ing environmental issues constantly before them. He found LB]J to be
“very receptive” to new programs and policies, but Udall also believed
that the successes that were achieved during the Johnson years would
probably have come also if Kennedy had served his full term}?

Udall played an important role as cheerleader in both administra-
tions, persuading Kennedy to send a conservation message to Con-
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gress, the first such in decades; encouraging Lady Bird to stress
beautification and conservation programs; and reminding LB]J of the
importance of the New Conservation. Beyond that role, Udall was a
central advocate of expanded programs in numerous areas, including
outdoor recreation, the national park system, and antipollution!s

Udall embodied the faith that the federal government could lead
the country in the conservation battle. This was not to be symbolic
leadership but was to be a commitment to fund new programs and
to invest in environmental protection. In Udall’s words and actions
could be seen the transformation of old-style conservationism into
modern environmentalism. He was among the first government of-
ficials to defend the conclusions of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring. His
perspective on the role of the Interior Department also reflected a
change in direction. Rather than administering the department as a
loosely knit group of bureaus and agencies that promoted resource
development and protected western interests, he saw the department’s
mission as serving national environmental needs. He was not without
inconsistencies, however. When issues of water development and
scenic conservation clashed, Udall tended to take the traditional pose
of the westerner, so he supported water development!?

In The Quiet Crisis (1963), Udall stated his philosophy in clear
terms:

America today stands poised on a pinnacle of wealth and
power, yet we live in a land of vanishing beauty, of increasing
ugliness, of shrinking open space, and of an overall environment
that is diminished daily by pollution and noise and blight.

This, in brief, is the quiet conservation crisis of the 1960's.20

Udall’s rhetoric showed many of the signs of the modern environmen-
tal movement—namely, a relatively broad ecological perspective, a
concern for quality-of-life issues, and a commitment to environmen-
tal protection. However, his preoccupation with traditional conser-
vation issues—such as land policy, national parks, reclamation, and
resource management—marked him as a transitional figure in the
history of American environmentalism more than as a pioneer of a
new ethic.2! .

;
Cowts

President Lyndon B. Johnson
The Kennedy legacy, Lady Bird, and Stewart Udall—all helped to
create the New Conservation as well as to shape Lyndon Johnson’s
own environmental views. But other factors—less direct but equally
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obvious—also influenced the president. In a 1973 Audubon Magazine
editorial, for example, one of Johnson’s admirers wrote: “The man
from the Texas hill country had a deep love for the land, and his ef-
forts to preserve and restore it not only laid the foundation for the
environmental crusade of the 1970s, but enriched the quality of life
_ for all Americans.”?? By implication, at least, Johnson emerges from
these lines as the modern equivalent of Franklin Roosevelt—as he
liked to be reminded by his aides and advisers. Udall stated in an oral
interview that Johnson “thought about the land a lot the way Roosevelt
did. Roosevelt was his idol and you could come up with a good idea
and say, ‘This is good for the land and good for the people, he bought
it.”23 The comparison with FDR the conservationist—which crops up
repeatedly in the literature—gave Johnson yet-another important link
to his revered political past as a Roosevelt liberal. If for no other reason,
johnson could give broad support to the INEw L Oonservation as
perpetuating the goals of the New Deal.

Yet Johnson had a broader vision for America than the New
Deal—namely, the Great Society. By happy coincidence, rising grass-

- roots interest in quality-of-life issues tapped the spirit of the Great

Society that President Johnson envisioned. In his speech at the Univer-
sity of Michigan he claimed that the Great Society was “a place where
the city of man serves not only the needs of the body and the demands
of commerce but the desire for beauty and the hunger for commu-
nity. . . . It is a place where men are more concerned with the quality
of their goals than the quantity of their goods.”24 In a letter of thanks
to a member of the Task Force on Natural Resources {1964), Johnson
noted the need for “imaginative programs of resource development,”
and he added: “In the years immediately ahead we have, I believe, an
unparalleled opportunity to take some major steps forward toward
creating the Great Society. You and your colleagues on the Natural
Resources Task Porce have made a major contribution toward that
goal.'25

The impulse for a federal solution to social problems, which was
deeply embedded in the Great Society, was firmly connected to the
environmental programs of the Johnson years. The noted environmen-
talist Lynton K. Caldwell argued, in Environment: A Challenge for
Modern Society (1970}

A Lyndon B. Johnson . . . anticipated the environmental qual-
ity issue in his Great Society address, on May 22, 1964, which
spoke directly to the values of the post-World War II generation
that would shortly determine the direction of American politics.
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His espousal of natural beauty and environmental quality sur-
prised and gratified conservationists, who had not looked for this
type of commitment from a professional politician from western
Texas. The depth of the Johnson commitment was open to ques-
tion. But regardless of the President’s sincerity, the fact that he
had publicly identified himself with the environmental issue
strengthened its position in American political life.2¢

Caldwell’s cynicism about Johnson’s sincerity in promoting the New
Conservation is not completely unwarranted. The president’s Great
Society idealism was clearly tempered by his political pragmatism.
Geographer Richard A. Cooley has argued that in supporting programs
in conservation and natural beauty, Johnson “knew a political issue
when he saw one.”2” And Caldwell, assessing the Democrats’ stance
On envivuICHial issucs uuisig cae 1084 prssidontizl compaise,
asserted that candidate Johnson stayed clear of potentially dangerous
environmental-quality issues—pollution, urban sprawl, public
transportation—by associating with “the more easily managed expres-
sion ‘natural beauty’ ”2¢ On the other side, John P. Crevelli accepts
LBJ's environmentalism as sincere: “There is no other conclusion to
make than that Johnson believed in his words.”2? Also, as a strong ad-
vocate of “more is better” Johnson took great pride in the “sheer bulk”
of legislation during his administration.3°

Johnson certainly took advantage of the growing environmental
spirit of the times. And there is little doubt that as a professional politi-
cian, he sensed the value of the New Conservation to his larger Great
Society goals. However, the influence of FDR and the New Deal, the
Kennedy legacy, Lady Bird, and Stewart Udall cannot be ignored if we
are to have a complete picture of Johnson’s commitment to en-
vironmentalism. A reasonable conclusion is that Lyndon Johnson—
through a variety of influences—supported the New Conservation
as an integral part of his Great Society. In this way, he helped to
place environmental issues in a larger political context. To be sure,
there were limits to his environmentalism; these are manifest in
political constraints and partisan considerations, in distractions from
myriad social programs, and in his preoccupation with the Vietnam
War.

