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Abstract

This thesis answers the question of how the ardent conservationist Jay Hammond, 

governor of Alaska between 1974 and 1982, could become successful in an environment 

of strong economic growth. Hammond was able to take advantage of favorable 

circumstances, such as the rise of the national environmental movement in the early 

1970s, in order to introduce an unprecedented element of moderation to Alaska politics. 

Case studies substantiating Hammond’s conservationist impact include the Rampart Dam 

Project, the state’s buyback of the Kachemak Bay oil leases, and the creation of the 

Permanent Fund and its dividend. Jay Hammond’s example proves that it is possible to 

allow economic development and protect environmental values at the same time. 

Especially in Alaska with its strong divide between development and conservation, future 

politicians can use Hammond’s approach as a successful blueprint to bridge this gap.
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Chapter 1. Introduction: Jay Hammond -  The Conservationist Governor

Alaska, the “Last Frontier,” offers a strange appeal to residents and visitors alike. 

Even though the state will soon have more than 700,000 inhabitants, a rugged sense of 

independence and freedom prevails.

Much of the “soul” of Alaska culture revolves around its roots in self-sufficient 

rustic living. ... Dear even to the ideals of the “comfortable” urban dweller is the 

belief that he lives today in a state where people can -  and do -  still live “close to 

the land,” with a minimum of dependency on modern conveniences and services. 

(United States Environmental Protection Agency 1978, 11).

The romanticized picture of the bearded trapper who sits by the woodstove in his 

cabin, waiting for temperatures to rise so he can go out and hunt, never applied for more 

than a minority of people living in the forty-ninth state. The person at the center of this 

biographical thesis, Jay Hammond, was among them. Hammond fit into the cliche of the 

rugged individualist, and people perceived him as the model Alaskan.

In one respect, however, Jay Hammond was not a typical Alaskan at all. He was a 

conservationist. As such he questioned the use of natural resources. He believed that 

Alaska’s best long-term future lay with increased dependence on renewable resources: 

fisheries, timber, agriculture and tourism (Hammond 1976[a], 26). Historically, 

conservationists were intent on managing the nation’s coal, oil, timber, grassland, and 

water according to scientific principles to ensure their availability in the long run (Layzer 

2006, 3). The title of this thesis is also a reference to President Theodore Roosevelt 

(1901-1909). Angry at the careless fashion with which settlers had ravaged the American



West, he lamented timber clear cuts and the extinction of the buffalo (Andrus 1998, 71). 

Under Roosevelt, federal conservation measures to protect public lands were undertaken. 

However, “scientific exploitation,” as Roosevelt referred to it, remained accepted policy. 

Jay Hammond followed Roosevelt’s reasoning, arguing that in Alaska lay the one last 

chance to do things right. Hammond believed that by the 1990s Alaskans would either 

have fulfilled their visions or foreclosed them. “The choice rests with this generation,” 

Hammond stated in the mid-1970s. The main argument of this discourse is that Jay 

Hammond was a conservationist in a boomer environment. During the mid-1970s, Alaska 

conservationists became increasingly organized, but they also faced tough opposition. 

The Fairbanks mayor at one point described them as “anti-God, anti-man, and anti-mind” 

(Nelson 2005, 152). Hammond had to break through the dominant economic paradigm in 

order to allow for a more sustainable economic approach. As Coates points out (1993, 

28): “For critics [of development] the error of national history was overexploitation of 

natural resources. For advocates the crime in Alaska was underexploitation, which they 

attributed in large part to conservation.”

Judith Layzer, an expert on US environmental policies, refers to advocates of 

development as cornucopians. They are developers and place preeminent value on 

economic growth. Adherents of this perspective fear that environmental restrictions 

threaten their economic well-being or the economic health of their community (Layzer 

2006, 4). Developers think that conservationists exaggerate the threat that stems from 

economic development. Furthermore, should environmental damage occur, developers 

believe that technology will be able to reverse or mitigate this damage. Some developers
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place a higher value on economic growth than they do on the aesthetic or moral 

importance of the natural world; others distrust any kind of government intervention as a 

matter of principle (Layzer 2006, 5). The developers Hammond wanted to tame had good 

arguments for their cause. First, development in Alaska could increase jobs and personal 

income. Second, development might expand the state and local tax base, something that 

Alaska had struggled with historically. Third, so called multiplier effects could lead to 

even more economic progress, and therefore more prosperity and wealth. Locals would 

benefit from falling prices and more goods and services to choose from. This objective 

“was particularly relevant in Alaska during the 1960s and 1970s, when the high costs 

posed significant barriers to economic development and diversification” (McBeath et al. 

2008, 147).

Besides appealing arguments, Alaska developers also had history on their side. 

Judging Alaska by its past, the dominant Alaska paradigm has been an exceptionally 

strong economic one for centuries, putting developers in a comfortable position. 

Entrepreneurship appeared to be the driving force of the Great Land. The Russians were 

lured to the region because of the valuable sea otter. The gold rush appealed to an armada 

of adventurers. World War II brought jobs and development. And there was oil, a cause 

for rejoicing for many Alaskans.

Not for Jay Hammond; he saw oil as a plague, rather than a blessing. Influential 

Alaskans such as Bill Egan, Walter “Wally” Hickel and Bob Atwood saw Alaska 

nonrenewable resources as the key to building a better Alaska. Jay Hammond’s 

conviction was that these resources were a threat to a way of life that was already ideal in
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many ways. How could a conservationist push through his agenda in an environment of 

economic development? Furthermore, could Hammond leave a conservationist mark on 

Alaska? Jay Hammond understood that Alaskans wished to have both undisturbed 

wilderness and material wealth. Hammond was aware that dialogue and compromise are 

essential parts of a democratic system. He adhered to Max Weber’s ethic of responsibility 

(Weber 1919), pondering the consequences of his actions and trying not to jeopardize 

Alaska’s future. By the same token, Hammond had strong principles that he was not 

willing to give up easily, and he lamented on many occasions that it was impossible for 

Alaska to be the oil barrel of the nation and the national park for the world at the same 

time. Holding conservationist values at a time when the political mainstream demanded 

development, Hammond had to bridge the gap between two value systems.

It would be a mistake to take an encapsulated approach to analyzing Hammond in 

order to reveal how Hammond tried to moderate development in Alaska. Instead, the 

“Bush Rat Governor,” as Hammond referred to himself, will be put in a historical Alaska 

and national context. Therefore, the second chapter of this thesis elaborates the role of the 

Alaska governor. To discuss the changes in the institution of governor will help to 

understand Hammond’s position, and make clear what he as governor was expected and 

able to do.

The third chapter explains the entry of national and Alaska environmental issues 

onto Jay Hammond’s agenda. Advocates for more environmental protection became 

increasingly organized in the late 1960s and early 1970s, both on the state and national 

level, which added legitimacy to Hammond’s plans. Jay Hammond became governor
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when environmentalists used their newfound strength to challenge developers unlike ever 

before. They were flowing on a tide of optimism manifested by President Nixon’s 

announcement of the “Environmental Decade.” There were other interconnections 

between national movements and events in Alaska. The key event was the Watergate 

Scandal. Second were the 1973 oil crisis and the weakening state of the national 

economy. Chapter 3 also introduces Hammond’s political opponents in the 1974 

gubernatorial elections. Hammond as the conservationist candidate had to defeat 

influential rivals siding with resource development and economic growth such as the 

aforementioned Wally Hickel.

Chapter 4 sets out to explain how Hammond applied his conservationist ideas in 

the policy environment of Alaska. Three important issues that represent Hammond’s 

stance on how to treat the Alaska environment are discussed. The first issue concerns the 

Rampart Dam, a project to provide energy for the Lower-48 states from the upper Yukon 

River. The Rampart Dam controversy took place before Hammond became governor, yet 

it is a crucial topic that influenced Alaska’s future in general and Hammond’s career 

specifically. The Kachemak Bay oil leases and their buyback by the state under 

Hammond’s governorship is the second issue under scrutiny. The third issue concerns the 

implementation of the Permanent Fund, one of Hammond’s approaches to avoid too rapid 

exploitation of non-renewable resources. The chapter also addresses problems Hammond 

was less successful in treating, such as bringing about a larger degree of economic 

diversification through increasing Alaska’s agricultural output. Such failures, among
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other reasons, led to accusations of Hammond’s being a weak governor who could not 

establish authority.

Chapter 5 concludes the thesis with a final juxtaposition of Hammond’s ideas, the 

compromises he was willing to make, and the outcomes of his actions.

Jay Sterner Hammond was born on the 21st of July 1922 in Troy, New York. The 

son of Edna Sterner and Morris A. Hammond spent his childhood in the American East. 