In order to better understand the breadth and depth of the New
Conservation, we must look beyond presidential leadership to the
bureaucratic structure that devised the executive environmental policy
and to the legislative activity that produced new environmental
laws. '
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Key Departments and Agencies

The New Conservation was not simply the province of a small
group of individuals—not even the president. To what extent the
johnson adminisiration was commitied to a new direction in en-
vironmental policies and programs depended, in part at least, on the
interaction of key departments and agencies. Even after the establish-
ment of the Environmental Protection Agency during the Nixon ad-
ministration, environmental programs were diffused throughout the
federal bureaucracy, with no central clearing house for the establish-
ment of policy. This suggests that U.S. environmental policy has been
and still remains fragmented, reflecting the collective interests and
actions of governmental agencies and of Congress.

At least since the New Deal, there have been several attempts
to consolidate federal environmental programs into a single depart-
ment 1n Order to oitset the fragmentation Ol environmental policy.
A favorable political climate during the 1960s led congressional leaders
and officials in the Johnson administration to seek such a consolida-
tion. In 1964 the President’s Task Force on Government Organiza-
tion, which was chaired by Donald K. Price, recommended that five
new executive departments be created, including a Department of
Natural Resources (DNR). One option suggested the merging of the
Departments of Interior and of Agriculture, with nonresource pro-
grams going to other departments. The other option was that the
Department of Agriculture be retained but that the Forest Service and
the Soil Conservation Service be transferred to the Department of the
Interior. With either option, the task force recommended that some
water-resource functions of the Federal Power Commission and of the
Army Corps of Engineers be moved to the new Department of Natural
Resources. Little came of these plans.

In 1965, Senator Frank E. Moss of Utah again proposed that
natural-resource agencies be reorganized into a DNR. The Corps of
Engineers, perpetually an opponent of reorganization, fought the Moss
bill. The corps favored the status quo as a way of protecting its
monopoly over dozens of public-works projects. In addition, the
Bureau of the Budget argued against giving to the new department
the coordination and planning functions that Congress had assigned
to the Water Resources Council through the Water Resources Plan-
ning Act of 1965.

In 1967 the President’s Task Force on Government Organization,
chaired by Ben Heineman, called for an even larger Department of
Natural Resources and Development, which would include the Corps
of (Civil) Engineers and the Departments of the Interior, Housing and
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Urban Development, Transportation, and Agriculture. By this time,
the fate of such attempts at reorganization was preordained.®!

The very reason for the attempted mergers is why they never
occurred—namely, the vested interests of the departments and agen-
cies. The development of programs has most often taken priority over
making comprehensive environmental policy, since programs can be
controlled by the agencies, whereas policy cannot be. Secretary Udall
favored a Department of Natural Resources for the obvious reason that
the Department of the Interior stood to gain the most from such an
arrangement. But he, too, recognized the difficulties posed by in-
teragency rivalry. In a memorandum to Joseph Califano, Udall stated
his belief that the Johnson administration could “succeed where the
others failed"” if the president would formulate a “sound plan,” if con-
gressional realities were kept in mind, and if the Cabinet would
ODS€rIve "team dlSCIPimc. v~ DUL LUl Lad w dcpcu& upuiL tic l.u.wi-
dent to initiate the action that would create the DNR. And Johnson
was too much the politician to be caught up in such a web.

Even relatively small-scale change in the environmental apparatus
created serious internal tensions. In 1966, Udall attempted to secure
the transfer of water-pollution programs from HEW to Interior.
Originally, Udall sought the transfer of air-pollution programs as well,
but he trimmed down his request. Key adviser Joseph Califano initially
cautioned the president not to rush into a decision to authorize the
transfer: “The political feasibility of such action at a time when HEW
is considering an Assistant Secretary for Environment is highly ques-
tionable.” However, he eventually supported Udall’s stance, arguing
that most of the outside experts on the task force agreed with the
move since the president had initiated his program “to attack water
pollution on a river basin basis."33

HEW Secretary John W. Gardner was predictably strenuous in his
opposition, arguing that since Interior had close working relations
with the oil and mining industries—which were major industrial
polluters—that the department had “a built-in conflict of interest.” -
Senator Edmund S. Muskie of Maine, one of the leading congressional
environmentalists, pointed to the impropriety of dismantling and
transferring the new Water Pollution Control Administration—
established under HEW's control in 1965—Dbefore it had been fully
established and was operational. He also pointed out that Interior was
western oriented, while the most serious pollution problems were in .
the East. And he warned about the potential political fallout from such
an untimely move, namely, fuel for the Republicans’ claim of “Ad-
ministration confusion,” and criticism from state and local officials.34
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Udall, however, prevailed in this miniwar. Clearly, Interior feared
the repercussions from having both Interior and HEW set standards
for water quality, rather than having HEW maintain control of the
Water Pollution Control Administration. Dual responsibility would
mean having Interior set the standards on river-basin plans and hav-
ing HEW set the standards on all other rivers. Also, enforcement might
become inconsistent. Most significantly, dual responsibility would
pit HEW and Interior against each other in relations with Congress
and the president. Udall’s advisers asked: “If we were starting from
scratch today would we create a Corps of Engineers and a Bureau of
Reclamation?” 35

The dispute over the Water Pollution Control Administration
points to the need for a better understanding of the internal workings
of executive agencies—such as Interior, Agriculture, HEW, the Federal
Power Commission (FPC), and TVA—that are responsible for en-
vironmental programs.3¢ Interdepartmental or interagency rivalries
also help to demonstrate why national environmental policy remained
fragmented and particularist in the wake of a more holistic perspec-
tive on the environment that was coming from outside the govern-
ment during the 1960s.

It is unfair, however, to assume that the relative influence of
governmental agencies that are concerned with the environment re-
mained static. Stewart Udall’s expertise and his close working rela-
tionship with the president gave Interior much leverage over its cabinet
rivals. The Public Health Service, which traditionally had played an
important role in antipollution, was being raided by other agencies.
A case in point is the transfer of its water-pollution programs to HEW
and then to Interior. The most significant shift in influence over en-
vironmental policy during the Johnson years was the rise of the Office
of Science and Technology (OST), which played an increasingly im-
portant role in advising the president on issues of environmental qual-
ity. In many ways, OST functioned like the Council on Environmen-
tal Quality (CEQ), which was established along with the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA) in 1970. The CEQ proved to be a rela-
tively weak advisory body, but it was the only government agency
designed to oversee energy and environmental issues.

OST provided an overview of energy and environmental issues,
but it was more aggressive in asserting itself than was the CEQ. In
1957, President Dwight Eisenhower had created the post of special
assistant to the president for science and technology as a response
to the launching of Sputnik. In 1962, President Kennedy had estab-
lished the Office of Science and Technology, with the special assis-

JOHNSON AND ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY | 127

tant retaining primacy in matters concerning national-security policy,
intelligence, arms control, and other international initiatives. In ad-
dition, the Office of Director of Defense Research and Engineering
was created, to reduce the work load in the area of military problems.®’

Under the leadership of Director Donald F. Hornig, OST began
to broaden its responsibilities to include problems of health and the
environment. Precedent for such a move went back as far as 1959,
when the President’s Science Advisory Committee intervened to study
a public scare over tainted cranberries on the eve of the holiday
season.?® Little by little, Hornig brought OST into most major en-
vironmental issues that the Johnson administration was facing. OST
participated in several environmental task forces; director Hornig
chaired both the 1966 Task Force on Natural Resource Studies and
the 1968 Task Force on the Quality of the Environment.

Hornig noted in an oral interview that OST’s range of activities
was dictated by “the sense of significance, either by what matters to
the President at any given time or perhaps more important—is to try
to anticipate for him what is going to matter.”3° Without the heavy
programmatic commitment of other agencies that had interests in the
environment—and the limits that go with it—OST could range over
many issues without significant constraint. Of particular importance
was the role of OST in promoting the coordination of and the pro-
viding of data on the scientific and technical programs relating to
pollution abatement.4°

Despite its flexibility in addressing environmental issues, OST
was wary about attempts to weaken its power. Senator Gaylord Nelson
of Wisconsin introduced a bill in July, 1965, to designate Interior as
the primary agency for ecological research. But OST opposed the bill
and, through a delay in its own study of research programs, helped
to table it. When he reintroduced his bill, Senator Nelson proposed
to locate a council on environmental quality in the office of the presi-
dent. Again, OST successfully headed off such a plan.4

While OST kept potential rivals at bay in the Johnson administra-
tion, the establishment of the EPA and the CEQ during the Nixon
years had diminished its influence over environmental matters.
Without enforcement functions and without its own programs to
manage, OST never was likely to emerge as an omnibus agency like
a department of natural resources. OST'’s de facto role in coordinating
environmental policy was formalized with the CEQ, thus offering an
important precedent but with the same limits. EPA assumed primary
responsibility for enforcing antipollution laws, but it rarely
demonstrated a capacity for providing a policy overview. Vested in-
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terests that were based upon a broad distribution of programs
throughout the federal bureaucracy worked against a coordinated en-
vironmental policy—or at least against interagency cooperation. Yet
during the Johnson years, OST—and Interior—broadened the efforts
of the executive branch in addressing environmental quality as a na-

tional issue.

Major Environmental Issues, 1963-68

The Johnson administration's support for and development of en-
vironmental legislation was vigorous, but it was not clearly focused

' ._ nor well coordinated. The vigor grew out of a response to (1) the leader-

ship of Stewart Udall, Lady Bird, and others within the administra-
tion; (2) grass-roots enthusiasm for many quglity-of-life issuf_:s; and

- ' ~p|3) the actions Of CONgressional leaders, Sucn as denaturs IVIUSKIC,

Nelson, and Henry M. Jackson (Washington), Congressman Wayne
Aspinall (Indiana), and others. The lack of focus and coordination
stemmed from the complexity and scope of the issues, the relative
newness of “environmentalism” as opposed to “conservationism,” and
the nature of the federal bureaucracy.

The overarching goal of the administration—if there was one—
was to wed concern over the environment to the larger goals of the
Great Society. This meant either identifying with continuing congres-
sional efforts at environmental reform or writing new legislation. New
proposals came primarily from special task forces—nine in all—which
focused on recreation, natural resources, natural beauty, environmen-
tal pollution, and energy.? In large measure, the early task forces
focused on traditional issues of conservation—the wilderness, water
resources, wildlife—but increasingly the studies emphasized pollu-
tion problems and the urban environment. By and large, the ad-

y ministration’s proposals on conservation enhanced the existing pro-
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tionof Natural Beauty, Interior noted that the report failed to discuss
the Wilderness Act and various proposals in regard to national parks.+3
But the 1966 Task Force on Natural Resource Studies devoted con-

3A 11 sbav i o ¢l Aevminiatvass ! i
siderable attention to the administration’s plan tc expand the national

park system, to develop a national trails system, and to extend the
national forest system. A Bureau of the Budget memorandum ex-
plained why there was such a shift of emphasis: “The Task Force has
not really functioned as a Task Force. Secretary Udall requested sug-
gestions from each of the agencies involved. . . . The report, therefore,
reflects Secretary Udall’s views, with very little consideration of
priorities as reflected in the responsibilities of other agencies of the
Government.” 44

Udall was at his persuasive best in promoting traditional conser-
vation programs, despite the grumblings of some officials who wanted
the environmentali agenda to €Xxpand Mmore rapialy. L1ven the momen-
tous impact of the Wilderness Act in 1964, however, the administra-
tion could hardly begin to set environmental policy without taking
into account the important upsurge of interest in land and water
conservation.