He was active, engaging in many sports, including basketball and football, and he also 

enjoyed lifting weights. Jay Hammond grew up in a religious family. He was the son of a 

preacher yet Jay Hammond wore his faith rather lightly. He embraced Christian values 

throughout his political career, but there was also a strong naturalistic element in 

Hammond’s beliefs. For instance he displayed extraordinary respect towards land and 

wildlife, not unlike views found in Alaska Native communities.

After high school, Hammond enrolled in Pennsylvania State College’s School of 

Mineral Industries to study petroleum engineering. In 1942 he enlisted in the Marine 

Corps, and during World War II Hammond served as a fighter pilot in the South Pacific. 

He was honorably discharged in 1946. Jay Hammond did not suffer from low self

esteem; nevertheless, he communicated his achievements with self-effacing humor, 

something that added to his popularity later on. Yes, he was a fighter pilot, and yes, the 

Marines only chose the top percentage of the applicants. However, it was the “top 95 

percent,” as Hammond (1994, 36) pointed out later.

Hammond came to Alaska in 1946, mainly out of curiosity about the Great Land. 

A colleague in the navy romanticized the Last Frontier as looming “larger and far more
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vibrantly colored than I’d imagined: Dog teams. Traplines. Exotic peoples. Big game and 

tackle-torturing trout. Remote log cabins and hair-raising adventures” (Hammond 1994, 

54). He flew his own small plane to Alaska to learn whether the descriptions were 

accurate. They were, at least for Jay Hammond, and he soon engaged in activities that 

one would expect from a typical Alaskan. After Hammond arrived in the Last Frontier in 

1946, he worked as a licensed guide, air taxi operator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

agent and also as proprietor of a fishing lodge (McBeath & Morehouse 1991, 5).

Hammond suffered setbacks. For example, in 1956 he had to retire from the Fish 

and Wildlife Service when an aircraft accident left him with two broken ankles. But 

whenever one door closed for Hammond, five new ones always seemed to open. 

Hammond started his political career in 1958, as a member of the territorial House. From 

1965 to 1967 Hammond returned to his home, Naknek, and served two years as mayor of 

the Bristol Bay Borough. In 1968, he won a seat in the State Senate, where he became 

majority leader in 1970 and Senate president in 1971-72 (Hammond 1974). In 1970, 

when he was leader of the Republican dominated Senate and chairman of the rules 

committee, he represented the Bristol Bay district, a district larger than the state of Texas. 

Most of his 12,000 constituents were Natives. So was his wife, Bella Hammond. In 1974, 

Hammond successfully ran for the office of governor. He was reelected in 1978.

If Jay Hammond had not been an Alaskan, it would have been easy to mistake 

him for one. As Johnson (1987, 238) noted, throughout his political career Jay Hammond 

was successful in projecting an image of “self-reliant individualism.” His various 

occupations likely played a part in creating that image. Jay Hammond died at age 83 at
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his home in Lake Clark in 2005 and is today remembered as one of the most beloved 

Alaskans of all time.
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Chapter 2. Governing Alaska

This chapter discusses the changes the institution of governor in Alaska 

experienced over time. Governing Alaska under the Organic Acts was quite different 

from governing Alaska under the Statehood Act. In this context it is important to 

introduce Alaska’s economic circumstances before it became a state, as the performance 

of the economy related closely to the quest for statehood. This will also help to clarify 

why it would be difficult for any governor to question economic development, 

particularly as the powers of the governor expanded significantly with statehood. 

Elaborating on the evolution of the governorship is also essential to understanding the 

governor’s duties and what Alaska citizens expect from their head of state.

2.1. Governing Alaska under the Organic Acts

When Hammond arrived in Alaska, it was still a territory -  established by the 

Second Organic Act on August 24, 1912. James Wickersham introduced the bill, and 

Alaskans had high expectations, as they were disappointed with the restrictions they had 

to live with under the First Organic Act, implemented in 1884. According to Gruening 

(1954, 52), even some of the proponents of the First Organic Act apologized for its 

shortcomings later. The First Organic Act gave Alaska a civil and judicial district and 

authorized the U.S. president to appoint a governor. The governor, however, had no real 

powers other than writing an annual report about Alaska’s “situation” to the Secretary of 

State. The governor, therefore, was not the most influential person in the District of 

Alaska. This status belonged to the district court judge, who had to interpret the Oregon 

code in Alaska (Naske and Slotnick 1994, 73). Since the Oregonian laws were
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insufficient, demand for new legislation soon arose. The second governor of Alaska, 

Alfred P. Swineford, complained that the situation in Alaska was comparable to 

“launching upon an unknown sea of executive and judicial experiment an untried bark of 

doubtful quality without the machinery requisite to supply the defects in her 

construction” (DeArmond 1980, Chs. 2, 5).

Alaskans never accepted the fact that that they were not allowed to rule 

themselves independently (McBeath 1997, 3). The Second Organic Act and the 

subsequent territorial status presented an opportunity to satisfy the craving for more 

autonomy. As was the case in all territories, the people could not elect their own 

governor, and Alaska’s lawmaking rights would remain circumscribed. Even though the 

Second Organic Act allowed for a biennial legislature with an 8 member Senate and a 16 

member House, Congress could still veto any piece of legislation created in Alaska. 

Furthermore, Alaska lacked a judiciary of its own to settle conflicts within the territory -  

all courts were federal. In addition, no county governments could be established, money 

could not be borrowed without congressional consent, and taxes on property could not be 

levied. By the same token, as McBeath stated, the Act

gave women the right to vote; developed labor legislation establishing the eight- 

hour work day and regulating mining conditions; granted aid to schools and set up 

a territorial board of education; and gave some self-government rights to Native 

villages in southeast Alaska (McBeath 1997, 3).

In the years after the Second Organic Act was enacted, the position of the governor 

lacked prestige. When it was proposed that the governor of Alaska should also become
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the territory’s banking superintendent, opposition was fierce, especially from the 

Fairbanks Daily News-Miner. The editor W.F. “Wrong Font” Thompson wrote: “This 

doesn’t sound good to us, ... Any man who will take the job of governor of Alaska...is 

not a good or successful businessman, or he is a grafter, or he would not hold the office” 

(Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, 4 April 1913, p.2).

The governor was a federal representative imposed upon Alaskans. This 

arrangement completely contradicted the strong individualist political culture prevailing 

in the Last Frontier. As is the case today, quite a few Alaskans believed that government 

should stay out of the people’s lives as much as possible, and if there had to be people 

who governed, then they should at least be Alaskans. Those frontier individualists were 

suspicious about outsiders, as non-Alaskans could not possibly understand or meet the 

challenges of life in Alaska (McBeath and Morehouse 1994, 23).

Territorial legislatures under the Second Organic Act created a system of 

government by boards. Because the governor chaired most of these boards, his1 power 

expanded. For example, Governor Gruening was chairman of the Board of 

Administration, the Board of Examiners, the Board of Budget, the Banking Board, the 

Board of Road Commissioners, the Board of Trustees for the Alaska Pioneers Home, the 

Board of Public Welfare, the Territorial Historical Library and Museum Commission, 

and the Canvassing Board (Gruening 1974, 285-287). However, these boards had 

different missions, which prevented the aggregation of too much executive power. Of 

course, whether he could gain advantage from chairing boards depended on the

11
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governor’s persuasive power. Ernest Gruening, even though he now is considered to be 

among the most respected Alaskans and is celebrated for his achievements related to 

statehood, originally fit perfectly into the image of the unwanted federal representative 

who Alaskans thought had no real business being in their territory.

Gruening, then the Department of the Interior’s Director of the Division of 

Territories and Island Possessions, and Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes did not get 

along well, and there is reason to believe that Ickes wanted to “park” Gruening in distant 

Alaska. Had this been the case, it would have proven correct Alaskans’ suspicions about 

the position of governor (Naske 2004). Gruening denied this theory. He argued that the 

position of being governor in Alaska was quite prestigious. It was so prestigious, indeed, 

that his rival Ickes would never have offered the governorship to Gruening. Gruening 

believed that it was in President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s interest for him to become 

Governor of Alaska, so Gruening accepted (Gruening 1974, 282).

Thus, at the time of Jay Hammond’s arrival in Alaska, governors, by and large, 

played only a minor role. They did not have the tools and authority to wield influence, 

and they were seen as “outsiders,” as people not in touch with Alaska issues. The 

exception, Ernest Gruening, proved the rule.

2.2. Statehood

When President Dwight D. Eisenhower signed the Alaska Statehood Act in July 

1958, Alaskans felt relieved. Finally, independence had arrived. Not so Jay Hammond. 