The passage of the Wilderness Act in 1964 was a conservation -
landmark. The act set aside four wilderness areas totaling 9.1 million
acres in the national forests. It also included a provision whereby large
roadless tracts in national parks, monuments, and wildlife refuges
could be added to the designated wildermess areas. According to
historian Roderick Nash, the concept of a wilderness system “marked
an innovation in the history of the American preservation movement.
It expressed . . . a determination to take the offensive. Previous friends
of the wilderness had been largely concerned with defending it against
various forms of development.”45

The legislative battle over the wildemess had raged for nine years.
The drive for wilderness legislation had begun in 1955, when Howard

Yoy ' grams rather than redirecting them. However, the antipollution
‘}L ‘. measures were more far-reaching, while the conceptual emphasis on
" the'urban environment was very innovative.

Zahniser, executive director of the Wilderness Society, had proposed
it in a speech before a conference in Washington of the American Plan-
ning and Civic Association. The actions of the Wilderness Society,
the Sierra Club and other groups, brought the idea of wilderness preser-
vation to congressional attention. And while the 1964 act fell short
of the preservationists’ goals, a permanent wilderness system was
created at last.46 Although the Johnson administration did not initiate
the Wilderness Act, it did incorporate the legislation into its general
conservation program. Public-land-management agencies, including
the Forest Service, preferred managerial discretion rather than
legislative decree to set land policy. Secretary Udall and other ad-

o
Vo
Wilderness, Parks, and Public Lands

a The rhetoric of “natural beauty” tended to camouflage the ad-

ministration’s emphasis on traditional conservation programs during
" theearly Johnson years. Especially through Udall's leadership, the ad-
« - -+ ministration concentrated on extending the national park system and
the public-lands program rather than on reevaluating the basic tenets
of conservation. In response to the 1964 Task Force on the Preserva-
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ministration leaders, however, did not resist the new momentum; they
promoted additional mandates for wildlands and scenic and recrea-
tional programs.

The Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission

-+ (ORRRC}—a study commission established by Congress—made

several recommendations which led to new actions. For example, the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1964 was passed in direct
response to the ORRRC's recommendations. This act provided funds
for the acquisition of lands within the national forests, which was
the first major opportunity to add land to the system during the
post-World War II era. In 1968 the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and
the National Trail System Act followed. The North Cascades (in
Washington), the Canyonlands (in Utah), and the Redwoods (in
California) were added to the national park system, and Guadalupe

Maonmeaine fin Tavacl vrae antharimad Tn addition nanr catennvien of

federal land administration were created—national seashores,
lakeshores, and recreational areas.*’

The accomplishments of the early to mid 1960s were not achieved

in a vacuum,; environmental groups and the federal courts also played

. a vital role.4® But the vigor with which the administration pursued

~ the elaboration of the wilderness and national parks systems, espe-
- cially through Udall's relentless leadership, graphically demonstrates

‘ the extension of federal power in land- and water-use programs. These
programs also fit the spirit of the Great Society and firmly grounded
the “New Conservation” in traditional conservation causes.

'Of course, considerations of practical politics determined the ex-
tent to which the president supported his Interior secretary’s conser-
vation goals. John P. Crevelli has raised some important questions
about the politics of wilderness preservation during the Johnson years
in his article in Prologue, “The Final Act of the Greatest Conserva-

- tion President” In this case study about an eleventh-hour attempt

in 1968 to greatly increase the nation’s parklands, Crevelli discusses
why Johnson settled for an additional three hundred thousand acres
rather than an anticipated seven million acres. Political reality per-
suaded the president to accept a small victory rather than a great
defeat. In the final days of his presidency, with the Vietnam War and
countless domestic programs consuming his time and with his power
slipping away, Johnson was fearful of asking for too much and, in the
end, getting nothing. “His ego,” Crevelli concluded, “would not per-
mit a final defeat at the hands of the Congress over which he had been
master for so many years on most domestic affairs.”+°
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A personal consequence of Johnson’s decision was an abrupt end
to the strong professional and personal relationship between LBJ and
Udall. In settling for three hundred thousand acres, the Sonora Desert
reserve had been omitted. This large parcel was located in Udall’s own
congressional district in Arizona. The Interior secretary believed that
Johnson had omitted the parcel to show him “who was boss,” not an
uncommon LBJ trait. It is more likely, however, that this decision was
based on the president’s belief in the “art of the possible.”5

Water Resources

Water resources were an important component in the New Con-
servation. Again, the scale of activity was more impressive than the
innovation in approach. A possible exception was the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act of 1968, a companion measure to the Wilderness Act, which
Civaiva @ Syswil UL WAIG LIVCIS. WWiLLLD [0 aaministration, 1t was
perceived to be as historic as the wilderness bill. In 1965, President
Johnson had suggested, in his message to Congress on natural beauty,
that it was time to identify and preserve “free flowing stretches of
our great scenic rivers before growth and development make the beauty
of the unspoiled waterway only a memory”5! A bill was prepared,
which passed the Senate but died in a House committee. Again in
1967, Johnson had repeated his plea for scenic rivers, and the Nine- .
tieth Congress obliged by passing a compromise bill. In all, in the ™
Eighty-ninth and Ninetieth Congresses, seventeen bills had been in-
troduced dealing with scenic and recreational rivers.s2

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act established a river
system that was composed of segments of eight rivers, made provi-
sion for additions to the system, and encouraged state participation
in the preservation of scenic rivers. While the establishment of public
recreational areas was not new and while the practice of federal con-
demnation authority to acquire areas for public purposes was not new
either, the law raised controversies over the “public good” versus
private property rights and over development versus nondevelopment.
These issues were made intense because some of the rivers ran out-
side of federal lands through populated areas in the East, rather than
through public lands in the West. Coming at the end of the Johnson
presidency, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act showed many of the signs
c1>£ e71 gnore aggressive environmentalism that would surface during the

s'53 »

President Johnson's interest in the new law, as well as in other

water projects, was strong and sincere. Udall has recalled:
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He always had a lot of insight on water problems and this
grew out of the New Deal period and the dams that were being
built in his own congressional district. He had an intimacy with
water projects. He knew how they functioned and this, of course,

 was something that President Kennedy did not have and it was
—- something that worked to my advantage.5*

While the Johnson administration may not have seriously
challenged the status quo with its various water projects, it did pro-
mote a wide array of programs. The president gave support to the In-
ternational Hydrological Decade, a world-wide effort to advance

~ knowledge about water issues. Desalination programs were discussed
extensively. Governmental officials gave the proper attention to water-
develanment nroiects. which were imnortant nolitical links between
Washmgton and the state governments.>s They also generally sup-
ported the authority of the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau
of Reclamation in building dams and reservoirs, constructing canals,
and promoting flood control. However, growing criticism of the agen-
cies for their narrow cost-benefit approach to the development of water
projects led, in part at least, to the Federal Water Project Recreation
Act of 1965. The act gave local governments a greater role in plan-
ning and financing federal water projects and, most importantly, gave
legislative recognition to the idea that recreation and wildlife were
“benefits” that were equal to economic and other utilitarian wants
and needs.5¢

As with other components of the New Conservation, setting
water-resources policy was understood to be primarily a federal respon-
sibility. In 1965, President Johnson authorized officials in the Bureau
of the Budget to recommend that Congress establish a national water
commission to review long-term requirements for water and how the
requirements should be achieved. A memorandum to Joe Califano
from the Bureau of the Budget noted that “the long range water prob-
lems in the Southwest are no more acute—and probably less acute—
than those in the Great Lakes and the New York-New England
areas.”57

Some water issues were recognized but were not successfully
acted upon during the Johnson years. For example, in the mid 1960s,
coastal wetlands began to attract attention because of their recrea-
tional potential, but also because of their environmental significance
in preserving wildlife and in acting as natural flood reservoirs and
pollution-treatment systems. The 1966 Task Force on Resources and
Recreation recommended that the Interior Department study estu-
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arine areas and called for the department to “protect and preserve in
their natural condition” estuarine areas that were considered to be
valuable for sport and commercial fishing, wildlife conservation, out-
door recreation, scenic beauty, and scientific study. It also called for
permits to be issued by Interior before anyone could dredge or fill in
a navigable estuarine area, and it recommended that there be stricter
control of the army’s projects in regard to shore-erosion control, dredg-
ing, filling, or beach protection.

However, a bill that was introduced in the Ninetieth Congress
to institute the permit system was badly diluted. As finally passed,
the act only authorized $250,000 for fiscal years 1969 and 1970 for
the purpose of conducting a study and an inventory of estuaries. But

funds were never appropriated. In addition, Congress reduced the
authaorization of other fiinde far a etndy nf pemarine nallntion n ha

made by the Federal Water Pollution Control Administration. As a
result of federal inaction and growing public interest, some states—
such as Massachusetts, Maryland, and Florida—took the lead during
the late 1960s and the early 1970s in passing laws to protect coastal
wetlands, while others—such as New York, Michigan, and
Wisconsin—developed programs to protect inland wetlands.58

Wildlife —

T

Historian Thomas Dunlap has argued that the movement for the .
protection of endangered species has gone through two phases. The
first began during the early 1960s with a broad interest in protecting
wildlife. The second phase emerged with the passage of the En-
dangered Species Act in 1973 and with the more difficult task of ad-
ministering a practical program. “Legal protection for endangered
species,” Dunlap has stated, “began casually” The Land and Water 4
Conservation Act of 1964 established a fund to support federal and
state outdoor recreational and wildlife work, which was broadly de- /
fined. The Endangered Species Act of 1966—the first act of its kind— <t
was not designed to expand theécopeﬁ)f federal power.|It did not define .
endangered species effectively, and it did not clarify the problem of
cooperation with the states in developing a plan of action. The
secretary of the Interior was authorized to buy land, but he could -
not regulate the taking of endangered species.5?

During the 1960s the federal government made some gestures to |
protect species from extinction, but a practical program still lay i in:'
the future. Secretary Udall was the major administration force behmd
wildlife protection. In fact, Udall’s last act as secretary of the Interior
was to sign a final order creating two wildlife refuges. However, he
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was unable to get the kind of attention from the president on this
matter that he had on water projects. The three-hundred-thousand-
acre “parting gift to future generations,” which ]ohx'lson ‘agrfeed to dur-
ing the final hours of his administration, would aid wildlife conser-
v_a:ion, but it was not part of a broad plan of wildlife .<:onse1'vat10n.‘so
Clearly, a changing public attitude toward nature during the postwar
years and the efforts of environmental groups at the grass roots in-
fluenced the writing of future wildlife legislation to a greater extent
than did the efforts of the Johnson administration.é!

" Pollution Control '
In the area of pollution control, the New anservatmn
demonstrated a close association with the modern envuonn'lental
movement. Several issues and events stimu}ated the .i1.1t.ere_st in an-
UPULLULIVIE MICESUITS. RALLICE Caiduil 3 aS3auiit ULl PEstitits is & guL
example of the shift from traditional conservation to a focus on hm
well-being. The concern over the destruct;on' of wildlife !1ab1tats
helped to stimulate an interest in the functioning of ecolo.gma;ll sys-
terns. Environmental groups drew attention to the explmta'ltlon of
natural resources. The strip mining of coal attracted cons1der.able
. debate. The commercial viability of nuclear power raised questions
about radiation, the siting of plants, and reactor safety. The ubiquity
. of air pollution—especially in the form of smog and cqal s;nokge—
moved policy makers toward clean-air standards. And' oil s;'n]ls, jet-
engine noise, and various industrial pollutants brought into h]gh relief
the contradictions of the drive for economic growth and the wish for
an improved quality of life.s2 o
President Johnson set a dramatic tone about pollution in several
of his public statements in the mid 1960s. For example:

Ours is a nation of affluence. But the technology that has
permitted our affluence spews out vast quantities of wastes and
spent products that pollute our air, poison our waters, and even
impair our ability to feed ourselves. At the same time, we have
crowded together into dense metropolitan areas where concen-
tration of wastes intensifies the problem.