He opposed statehood, and because he had no political aspirations, he did not have to fear 

the voters’ potential “retaliation” for this unpopular viewpoint:
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Not that I opposed statehood idealistically. After all, taxation without 

representation was as valid a complaint in 1959 as it had been in 1776. What 

troubled me was there seemed too many slurred-over questions and unexplored 

alternatives to statehood, and those most ardently advocating the idea often 

seemed would-be political plum-pickers aspiring to elective office (Hammond 

1994, 124).

One of the “slurred-over questions” was how the changing political power structure could 

affect development in Alaska. The combined factors of concentration of power and 

hastening development were dangerous from a conservationist point of view (Rose and 

Wohlforth 2008, 158). Hammond stated that the leaders of the statehood movement were 

“advocates of aggressive, no holds barred growth,” envisioning a future “at odds with 

what I thought was the best destiny for Alaska” (Hammond in Nelson 2005, 35). 

Hammond’s concerns about Alaska’s becoming a state related to its still relatively small 

population, minimal tax base, and heavy dependence on federal spending. As Nelson 

explains, Hammond at that time already understood that to pay the added costs of state 

government, the state would have to increase tax revenues. This would only be possible 

through state subsidized economic activity, such as the creation of roads and airports. 

Because the state would have to spend money to make money, Alaska’s commitment to 

unrestrained growth would therefore be required (Nelson 2005, 35). Jay Hammond 

wanted other options considered, as he noted in his memoir. For instance, commonwealth 

status like that of Puerto Rico might have allowed for more autonomy while keeping the 

federal tax burden low. However, “Anyone daring even to question statehood was
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branded either a ‘pinko,’ a paranoid or, to some Alaskans the most scathing of all 

charges, an ‘environmental preservationist’” (Hammond 1994, 124). During the 1950s, 

virtually every Alaska politician and every other person of significance supported 

statehood. Prior to 1959 it was very difficult for political aspirants not to advocate 

statehood. Jay Hammond swam against the tide, something he would have to do quite a 

few times throughout his political career, especially as governor. However, Hammond’s 

political opponents never brought up his opposition to statehood. Of course, in the 1950s 

Hammond was neither a politician nor a person of significance on the Alaska scene 

(Interview with Vic Fischer, 2009). Views about his initial opposition to statehood were 

therefore not common knowledge when Hammond ran for governor in 1974. By the same 

token, environmental groups (which, with few exceptions, were not organized when the 

Statehood Act was passed) were very much criticized for opposing statehood. This had to 

do with the views of pioneer environmentalists, such as Bob Marshall. Marshall, founder 

of the Wilderness Society and well-known for his anthropological studies in Alaska, 

would have preferred that Alaska had stayed under federal control, as the big land 

“giveaway” led to an increase in population and development (Coates 1993, 88).

To understand the drive for statehood and to better understand both the 

relationship between the governor and the people of Alaska during territorial days, it is 

essential to consider the economic and social circumstances of the time. The general 

mood about the territory’s future in the late 1940s and 1950s can be described as quite 

pessimistic. Anchorage Businessman Bob Atwood sarcastically remarked that territorial 

status would be a guaranteed remedy for the “disease of optimism.” In Atwood’s view
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the lack of initiative among Alaskans themselves was due in part to “the cycle of 

dependency and pessimism engendered by territorial status and long distance remote 

control” (Cole 2004, 55). Bob Atwood, who at one time contemplated transforming 

Anchorage into a new Chicago, if  not something bigger (McGinnis 1980), and who 

served as the voice of Alaska’s log-it, mine-it, and drill-it faction (Andrus 1998, 159), 

was a prominent developer in Alaska.

Many people would not have come to Alaska, had it not offered economic 

opportunities. However, for those who had lived in Alaska long enough, the Kennecott 

syndrome was still omnipresent. The Kennecott copper mine in Cordova stood for 

everything proponents of an individualistic and independent Alaska hoped to prevent. 

According to Terrence Cole (2004, 42) it was the “poster child for the rape-ruin-and-run 

interpretation of Alaska history.” The mine produced more than $200 million in copper 

before the company halted operations in 1938. The mining company departed, and the 

town of Cordova was left without its main economic base. No investments were made to 

offset the economic loss of mining activities. Alaskans blamed “outsiders” for these 

developments. Gruening summed up the situation: “Too much going out. Not enough 

staying here” (Gruening in Cole 2004, 34). Alaskans supported economic development, 

but they wanted to have control over it.

Jay Hammond witnessed another example of the Kennecott syndrome first hand. 

Naknek provided not only a home for Jay Hammond, but also for about 300 people 

before statehood. Every year, tens of millions of red salmon spawned in the Bering Sea 

fishing community’s watershed, and billions of dollars were extracted from “the world’s
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largest sockeye run” (Hammond 1994, 24). The majority of fishermen did not spend their 

earnings in the community, or even in Alaska. Naknek exemplified the same

“rip-off-and-run” affliction debilitating most Alaska coastal communities -  great 

resource wealth but little means to manage it for local benefit. As a consequence, 

“outsiders” were not enthusiastically welcomed. “Statehood” was seen by many 

as the answer to many problems (Hammond 1994, 124).

The observations of economist George Rogers (1962) supported Alaskans’, including Jay 

Hammond’s, concerns. Rogers explained that the tax structure indeed favored investors 

from outside of Alaska. In the constant battle between resident and non-resident interests, 

outside companies argued for low taxation, pointing out that they were the ones who 

brought primary investments, and therefore labor, economic growth, and wealth. This tax 

structure also meant that residents had to pay fewer taxes -  even though they would have 

benefited from better infrastructure and more public services.

After World War II the tax structure became more problematic and Alaska faced a 

paradoxical situation. Its economy was booming, yet tax revenues were decreasing 

because the only two industries, mining and fishing, were in decline. Alaska was on the 

brink of bankruptcy. Ernest Gruening, a firm believer in a personal income tax, forced a 

measure through the territorial legislature and in 1949, finally, the tax was enacted. 

Because Alaska was the fastest growing region in the nation in the 1950s (Coates 1993), 

the income tax was quite successful for a variety of reasons. It not only averted 

bankruptcy for Alaska, it also gave a significant boost to the statehood idea: now that
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Alaskans clearly showed that they were financially responsible, there would be no reason 

that they could not take care of their resources, too.

Statehood definitely brought more autonomy to Alaskans. The Statehood Act 

provided for the state’s selection of 103 million acres of land (of Alaska’s 375 million) 

over a time period of 25 years, for instance. This was the largest acreage ever given to a 

state by Congress. Alaskans could manage fish and wildlife resources on state lands 

themselves, and they could establish political institutions and tools to redistribute the 

wealth from said resources (McBeath and Morehouse 1994). Nevertheless, this large land 

grant might have become a burden, as it was unclear which land was valuable and which 

was not. Until the 1950s, the U.S. government had surveyed land at such a slow pace that 

members of Congress estimated it would take up to twelve thousand years to complete 

the task (Gruening 1954, 333).

More independence also meant more responsibilities. The state government, i.e. 

the Alaska citizens, now had to finance services that the federal government used to take 

care of, and used to pay for. Statehood proved to be more expensive than had been 

estimated, and initially the prospect of statehood and its attendant responsibilities 

appeared daunting. This situation led to a favorable climate for Alaska developers. To 

bring about development and jobs would be a good remedy for the tight fiscal situation. 

In the interim, Alaska could rely upon transitional grants. These grants of $28.5 million 

were released in stages between 1959 and 1965 (Naske and Slotnick 1994, 163-166). 

Alaska also received federal relief in the millions after the Good Friday Earthquake of
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1964. The federal monies helped Alaska to pay its bills, but only the discovery of oil at 

Prudhoe Bay in 1968 changed the difficult situation significantly.

Had Hammond known how he, personally, would benefit from governing a state 

rather than a territory, he might have reconsidered his opinion on the Statehood Act. With 

statehood came a boost of power for the governor. The framers of the constitution wanted 

the governor to be a strong political player “who would not be unduly hampered by other 

branches of government” (McBeath and Morehouse 1994, 167). The framers were of 

course familiar with Ernest Gruening, the longest serving territorial governor of Alaska. 

Although Gruening was a dynamic individual, this did not change the fact that his powers 

as territorial governor were severely circumscribed. As Vic Fischer points out, the 

delegates looked at Gruening and knew what would result if  the governor lacked 

coordinated authority and direct control. Gruening was part of the Alaska scene in which 

the governor did not play a role, and “we were looking for a model, an approach where 

the governor would be responsive and responsible to the citizens of Alaska” (Interview 

with Vic Fischer, 2009).