Pollution now is one of the most pervasive problems of our

society.53

In principle, at least, antipollution was an integral part of the Great
Society.
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The administration’s general approach to antipollution was con-
sistent with the other components of its environmental policy—to
confront what were perceived as national issues through the broader «
exercise of federal authority. The 1964 Task Force on Environmental
Pollution outlined an extensive program concerning “The Federal
Responsibility for Pollution” A list of fourteen guidelines for policy
was presented, including federal initiative on interstate compacts or
other regional plans to combat pollution; international cooperation
to abate pollution in river basins, air sheds, and water zones; the
development and management of economic incentives to reduce pollu-
tion; the implementation of new technical expertise to solve prob-
lems; improved monitoring systems; and better public-information
programs.¢4

Whether the administration could translate its broad interest in
antipotiution 1nto tangible policy was another question. While an ap-
preciation for the functioning of ecological systems helped to iden-
tify a growing list of pollutants, legislators and administration officials
responded to discrete problems instead of dealing with pollution in </
a holistic manner. This was the most obvious—but not necessarily
the most effective—way to confront pollution problems, especially
since no single agency in the federal government had the overall
responsibility for pollution control at the time.

Air pollution emerged as a national problem because of the
criticism of coal burning by utilities and other industrial users and
also because of the rising concern over smog. Through the encourage-
ment of health officials and academics, HEW had sponsored the first
National Conference on Air Pollution in 1958. The tone of the con-
ference was cooperation between industry and government to reduce
air pollution, but it attracted few people from the coal industry and
few conservationists. By the time of the third Conference on Air Pollu-
tion in 1966, both coal and environmental interests were well
represented. During the mid 1960s a relatively innocuous law—the L
Clean Air Act of 1955—underwent several revisions that were poten-
tially injurious to the coal and electric-utility industries. The 1967 -
act changed the emphasis from air pollution as a local problem to air °
pollution as a national problem, but one that required cooperation
between industry and government. In the broadest sense, this revision
brought industry into the policy-formation phase of air-pollution legis-
lation, resulting in a Clean Air Act that many felt was “coal’s law¢5

A relatively new source of air pollution—automobile emissions—
posed different problems. Los Angeles, the “smog capital of America”
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during the 1950s, became a living laboratory for studying massive
doses of auto emissions. It became apparent during the 1960s that
smog was a national problem, requiring the attention of the federal
government. While California led the way in emissions control, federal
law slowly moved toward a recognition of the problem. The 1963 Clean
Air Act for the first time gave the federal government limited enforce-
ment power over interstate pollution. The 1965 amendment to that
act recognized the need to control motor-vehicle pollution on a na-
tional scale, and it empowered HEW to establish and enforce air-
pollution standards for new motor vehicles. The 1967 Air Quality Act

was the first piece of federal legislation that was designed to control

-7 lead emissions. But the automobile and oil industries continually

resisted tougher standards; and while the public paid homage to clean
alI, 10 1CSCLICh Caiiyliig v wuidll of roopomaibilies sheangh hicher
costs and reduced automobile performance.%¢

There had been considerable support for some type of federal stan-
dards both in Congress and in the executive branch. But what kind

>_of standards? Senator Muskie—"“Mr. Pollution Control” —generally
opposed fixed standards on emissions, fearing that they would be
“minimal rather than uniform” The administration ignored Muskie's
opposition, supporting national emission standards for major in-
dustrial sources of pollution. In addition, the administration’s plan
gave authority to regional commissions—to be staffed and financed
by the federal government—to set standards for their particular regions.
Muskie continued to voice opposition, and he presented his own ver-
sion of the proposed bill. The compromise version, which became the
1967 law, included many of the administration’s original recommen-
dations, including a regional orientation for setting standards.
- However, Muskie is credited with having shaped the standard-setting
; procedures by placing direct responsibility both on the states and on
/ the federal government. While the act was the first to attempt to con-
‘trol lead emissions from automobiles, it mandated ambient air-quality
standards for coal-burning industries. In the case of the latter, at least,
the coal industry and its allies believed that they had achieved the
lesser of two evils by avoiding national emissions standards.¢’

For his part, President Johnson had a difficult time in not play-
ing politics with air-pollution legislation. Throughout the maneuver-
ings over the bill, he was reluctant to come down hard against the
automobile and coal industries, holding out hope that cooperation
between the government and business could help to solve the prob-
lem. When HEW initially presented a proposal to the White House
in 1965 calling for enforceable federal standards on automobile ex-
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haust, the president queried whether the industry had been consulted.
The proposal was dropped and ignored for several months. Muskie's
persistence, criticism in the press, and the general momentum of the
antipollution movement forced LBJ to accept a more stringent ap-
proach to standards for automobile emissions—or at least to avoid
public debate over the matter.5® A scribbled response to a suggestion
that the president support the formation of a nonprofit corporation
headed by business leaders to fight air pollution was telling: “Keep
this away from W.H. [the White House]."¢

Water-pollution control—including sewage treatment and oil
pollution—had equal standing during the Johnson years with air-
pollution control. Leadership came especially from Senator Muskie,
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Air and Water Pollution.
During the early 1960s, congressional leaders were ready to accelerate
the pace of pollution-control 1€gislation anu tw 1uCicasc e icucias
role in water-pollution control. Before 1948, legal authority to con-
trol water pollution resided almost exclusively on the local level or
in the states. But between the late 1940s and 1965, water-pollution
control was mired in controversy over federal enforcement powers and
financial assistance for the construction of waste-treatment plants.