Article III, Section 3 of Alaska’s Constitution provided what Alaskans had sought 

for decades: “The governor shall be chosen by the qualified voters of the State at a 

general election. The candidate receiving the greatest number of votes shall be governor” 

(Constitution of the State of Alaska 1997, 14). Few constitutions at the time granted as 

much authority to the governor as did the constitution of Alaska. The difference between 

territorial days and statehood could hardly have been more striking: the governorship
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would change from an office held by unpopular “outsiders” with limited influence, to a 

strong and vital political position.

Bob Atwood’s Anchorage Times wrote before the first gubernatorial elections:

The man who wins the governorship gets our sympathy. He will carry the biggest 

responsibility in establishing the new state government. He must appoint the key 

men who will operate the agencies of the executive branch. He must appoint 

judges of the new court system. ... The pitfalls for the governor are so numerous 

that it is frightening. So much depends upon him that a major portion of the fate 

of the state rests in his hands. . The new governor must approach the job with 

the ambition to serve all Alaskans. He is to be the governor for all and not just 

those of the party that gave him the majority vote. . There is no pat formula to 

follow in the shaping of the new state. Policies, rules and procedures must be 

made that will affect the future as much as the present generation (Tower 2003, 

113).

Alaska governors had no more than eight years to realize what Bob Atwood envisioned 

for them. Since statehood the governor has been allowed to serve only two consecutive 

terms of four years each. He or she, along with the lieutenant governor, is the only 

statewide elected official. The lieutenant governor, previously called secretary of state, 

runs with him as a team in the general election. In the primary, there is competition 

among candidates for governor and lieutenant governor (McBeath and Morehouse 1994). 

Lowell Thomas Jr. was Jay Hammond’s first lieutenant governor after the 1974 election. 

Thomas recalled the unusually close connection he had to Hammond.
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That was another thing that was extraordinary, and it had never happened before, 

that we did team up in the primary. The lieutenant governors would run by 

themselves and say, “Well, whoever becomes governor, we will worry about that 

later.” I was campaigning because I wanted Jay to win (Thomas 1979).

Like all Alaska governors, Jay Hammond also had broad powers in appointing 

department heads. The governor typically appoints all but two (the commissioners of the 

Department of Fish and Game and the Department of Education) of them directly, even 

the attorney general, who is popularly elected in most other states (Harrison 1992, 73). 

As Chapter 4 shows, Hammond especially used his authority to appoint department heads 

to bring about conservationist change in Alaska. Furthermore, in Alaska, the Missouri 

plan applies for judges. A judicial council recommends a list from which the governor 

selects a judge who then stands for retention in a later election. Altogether, the governor 

appoints about 1,000 state officials and board members (McBeath and Morehouse 1991, 

3).

Initially, the governor of Alaska also had powers of redistricting. He or she used 

to appoint a Reapportionment Board, “which prepares a redistricting plan for the state 

after each decennial census. The governor has 90 days to amend the plan, and it takes 

effect upon the governor’s proclamation” (McBeath and Morehouse 1994). This practice 

was altered by a constitutional amendment. Now the governor only appoints two of the 

five members of the Reapportionment Board.

The governor also has extensive fiscal powers. He or she submits an annual 

executive budget, which lays out the proposed policies of taxing and spending before the
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legislature convenes. Alaska’s governor may also strike and reduce appropriations. In 

only twelve states do governors have the power to reduce (instead of just strike) 

appropriations, which “gives governors control over each aspect of state government” 

(McBeath and Morehouse 1994). Furthermore, it is difficult for the legislative body to 

override the governor’s veto because a three-fourths majority in a joint session is 

necessary to do so. The governor also has the power to “convene the legislature, either 

one house, or both houses in session.” This means that the governor can call the 

legislature into special session whenever he or she wishes and the governor sets the 

agenda for the session. The governor may also reorganize the executive branch.

Of course, the informal powers of leadership are not to be underestimated. To be 

truly influential, a governor needs to have the power to persuade. As McBeath and 

Morehouse observe, the governors’ backgrounds, experiences and personalities 

“predispose them to be active or passive” (1991, 4). Part of these informal powers of 

leadership is agenda setting. The governor stakes out his or her program of objectives. 

For instance, the governor may use the annual “State of State” address to set the course of 

action for the legislative session. Said address is also a good example of another source of 

strength for Alaska governors: media attention. All eyes are on him or her, as it is the 

rule, rather than the exception, that the governor is at the center of public political 

discussion.

One of the reasons why Alaska became a state was the fact that Alaskans felt 

treated unjustly by the federal government. They wanted to take care of their own 

matters, and this also meant to develop their land as they saw fit. The governorship
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reflected this quest for independence. It changed from a position being occupied by an 

appointed “outsider” to one that now was held by a strong governor who, as mentioned 

above, is (alongside his or her lieutenant governor) the only elected statewide official. As 

governor, Jay Hammond had the tools to be active and influential. However, he was also 

accountable to an electorate that wished to be as independent from the federal 

government as possible, while enjoying economic security at the same time.
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Chapter 3. Influential Circumstances

This chapter examines different factors that played a role in Jay Hammond’s 

advancement to governor. First, it looks at state and national political conditions that 

directly and indirectly affected Jay Hammond. Then, the chapter introduces his political 

opponents in the 1974 gubernatorial race.

3.1. America’s Disenchantment with “Politics as Usual”

Jay Hammond’s governorship should not be viewed as an encapsulated entity, 

reflecting Alaska events only. Instead, national political and economic issues of the 

United States at the time very much influenced Jay Hammond. Three presidents served 

the United States during the 1970s: Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter. 

Richard Nixon left the darkest mark on the collective American memory. He presided 

over a nation that was “afire with protest movements that demanded racial justice, that 

violently demonstrated opposition to the war in Vietnam, and that took swipes at the 

predominant structures in American society and challenged all forms of authority in that 

society” (Slocum-Schaffer 2003, 129). Nixon’s presidency did not overlap with Jay 

Hammond’s first term as governor. The 37th president was in office from January 20, 

1969 until August 9, 1974. Jay Hammond became governor on December 2, 1974. 

Nevertheless, the Nixon presidency’s last years certainly affected the environment in 

which Jay Hammond was elected and his policies.

Richard Nixon was a complex character. He was a smart, hard working person 

who knew that what he had achieved was due to his determination. As an undergraduate 

student he attended Whittier, a small Quaker college in California, because he could not
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afford to attend more prestigious schools such as Harvard and Yale. However, he held 

leadership positions and even co-founded a fraternity. Nixon’s biographer Iwan Morgan 

(2002) argued that in spite of these indications of gregariousness, Nixon sometimes had a 

hard time connecting with his peers outside of well-defined environments, such as 

colleges or fraternities. He did not trust his companions easily, being afraid that others 

might be taking advantage of him. As president, this distrust became manifest in Nixon’s 

relationship with the media, and also with intellectuals. He did, indeed, perceive these 

groups as his enemies. The course of the Vietnam War strengthened Nixon’s 

suspiciousness. He increasingly engaged in secrecy, believing that no one could 

understand his true intentions (Morgan 2002).

The Watergate Scandal was an unprecedented example of corruption, cover-ups, 

espionage and controversy in U.S. politics. Nixon’s involvement in these incidents led to 

“the greatest crisis in United States history” (Slocum-Schaffer 2003, 18), save the Civil 

War perhaps. Watergate refers to a series of national political scandals, among them the 

burglary of the Watergate office complex in Washington, D.C. These scandals led to 

Richard Nixon’s impeachment proceedings, and eventually to his resignation in 1974. 

Americans were hugely disillusioned. “It didn’t start with Watergate, but Watergate 

turned an erosion of public confidence into a collapse” (Schneider 1997). In other words, 

Watergate crushed Americans’ faith in government.

In 1974, a little more than a third of Americans - 36 percent - said they still 

trusted the government. ... In the 1970s, the economy began a long period of 

deterioration. We suffered military humiliation, first in Vietnam, then in Iran. Not
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only did government fail to solve those problems, but people believed government 

caused problems like inflation (Schneider 1997).

Among the strongest and most visible effects of the Watergate Scandal was the 

heightened contempt for professional politicians. This opened the doors for outsiders and 

non-professionals. On the federal level Jimmy Carter and also Ronald Reagan fell into 

this category of political newcomers (Schneider 1997). On the Alaska level, one of these 

newcomers was Jay Hammond. As one national newscaster put it:

There’s a new mood in America - one of hunger for the non-politician as leader. 

The man who best exemplifies that new spirit in America is the bearded maverick 

Republican Governor of Alaska, the un-politician who’s broken ties with the 

politics-as-usual of the past -  Jay Hammond (Hammond 1974).