In 1963, with a Democratically controlled Senate and a pervasive
spirit of federal leadership in social programs, Muskie introduced
significant amendments to the 1961 water-pollution-control act, in-
cluding water-quality standards and the transfer of administrative
authority from the Public Health Service to the new Federal Water
Pollution Control Administration (FWPCA) within HEW. When it was
finally passed in 1965, the Water Quality Act made significant head-
way in controlling some forms of water pollution.

The 1966 Clean Water Restoration Act was an important addi
tion, growing out of a tortuous compromise between the executive
branch and Congress. The administration was concerned abou
Senator Muskie's proposal for a huge increase in grant authorizatior
for treatment facilities, and it was wary of granting strong pollution
control authority to the states. Therefore, the administration pla:
called for water-pollution control on a regional basis. Muskie dislik
ed this approach because it placed less emphasis on the states’ watex
quality standards which he had fought- for in the 1965 legislatior
Because Congress resisted the idea of regional plans, favoring instea:
public-works programs that would be controlled by their constituer
cies, Muskie’s version won out. While a veto was considered, the pres:
dent wanted some form of water-pollution control, so he signed th
bill.7o
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By the last two years of the Johnson administration, interest in
water-pollution control expanded to include interest in oil pollution.

- The sinking of the huge tanker Torrey Canyon in March, 1967, helped

b os] Anss Adaesll wd & 21
to dramatize the need for updating federal legislation in regard to oil

pollution. In 1967 the Senate passed a bill that dealt with oil pollu-
- tion and acid mine drainage, and in 1968 it approved a second measure,
which included sections on vessel and thermal pollution. However,
lack of action in the House and other delays pushed consideration
of the bills until after the Santa Barbara oil-spill disaster in 1969. This

" - left the unfair impression that the Johnson administration had

4

neglected a form of pollution that was linked to the president’s home
state. Beyond legislative action, the administration had begun to con-
sider multiagency contingency plans for responding to oil-spill
emergencies. Yet, in view of the later Santa Barbara spill, hindsight
suggests that the administration had not done enough to avoid an oil-
pollution disaster.”

Undersecretary of the Interior David S. Black attempted to ex-
plain to an administration critic about mineral development on the
Outer Continental Shelf:

In essence, we were confronted with the difficult task of
achieving a balance among several factors: the right of all the peo-
ple of the United States to receive the benefit of public resource
development, the needs of consumers in the petroleum-short West
Coast region, and the legitimate interest of the local community
in preserving its natural environment.”2

While the Johnson administration and Congress cannot be credited

/ .3 with having made sweeping progress in pollution control during much

of the 1960s, they did address an array of pollution problems that had

" been given short shrift for many years. Air and water pollution receiv-

ed the lion’s share of attention, but there was a growing interest in oil
pollution, noise pollution, sight pollution (through the beautification
program), and, to a much lesser degree, strip mining and nuclear radia-
tion. A forum for discussing these crucial environmental interests had
been established on the federal level. And while government leaders
did not initiate the debate over pollution, they responded to it more
vigorously than had their predecessors in office.”

The Urban Environment

Through an array of social programs, including beautification, the
Johnson administration had demonstrated its interest in urban prob-
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lems and the quality of city life. A concern about the urban environ-
ment not only grew out of the general environmental impulses of the
decade; 1t also stemmed from the revival of interest in growth 1 growth manage-
_ment. Planuners and puut.y makers debated issues such as urbar
“growth, development, national planning, environmental protection,
and population management. While federal officials did not formalize
a comprehensive policy of growth management for cities, they did in-
stitute individual programs.”+

The general interest in outdoor recreation had its urban aspect
during the early 1960s. During the Kennedy administration, the Hous-
ing Act of 1961 had included a $50-million fund for urban open space.
In 1965, Congress had added $310 million for the development of parks
and for urban beautification. Between 1962 and 1972, the program,
which was administered by the Urban Renewal Administration
granted $442 million to more than one thousand units of government
which led to the purchase of 348,000 acres. Urban-oriented parks alsc
expanded the purposes of the national park system. The establish-
ment of the Cape Cod National Seashore in 1961 had begun a trenc
which carried forward into the Johnson years with such areas as the
Fire Island National Seashore (1964).75

The Johnson administration gave particular attention to tht
delivery of sanitary services. As discussed earlier, the funding of sewage
treatment was an important feature of water legislation. The ad
ministration also made strides in dealing with solid wastes. In a specia
message on the conservation and restoration of natural beauty, Presi-
dent Johnson called for “better solutions to the disposal of solid waste’
and recommended federal legislation to assist state governments ir
developing comprehensive disposal programs and to provide funds fo:
research and development. Soon after this call to action, Congres:
passed the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965. This act recognized the
ever-mounting volume and changing character of refuse, as well a:
the inability of current methods to deal with the problem Nor
satisfied with the act alone, Johnson, with the advice of his Scien
tific Advisory Committee, directed that a special study be made o
the national problem of solid waste. This resulted in the 1968 Na
tional Survey of Community Solid Waste Practices. It was the firs:
truly national study of its kind in the twentieth century.”s

The Johnson administration moved beyond the natural habita
with its historic-preservation program. The first major commitmens
of the federal government in the area came with the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966. This law broadened previous legislation
such as the Historic Sites Act of 1935, which had authorized the Na
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" tional Park Service to survey and acquire sites. The 1966 legislation
authorized the secretary of the Interior to establish the National
Register of Historic Places, which includes structures, sites, districts,
and cultural resources of significance to the American heritage. Listing
on the register was a prerequisite to the acquiring of federal matching
grants for the acquisition or preservation and for federal tax benefits.””

The Johnson administration’s venture into the urban environment

was the most imaginative and innovative aspect of the New Conser-
~vation, because it brought several new federal programs to the cities.
While individual components of the urban programs stressed well-

- known concerns—namely, air and water pollution, recreational space,
land use, waste disposal, and historic preservation—taken as a whole,
they reflected a fresh recognition of the “urban environment.” By
elevating local issues to national prominence, cities no longer had
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The natural environment and the built environment were being fused
in the national consciousness, possibly for the first time.