Even Joe Vogler, founder of the Alaska Independence Party and certainly not a friend of 

established political customs, referred to Hammond’s political credentials as the best of 

all the bad choices. In Vogler’s words, Hammond seemed “the least worst of those other 

guys” (Hammond 1994, 2003). Once governor, Hammond emphasized the significance 

of increased citizen participation and created a public forum where people could express 

their opinions on a variety of Alaska issues. “I am pleased in these cynical post- 

Watergate days the public is seeking this greater participation in government through the 

successful initiative and referendum process” (Hammond 1976 [b], 32). Hammond also 

pointed out the danger of going back to Nixon style “old government” built upon “special
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interest,” should he not be reelected (Hammond 1976 [b], 32). Hammond had strong 

charisma that complemented his image as the un-politician. And he had a good team to 

communicate this image, such as filmmaker Tim McGinnis, who already successfully 

helped other politicians with their campaigns. Democrat Bill Parker recalled:

He’s a good looking son of a bitch. He ran these TV commercials in the ’74 

campaign that were the best goddamn thing ever to hit this state. ... One of the 

spots was something like, “You can tell a lot about a man by the way he builds his 

house.” And it showed him flying in to his cabin on Lake Clark, even splitting 

logs and everything, and with his kids and wife. Those commercials told you he 

was a bush pilot, a prophet, a builder, an outdoorsman, a loving father and 

husband. The other candidates never knew what hit them” (Parker in Hanrahan 

and Gruenstein 1977, 73).

Whereas Hammond certainly distinguished himself from the orthodox politicians, it can 

be argued that Jay Hammond would have become governor without influences such as 

the loss of Americans’ faith in “professional politicians.” As Morehouse explains, 

Hammond had a strong personal appeal of his own, and it fit well with many Alaskans' 

desired self-images as attractive, brave, and rugged down-to-earth individualists 

(Correspondence with Morehouse 2009). Nonetheless there were other visible effects of 

the deterioration in trust of government brought about by the Nixon presidency. One of 

these was the fact that in the congressional election of 1974 large numbers of new 

reform-oriented and mostly Democratic legislators swept into Congress and state 

legislatures (Johnson 1987, 245).
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Figure 1: “Jay Hammond prefers weatherproof footwear.” Source: McBeath, Gerald and 
Thomas Morehouse. 1987. Alaska State Government and Politics. University of Alaska 
Press.

In Alaska, the new legislators took control of the House of Representatives. They 

were referred to as the Sunshine Boys. The “sunshine” literally reflected the “sunshine 

laws” they supported. Open meetings, financial disclosure and elimination of interest 

conflicts were among their concerns (Johnson 1987, 246). At the beginning of the era of 

the Sunshine Boys, Alaska’s legislature passed the Alaska Campaign Disclosure Law in 

1974, which created the Alaska Election Campaign Commission (McBeath et al. 2008, 

62). Today known as the Alaska Public Offices Commission, its goal is to “encourage the 

public’s confidence in their elected and appointed officials by administering Alaska’s 

disclosure statutes and publishing financial information regarding the activities of



election campaigns, public officials, lobbyists and lobbyist employers” (Public Offices 

Commission 2009).

The Sunshine Boys, sometimes referred to as “Ad Hoc Democrats,” also drew 

support from citizens who were disappointed with the course of the Vietnam War. But 

not only did the Sunshine Boys appeal to those frustrated with professional politicians 

and to those weary of war, they also were popular among those who were afraid that 

multinational oil companies would take over Alaska (McBeath et al. 2008). The Sunshine 

Boys and Jay Hammond complemented each other well. They both helped form the 

image of a new and open style of government that people sought in the 1970s. The era of 

the Sunshine Boys ended in 1981, only a year before Jay Hammond left office. A 

Republican-led coalition overthrew the Democratic leadership of the Alaska House of 

Representatives in a coup (McBeath and Morehouse 1994, 61, 62).

3.2. The Rise of the Environmental Movement

Hammond not only appealed to those who were fed up with “professional 

politicians,” he also garnered the support of Alaska’s environmental organizations. These 

were eager to break the cycle of boom and bust in Alaska. However, the environmental 

community is diverse, and to some, simple conservation (the prudent use of resources) is 

not enough. Furthermore, even moderate environmentalists were not nearly as numerous 

in Alaska as those favoring development. Before Alaska became a state, its conservation 

community was weak. As Vic Fischer points out, conservation was simply not much of 

an issue before statehood because Alaskans were poor. At the time, federal government 

employment decreased sharply due to reduced military spending. So did the jobs in
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“traditional” industries, such as the salmon industry. Therefore, the issue of economic 

development was important for Alaskans to increase their standard of living (Interview 

with Vic Fischer, 2009). As an outcome of this effort, a series of questionable projects 

was proposed for Alaska, starting in the early 1960s. One of these projects was the 

Rampart Dam, which will be discussed in the following chapter. Another project was 

Project Chariot, a project that intended to use a nuclear detonation to create a harbor in 

Point Hope (O’Neill 1994).

Such projects raised concerns among Alaskans and they increasingly started to 

organize groups to make their voices heard. The Alaska Conservation Society (ACS) was 

an outcome of this concern. ACS had its headquarters in Fairbanks and consisted of 

environmentalists who wanted to coordinate their actions against projects considered 

harmful to the environment (Coates 1993, 101). Those who moved to Alaska in the 1970s 

were not only looking for oil-related jobs; environmentalists came to Alaska as well. 

Besides the ACS, other new non-governmental organizations (NGOs) sprang up, such as 

the Fairbanks Environmental Center and the Alaska Center for the Environment (in 

Anchorage), both established in 1971, and the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council. 

National environmental organizations, such as Friends of the Earth and the National 

Audubon Society, also opened offices in Alaska in the 1970s. Older organizations, such 

as the Sierra Club and the Wilderness Society, increased the number of their members 

significantly. By the early 1980s, Alaska environmentalists had erected a comprehensive 

network of institutions. Ross observes:
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Alaska’s environmental community has, in effect, functioned as a wing of the 

policymaking process, pushing reluctant governments to fulfill their legal and 

social obligations. It has measurably influenced the state’s policies and 

contributed meaningfully to the national environmental agenda (Ross 2000, 291). 

Indeed, in the early 1970s, as in the Lower-48 states, environmentalists could accomplish 

if not all, then at least some of their goals. In 1970 the legislature in Alaska repealed a 

long-standing industrial tax-incentive law, for example. It passed oil-spill control 

legislation and it also established the first major units in the state park system. Also in 

1971, the Department of Environmental Conservation came into existence (Weeden 

1978, 31).

On a national scale, throughout the 1960s and into the 1970s, Congress passed 

legislation to preserve wilderness and wild and scenic rivers permanently (Krech 2004). 

Over time, environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) aggregated pro- 

environmental views. Mobilization events such as the Santa Barbara oil spill of 1969 

helped to bring about improved organization of environmentalists (McBeath and 

Rosenberg 2006, 58). Also in 1969, Congress passed the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA), which President Nixon signed into law on January 1, 1970. NEPA required 

detailed environmental impact statements for all major projects receiving federal 

assistance. From that moment on, Alaska projects such as the Plowshare operation, which 

tried to find peaceful purposes for nuclear detonations, came under considerable scrutiny. 

Plowshare ended in 1970 because of NEPA, and due to an increased public knowledge of 

the operation (O’Neill 1994, 286). Thus it can be said that Nixon, who called out the
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“environmental decade,” not only affected Alaska indirectly through the Watergate 

Scandal; his administration also established the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

alongside other foundational environmental legislation. Significant amendments to the 

Clean Air Act and the first Earth Day are further examples of increasing environmental 

awareness. The Earth Day on April 15 especially was an event that “brought about a 

revolution in environmental organizing” (McBeath and Rosenberg 2006, 58). This second 

phase of environmentalism (Bryner, 2001) shifted the environmentalists’ focus from 

reacting to problems to preventing them through government regulation. “If the 

government failed in its duty, environmentalists filed lawsuits to compel enforcement” 

(Krech 2004, 1250).
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Figure 2: “Alaska environmentalists and Governor Jay Hammond, December 1980.” 
From left to right: Roland Shanks, Sierra Club; Jon Luther Adams and Cindy Marquette, 
Alaska Center for the Environment; Jay Hammond; Celia Hunter, Alaska Conservation 
Society; Peg Tileston, Alaska Center for the Environment. Source: Ross, Ken. 2000. 
Environmental Conflict in Alaska. University Press of Colorado. 298.

For Jay Hammond, these events were positive. As a conservationist, he could 

draw upon support from an increasingly vocal and organized environmental community. 