The Johnson Administration and the Environment

There is little doubt that the events of the early and mid 1960s—
inside and outside of government—set the stage for the passage of
NEPA and the blossoming of the modern environmental movement.
Did the Johnson administration play a major role in these events? Lyn-
ton Caldwell has suggested that the “"White House support for

. environmental-quality efforts was ambiguous.” While the president
convened a conference on natural beauty, he also signed legislation
that resulted in the running of overhead powerlines through Wood-
side, California, even though the community was willing to put them
underground. The secretary of the army continued to issue fill per-
mits in San Francisco Bay, despite rising protests. And the White

~ House remained neutral in environmental battles over the Florida
~ Everglades and the Indiana Dunes. Even in cases where action that
favored environmental causes was taken, “White House follow-up
showed neither direction nor vigor.” Part of the reason, Caldwell has
argued, was Johnson'’s increasing preoccupation with the deepening

" conflict in Vietnam and with the growing civil disorder at home.
Caldwell has concluded: “The Johnson administration, notably
through the efforts of Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall, had
taken a large step forward toward a national policy for the environ-
ment. But it had stopped short of the threshold. The locus of en-
vironmental policy making shifted to the Congress 78
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| Caldwell’s assesgg;egt is persuasive in several ways, but it is in-
complete. The administration often demonstrated a lack of consis-
tency in support of environmental issues. The president certainly grew
more preoccupied with the domestic and international crises that were
stymieing the Great Society. Congress did play a vital role in
establishing new environmental laws. Yet, if we consider what came
before the 1960s rather than what came afterwards, a slightly different
perspective on the administration emerges.

It would be unfair to suggest that the New Conservation was
the governmental expression of modern environmentalism, for it
was not. Nevertheless, it was clearly an important transitional step
between old-style resource conservation and the more recent empha-
sis on environmental quality and environmental protection. The
effort to make conservatlon and natural beauty 1mportant pohtlcal
.Laouca, LdLuCl LudLl. PCLLPHCL“ u.u.cu;al.a, DCP“CLCU u.u: ,uu.uauu 4u*
ministration from most of its predecessors. In breadth of coverage,
certainly, the New Conservation was new: urban environmentalism
and antipollution acquired parity with wilderness preservation and
land and water conservation. Several environmental issues that had
formerly been regarded as local concerns achieved national status,
including air pollution, sewage treatment, h1stonc preservation, and
waste disposal. S

The Johnson administration cannot be credited with mmatmg
the major environmental causes of the time, but it cannot be con-
sidered superfluous and certainly not obstructionist. Within the ad-
ministration the commitment to environmental programs was built
upon three major factors. First, key advisers within the adminis-
tration—especially Stewart Udall and Lady Bird Johnson—acted as
conduits between the emerging environmental movement and the
White House. Some issues were filtered or modified by these in-
termediaries, but the administration was not cut off from the out-
side world, nor did it make decisions in a vacuum. Second, the tradi-
tion of federal involvement in the social welfare of Americans, which
is consciously linked to the New Deal and which achieved broader
expression in the Great Society, gave environmental programs a legit-
imate claim to administration support. And third, executive leader-
ship was provided by a politically opportunistic president who hap-
pened to appreciate thé broad outlm‘e'\lf environmentalism, if not
the details of it.

There were limits, to be sure, in the New Conservation. The focus
on federal responsibility or federal remedies to environmental prob-
lems—*“creative federahsm," as Udall called it—often paid little heed
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to more specific local, state, or regional issues. In some cases, political
compromises restrained the environmental goals that were being ex-
pressed by those outside of government; in other cases, the federal
government coopted ideas and programs in an attempt to set national
policy. But we must be careful not to view the Johnson administra-
tion’s—or any administration’s—commitment to national remedies

__as an accomplished fact. The diffusion of environmental programs
within the bureaucracy, the lack of a clear institutional focal point

. for structuring environmental policy, the myriad conflicting goals and
vested interests that are represented in the executive, judicial and

“ legislative branches of government—all worked against a cohesive na-
tional policy in regard to the environment.

The Johnson administration’s New Conservation was broad,
sometimes bold, and often controvers1al To some, it went too far, to
uauy cuvuuxuucutau.aw, iU diu oL BU ia cuuus.‘u i 1o pmuy i Lwiown y
is not yet well established, it is because we as yet do not know what
to make of a president who led us simultaneously into Vietnam and

" into the Great Society. We barely have a feel for the institutional

< mechanisms within the federal bureaucracy and Congress that shape

/ environmental laws and carry them out. And we still know all too
little about the modern environmental movement and its potential

- . ‘repercussions. If the study of the New Conservation has yet to pro-

vide many answers, it raises many gnawing questions about the state
of environmental affairs in the United States.
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Appendix

Task Forces on the Environment

1964 Task PForce on Environmental Pollution
Task Force on Natural Resources
Task Force on the Preservation of Natural Beauty
1965 Task Force on Pollution Abatement
1966 Task Force on Natural Resource Studies
Task Force on the Quality of the Environment
Task Force on Resources and Recreation
1967 Task Force on the Quality of the Environment
1968 Task Force on the Quality of the Environment

Source: White House Central Files, Task Force Reports, Johnson Library

Major Legislation on the Environment, 1963-68

1963 Clean Air Act
1964 Canyonlands National Park
Fire Island National Seashore
Water Resources Research Act
Wilderness Act
1965 Federal Water Project Recreation Act
Highway Beautification Act
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
Solid Waste Disposal Act
Water Quality Act
Water Resources Planning Act
1966 Clean Water Restoration Act
Endangered Species Act
Federal Coal Mine Safety Act
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Protection Act
Historic Preservation Act
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore
1967 Air Quality Act
National Emissions Standards Act
1968 National Trails Act
Redwood National Park
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act