Bob Weeden wrote in a letter dated June 19, 1974 to Charles Callison, the Executive 

Vice President of the National Audubon Society:

Conservationists here are highly enthusiastic over Jay Hammond’s candidacy for 

the Republican gubernatorial nomination. Senator Hammond’s record in the 

Alaska State legislature through the 1960s and early 1970s was outstanding in 

terms of his grasp of natural resource issues, his stand on environmental quality 

matters, and his espousal of comprehensive state planning. None of the other



candidates in this race or any other since statehood even comes close to matching 

that record. ... We see this race as an extraordinarily critical one for both resident 

and non resident environmental groups, since so much of Alaska’s future hinges 

on decisions made in 1975-1978 as to the use of North Slope Revenues (Weeden 

1974).

The mood would have been perfect for an environmental candidate to run for 

governor, were it not for the deteriorating state of the economy. As we will see in the 

next chapter, Hammond was not focusing on economic growth in his campaigns. Thus, 

with people being concerned about their economic well-being, Hammond faced a 

potential dilemma.

3.3. Economic Hardships

Besides loss of trust in professional politicians and environmental concerns, there 

was a third major issue that dominated the 1970s: the economy was in turmoil. For a 

variety of reasons, the US economy had grown fast and steady for three decades. In the 

words of Hughes (2005, 17), however, the period of prosperity “did not prepare the 

country for the economic roller-coaster of the 1970s.” Only a few months before 

Hammond became governor, a rare and complex economic crisis hit the US: stagflation. 

Until the 1960s, so-called “Keynesian unemployment” (low aggregate demand) and 

inflation occurred alternatively (Bruno and Sachs 1985). In the 1970s, this pattern 

changed. Suddenly, it seemed, both unemployment and inflation were high. Stagflation, 

the rare problem of inflation and slow economic growth, led to a spiral. Higher prices due 

to inflation led to workers demanding higher wages. This caused production costs to
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increase, which in turn made prices go up and so forth. Healthy inflation usually lies 

around 2 to 3 percent. In 1974, the inflation rate was 12 percent. Americans worried 

about the double-digit inflation, and justifiably so. Weak economic performance in the 

1970s significantly altered the environmental performance of the United States. 

Environmental concerns may have been on top of both the citizens’ and the government’s 

agenda in the early 1970s, but the state of the economy became the most pressing issue 

after 1973 (Bruno and Sachs 1985). The oil crisis, also referred to as the Second Arab Oil 

Embargo (the first embargo took place in 1967), made the situation worse. During the 

October 1973 Arab-Israeli War (also known as the Yom Kippur War), the Arab members 

of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) announced an embargo 

against the United States in response to the U.S. decision to re-supply the Israeli military 

during the war. The embargo applied to all countries supplying Israel. The price of oil 

quadrupled during the crisis, leading to increased costs for consumers. The United States, 

with growing demand for oil and declining domestic reserves was especially vulnerable 

(U.S. Department of State, year N/A). Even though the crisis came to an end and the 

embargo ceased in 1974, consumers remained worried about similar situations in the 

future.

In Alaska, the “economic backlash” occurred faster than in the rest of the country. 

Whereas it was the OPEC oil shock of 1973 that made it more difficult for 

environmentalists to make their voice heard in the contiguous 48 states, the slow process 

of having a pipeline construction approved following the discovery of massive oil 

reserves at Prudhoe Bay in 1968 frustrated many Alaskans. Afraid of erosion to their
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economic base, Alaskans started to put “Sierra Go Home” bumper stickers on their cars 

(Weeden 1978, 32). McBeath and Rosenberg’s (2006) analysis applies: a society needs to 

be able to afford environmental protection. If people are concerned about their “daily 

bread,” environmental issues lose significance fast. The truth of the matter was that 

Alaska stood on the brink of bankruptcy. The state faced deficits of hundreds of millions 

of dollars in its operating budget, and it had the highest cost of living, inflation rate and 

unemployment of all the 50 states in the early 1970s (Roscow 1975). Like the rest of the 

country, Alaska needed economic growth in order to prosper. But unlike the rest of the 

country, Alaska had an immense potential to make this growth possible. This potential 

first became evident upon the Prudhoe Bay oil strike in 1968 and then in 1969 when 

Alaska received $900 million from the lease sale of North Slope oil tracts. Prudhoe Bay 

altered Alaska’s position in the energy crisis that was about to start in 1973.

Alaska’s economic situation put Jay Hammond in a dilemma. As a 

conservationist, he had the support of Alaska environmental groups. But because of the 

economic situation, the environmentalists’ support alone would not have been enough for 

him to succeed in protecting Alaska’s resources for future generations. He did stress the 

significance of holding on to conservationist values even though economic times might 

be tough. In his view, an escalated environmental conscience was not a luxury, but a 

necessity that Alaska could not afford to do without (Hammond 1979, 3). Not everyone 

shared this belief after the oil crisis. “Obviously, for many Alaskans the oil crisis 

underlined the urgency of pipeline construction and moving Prudhoe Bay oil to market-- 

and getting large quantities of money to flow to and through Alaska” (Correspondence
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with Thomas Morehouse, 2009). Had Hammond openly supported “big development,” as 

did Wally Hickel for example, he not only would have lost support from Alaska 

environmentalists. He would also have lost one significant issue (namely environmental 

protection) that distinguished him from his opponents. And last but not least, he would 

have betrayed his own beliefs. Jay Hammond stressed the positive sides of the economic 

hardships Alaska was facing. Alaska was blessed with abundant renewable energy 

resources, and the oil crisis enhanced their value (Hammond 1977, 3). For instance, 

during his first term Hammond initiated a wind energy research project in Kotzebue. 

Furthermore, he made possible a $350,000 study to find the best energy systems for 

buildings and communities in the sub-arctic. The goal was to save 45 percent of energy 

costs. Also the Division of Energy and Power Development commissioned a study to 

evaluate energy intensive industries that might well be “invited” to relocate or establish 

themselves in Alaska, meaning more jobs and a stronger economy for the state -  if  this 

development could pay its own way. So, the state did not lack plans. In retrospect this 

situation favored alternative energy solutions, but as the Trans Alaska pipeline was 

completed and oil prices rose, good intentions for more sustainable development, 

unfortunately for Hammond, were forgotten.

3.4. Reluctant Politician vs. Old School Politicians

Jay Hammond often pointed out that he was a “reluctant politician.” Labeling 

himself as “reluctant” was a smart move, as many Alaskans did not hold professional 

politicians in high regard. Yet his political record shows strong determination to proceed 

in his political career. Had Hammond been truly reluctant, he would never have faced the
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dilemma of running for governor in the first place. His years in the the Alaska Legislature 

laid the foundation for his eventual gubernatorial success. Hammond was elected to the 

State House as an independent in 1958. He joined the Republican Party soon thereafter. 

In February of 1963, Hammond faced Warren Taylor in the election for speaker pro tem 

(temporary speaker) in the first session of the third legislature. Both Taylor and 

Hammond garnered 20 votes each from the 40 House members. The tie could not be 

broken, and on the second day of the legislature Dora Sweeney took Taylor’s place in 

challenging Hammond. Again a 20-20 tie made a decision for either candidate 

impossible. This struggle continued for days until on the fifth day a secret ballot election 

led to Hammond’s defeat. The delay in coming up with a temporary speaker (and, 

consequently, the speaker) meant that the House could not be organized. The legislature, 

therefore, was paralyzed (Alaska House Journal, 1963).

A similar story evolved in 1971 when Hammond wanted to become president of 

the Senate. His opponent was Howard Bradshaw and both received 10 out of 20 possible 

Senate votes. Again, the deadlock lasted for several days. On the fifth day, after nightlong 

sessions with numerous attempts to elect a Senate president a member of the Senate 

proposed a secret vote. Each Senate member would indicate either a Democratic or a 

Republican vote on the ballot and whichever party secured eleven votes would choose the 

president and organize the Senate. The Republicans won eleven votes; hence Jay 

Hammond became president of the Senate on January 15, 1971.

A truly reluctant politician would not have had the determination to drag on through the 

battles outlined above, as Jay Hammond did. A reluctant politician, being aware of his
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polarizing effects, would have given way for a less polarizing candidate to help his party. 

In the history of the Alaska legislature the two long battles outlined above are unique, yet 

Jay Hammond played a crucial role in both of them. Figures 3 and 4 serve as an example 

of what the procedure of electing a Senate president usually looks like. Furthermore, as 

Senate president, Hammond had the power to appoint committee heads. Hammond 

recommended that in the 1972 session Senators Hensley and Poland would rotate their 

respective seats on the Finance and Health, Welfare and Education Committees. Since 

Hensley and Poland voted against Hammond in the election for Senate president it looks 

as though Hammond was able to cut a deal with them to ensure the extra vote he needed 

in the secret election to become President (Alaska Senate Journal, 1971). So even though 

he referred to himself as “reluctant,” with Jay Hammond Alaskans had a determined 

governor who could be trusted to purse his goals energetically.
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January 10, 1977 HOUSE JOURNAL

lieutenant Governor Thomas then proceeded to administer 
the oath of office by election districts.

Lieutenant Governor Thomas stated that District 16 wasnot 
announced this morning because the Alaska S u p r e i h e  
recently ruled that the election in District 16 shall be l i t aside and until such time as a new election is held 
in that District or an appointment is made according to 
law, that seat remains vacant.

, *. Governor Thomas then announced that nominations
^ I r e ^  order for Speaker Pro Tempore of the House of
P.epresentatives.

Mr. Freeman nominated Mr. Miller as Speaker Pro Tempore 
of the House.

with the following result:

y..„. 36 Akers, Bennett, Bradley, Brown.Buchholdt, Carpenter, Chatterton, Cotten, 
Cowper, Dankworth, Duncan, Eliason, 
Freeman, Gardiner, Gruening, Haugen, 
Hayes, Kelley, Lethin, McKinnon Malone, 
Meekins, Miles, Miller, Nakak, 'Ose, 
Osterback, Parr, Phillips, Rhode, Rudd. 
Schaeffer, Smith, Snider, Specking, 
Swanson.

Nays: 
Absent: 
Vacancy:

Urion.
Beirne, Guy.

And so, Mr. Miller was elected as Speaker Pro Tempore of 
the House.

Figure 3: “Example of a normal speaker pro tempore election.” When Jay Hammond 
stood for election for speaker pro tem, it took five days until a result was reached. Source: 
Alaska House Journal. 1977. Tenth Legislature -  First Session. Vol.1. Legislative Affairs 
Agency. Juneau, Alaska
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SENATE JOURNAL January 12, 1981

ELECTION OF PRESIDENT

President pro tempore Kerttula announced that nominations 
were in order for permanent President of the Senate of the 
Twelfth State Legislature.

Senator Rodey moved that Senator Kerttula be nominated as 
President of the Senate.

President pro tempore Kerttula announced further nominations 
were open for President.

Senator Rodey asked that Senator Kerttula be elected President 
of the Senate by unanimous consent. Without objection, Senator 
Kerttula was elected President of the Senate of the Twelfth 
State Legislature and received a standing ovation.

Figure 4: “Example of a normal senate president election.” It took more than five days 
until Jay Hammond was elected Senate president in 1971. Source: Alaska Senate
Journal. 1981. Twelfth Legislature -  First Session. Vol.1. Legislative Affairs Agency. 
Juneau, Alaska.

In 1972 Hammond planned to retire from politics, when some friends and former

co-workers, including people from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, telephoned

him and talked him into running for governor. “The next to last thing in the world I want

to do is run for governor. The last thing I’d want would be to win. I look at no politician

with any degree of envy, especially the Governor of Alaska, particularly these days”

(Hammond 1994, 186). Nevertheless, his friends put together a campaign organization

and came up with funding, so Hammond ran. One might suspect that he was happier

about this opportunity than he was willing to admit.



Hammond was the fifth governor of Alaska and the fourth individual to hold the 

position. Curiously, to become the head of state, he had to defeat all of his predecessors 

in either primary or general elections. In the 1974 primary election, Jay Hammond 

defeated Wally Hickel and Keith Miller. In the general election in November of the same 

year, Hammond gathered more votes than incumbent Bill Egan. Succeeding against 

Hickel and Egan was remarkable. Needless to say, his opponents could draw upon 

considerable popularity, and they were also better financially equipped.

Consider Wally Hickel, who was outspoken in his pro-development views. He 

had substantial financial support from development forces, which clearly gave him an 

advantage against the relatively money-strapped Hammond (Hanrahan and Gruenstein 

1977, 71). Hickel’s slogan was to “think big,” and he believed that big projects were what 

Alaska needed. The hotelier from Anchorage initiated many projects, among them the 

infamous Walter J. Hickel Highway, a hastily built road from Livengood, which lies 

close to Fairbanks, to Prudhoe Bay in 1968. The road started to crumble soon after the 

first heavy trucks drove on it, because construction caused the permafrost to melt. Hickel 

also supported projects even more questionable. As O’Neill (1994, 274) notes, it was 

Hickel’s dream to open up the Arctic for resource extraction so that Alaska could catch 

up with the rest of the United States economically. “My vision of the Arctic is that it has 

great opportunities and great wealth. There’s no reason for poverty out there” (Hickel 

interviewed by Spatz, 2001). Hickel had peculiar views, however. He was not concerned 

about the dangers of nuclear testing and offered the North Slope to the Atomic Energy 

Commission as a testing ground for nuclear bombs. If the AEC would find benefits in
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Arctic nuclear testing, Hickel would go along with it (Hickel in correspondence with the 

AEC in O’Neill 1994, 274-275).

Hickel’s first term in office was short because in 1969 President Nixon appointed 

him Secretary of the Interior. “I cried, but I took the job” Hickel later reflected (Hickel 

interviewed by Spatz 2001). This unhappiness did not last long in any case, as he was 

fired after only one year. Hickel had been less “enthusiastic” about the Vietnam War than 

Nixon, and this, among other things, led to their discord (Mitchel 2001). Hickel’s 

departure opened the door for him to run for governor of Alaska again. Hickel’s style of 

governing was peculiar, as “he brought pomp and circumstance to the office, riding from 

the governor’s mansion to the Capitol in a limousine daily and striding into his office past 

a staff standing rigidly at attention” (Carpenter et al. 1982). Such ceremony was 

unmatched in Alaska’s executive office before or afterwards. Hammond, the “un

politician,” did not engage in pomp and circumstance. Whereas Wally Hickel took a 

sensational approach in displaying his governorship, Hammond was modest. Instead of 

taking the limousine to his workplace, Hammond “has chosen to walk the three blocks 

like his predecessor, William Egan, often by himself and usually ducking in the back 

door” (Carpenter et al. 1982). This surely helped to “visualize” the difference between 

him and the old school of Alaska politicians; thus Hammond managed to appeal to those 

who had lost trust in “professional politicians.” Hammond won the primary with 29,000 

votes against Hickel’s 21,000 (see Table 1).
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Table 1: “Results of the Primary Election, August 24, 1974”

Election D istrict 
and  P recinct

STATEWIDE

N um ber of 
P ersons 
Voting

Egan
(D)

GOVBRNOR

Hammond
CR)

Hickel
(R)

Hopkins
<R)

Hopson
(D)

Miller
(R>

Russell
(R )

Wright
(D>

D istric t 1 
D istric t 2 
D istric t 3 
D istric t 4 
D istric t 5 
D istric t 6 
D istric t 7 
D istric t 8 
D istric t 9 
D istric t 10 
D istric t 11 
D istric t 12 
D istric t 13 
D istric t 14 
D istric t IS 
D istric t 16 
D istric t 17 
D istric t 18 
D istric t 19 
D istric t 20 
D istric t 21 
D istric t 22

3 ,9 5 1
2 ,0 8 1
2 ,3 0 8
8 ,2 7 8
2 ,3 3 6
3 ,1 8 2
5 ,2 6 3
5 ,7 4 6
3 .5 0 3  
6 ,7 7 4
6 .5 0 3  
6 ,7 2 8  
4 ,1 4 4  
1 ,2 0 3

953
1 ,5 4 1
1 ,8 4 2
1 ,4 0 8
2 ,4 1 1

1 0 ,8 9 8
1 ,5 6 4
1 ,9 6 8

STATEWIDE TOTALS 8 4 ,5 8 5

1 ,3 1 4 892 1 ,1 2 1
822 436 314
838 615 466

2 ,8 2 4 2 ,8 9 8 861
577 741 512
515 959 827

1 ,0 6 3 1 ,8 7 7 1 ,4 9 0
958 2 ,3 3 5 1 ,4 0 7
610 1 ,3 0 7 976
742 2 ,5 8 2 2 ,3 7 2
807 2 ,7 0 5 1 ,8 7 4
672 2 ,6 4 4 2 ,4 4 4
585 2 ,0 9 1 814
323 333 394
460 66 213
769 485 92

1 ,2 0 7 151 228
679 204 235
667 608 564

2 ,1 5 5 4 ,2 0 3 2 ,9 7 0
773 150 227
996 320 327

2 0 ,3 5 6 2 8 ,6 0 2 2 0 ,7 2 8

9
3
5
6 
6

10
18
15 
18 
14
16 
14
2
2
4 
8

12
8

16
65
11

7

33
18
14
20
18
19
21
39
23 
14
24 
12 
24 
12 
42 
41 
51 
65 
55 
58

233
115

951

461
416
297

1 ,5 2 5
389
747
600
805
463
924
904
828
524

94
73
30
75
64

262
1 ,2 1 4

53
116

1 0 ,8 6 4

7
2
5
5 
7
6 
6 
a
7 
6
3
8 
6 
0
4 
9

16
7
7

16
4
5

43
17 
24 
27
18 
45 
69 
76 
36 
47 
75
36 
39 
14 
59 
35 
54 
90

107
82
37 

___ 33

1 ,0 6 3

Source: Mooney, Elaine. 2009. State of Alaska, Division of Elections. Juneau, Alaska.

According to Hanrahan and Gruenstein (1977, 71) Wally Hickel severely 

underestimated Hammond. Hickel did not spend nearly as much money in campaigning 

against Hammond as he could have. He wanted to save his financial resources for a big 

“show down” with Bill Egan.

Keith Miller, on the other hand, did not present a significant challenge to Jay 

Hammond. Miller, who served as Hickel’s Lieutenant Governor, replaced Hickel when 

he became Secretary of the Interior in 1969. As McBeath and Morehouse (1991, 5) 

explain, Miller’s image was not very positive for a number of reasons, including the fact 

that he did not support a land claims resolution. Miller wanted the Trans Alaska Pipeline



to be built as fast as possible, calling the delay brought about by the newly required 

environmental impact statements (EIS) an “unwarranted interference in the sovereign 

state of Alaska” (Miller in Willis 2006, 177). He only served as governor for two years, 

between 1969 and 1970, when Bill Egan defeated him. Vic Fischer (2009) referred to 

Miller’s governorship as “not significant.” In the 1974 primary election, Miller did not 

even receive 11,000 votes (see Table 1).

Jay Hammond’s final barrier in the 1974 general election was incumbent Bill 

Egan. Bill Egan’s political career evolved with the political development of the state, 

which was one of the reasons that he was such a strong candidate. Egan served in the 

Territorial Senate, and planned to retire from politics and return to his business in Valdez 

after the 1955 legislative session. Therefore, he had to be convinced to run for the 

Constitutional Convention which took place on the campus of the University of Alaska 

Fairbanks (then known as the University of Alaska) in order to craft the Alaska 

Constitution in the winter of 1955/56. He was elected, which only led to increased 

demands from his colleagues. Now, they wanted him to put in his name for president of 

the Constitutional Convention. He was both convinced and elected, and from then on 

Egan’s political career took off. He successfully stood for election as a Tennessee Plan 

Senator , and after having been in Washington, D.C. for a little more than two years, he 

ran for governor in 1958 (Interview with Vic Fischer, 2009; Tower 2003).
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According to the Tennessee Plan, Alaskans voted for their Representatives in Congress 

before Alaska became State. Tennessee and several other territories used this scheme to 
gain statehood (McBeath and Morehouse 1994, 48).



Bill Egan had difficulty finding his way in the first years as governor. Because it 

was a new institution and the governor’s role was unscripted, not everything ran 

smoothly (Interview with Vic Fischer 2009). Furthermore, Egan had been ill and 

Alaska’s first Secretary of State (the position was renamed Lieutenant Governor in 1970), 

Hugh Wade, served as acting governor (Breeze 2002). Egan nonetheless developed 

political enthusiasm, and after serving two terms as governor, he sought reelection 

without success in 1966. Egan argued that he did not violate the constitution by running 

for a third term. Technically, he was right: his first term was about 34 days short of a 

“full” term because he was sworn in after the declaration of statehood (McBeath and 

Morehouse 1994, 171). The voters, however, disagreed with Egan’s reasoning. To them it 

appeared that Egan had served two full terms. Hence, Wally Hickel became governor in 

1966, but Egan got another chance in 1970. Altogether Democrat Egan was known for 

his pro-development views. He romanticized economic progress in the North saying that 

All of us share a similar dream for Alaska. We see an Alaska busy of factories, 

modern cities, crowded ports. We see the vast potential wealth of Alaska being 

utilized to improve the material well-being of the people of our State and our 

Nation. This is the Alaska my parents hoped to see -  it is a dream of long

standing, shared by all who know Alaska’s enormous potential for economic and 

social growth (Egan in Willis 2006, 157).

Egan also oversaw the solution of the Native Land Claims problem, therefore clearing the 

way for the construction of the oil pipeline (McBeath and Morehouse 1991, 5).
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All governors prior to Hammond had sided with resource development and 

growth. Hammond therefore was the only option for Alaska conservationists. On the 

surface, at least, there seemed not to have been clear signs in 1974 that the public would 

side other than with development. Yet, Hammond “astonished many by boldly 

questioning the traditional premises, and he astonished even more people with his 

victory” (Saltonstall 1974). During the 1974 campaign, Hammond did not refrain from 

playing the “environmental card,” despite the Anchorage Times’ constant bashing of 

conservationists. One of his main campaign issues, besides stressing the need for fiscal 

conservatism, was the Kachemak Bay oil leases examined in Chapter 4. Hammond’s 

victory in the 1974 general election was by no means a political landslide as Table 2 

makes clear. A mere 221 votes divided him from incumbent governor Egan in the general 

election. Yet, this narrow margin represented a large shift in public policies in Alaska 

(Saltonstall 1974).
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Table 2: “Results of the General Election, November 5, 1974”

STATEWIDE
--------  Governor-Lieutenant Governor

N um ber O f 
P e r s o n s  
V o t in g

E g a n -
B o u c h e r

(D)

Hammond-
T hom as

(R)

V o g l e r -
P e p p l e r

(A IP)

D is tr ic t 1 46 1 2 2529 185 6 173
D is tr ic t 2 221 3 1278 828 61
D is tr ic t 3 269 9 14 1 0 1 2 3 2 37
D is tr ic t 4 8 0 5 2 4569 317 3 178
D is tr ic t S 28 7 5 143 1 124 0 135
D is tr ic t 6 34 5 1 1327 172 2 304
D is tr ic t 7 63 5 1 3127 273 8 283
D is tr ic t 8 67 9 5 293 2 323 3 468
D is tric t 9 412 6 187 5 1 7 7 8 209
D is tr ic t 10 78 8 0 3228 411 7 37 1
D is tr ic t 11 788 6 3255 402 2 500
D is tr ic t 12 77 4 1 3039 3 8 8 1 336
D is tric t 13 506 6 170 0 300 7 254
D is tr ic t 14 166 4 730 876 24
D is tr ic t 15 11 1 5 691 351 47
D is tr ic t 16 1848 980 730 38
D is tr ic t 17 2 3 0 9 1349 842 63
D is tr ic t 18 17 3 6 854 727 63
D is tr ic t 19 281 8 1265 1286 174
D is tr ic t 20 13 2 2 7 5183 674 0 954
D is tr ic t 21 1 8 5 2 1217 510 30
D is tr ic t 22 22 4 1 141 2 713 38

STATEWIDE TOTALS 9 8 ,5 5 7 * 4 5 ,3 8 1 * 4 5 ,6 0 2 * 4 ,7 4 0

rOfficiaI Recount of 
the Governor's race 
reflects the following 
totals:

EGAN HAMMOND VQGLER

4 5 ,5 5 3  4 5 ,8 4 0  4 ,7 7 0

Source: Mooney, Elaine. 2009. State of Alaska, Division of Elections. Juneau, Alaska.

In 1978, Hammond faced Hickel in the primary and barely won (see Table 3). Just 98

votes separated the two Republicans. But Hammond won a decisive victory in the general

election (see Table 4), securing 16,000 more votes than his closest opponent -  again

Wally Hickel, this time running as a write in candidate.
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Table 3: “Results of the Primary Election, August 22, 1978”

State of Alaska -  Primary Election August 22, 1978. Race for Governor.

Chancy Croft (D): 8911 

Fink, Tom (R): 17487 

Hammond, Jay (R): 31896 

Hickel, Walter (R): 31798 

Kerttula, Jalmar (D):7125 

Lockhart Jimmie (R): 451 

Merdes, Ed (D): 8639

Registered Voters: 224118 

Votes Cast: 108057

Source: Mooney, Elaine. 2009. State of Alaska, Division of Elections. Juneau, Alaska.
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Table 4: “Results of the General Election, November 7, 1978.”

State of Alaska -  General Election November 7, 1978. Race for Governor and Lt. 

Governor.

Croft/Hurley (D): 25656 

Hammond/Miller (R): 49580 

Kelly/Poland (A): 15656 

Wright/Vogler (I): 2463 

Hickel (Write-in): 33555

Registered voters: 238434 

Votes cast: 129705

Source: Mooney, Elaine. 2009. State of Alaska, Division of Elections. Juneau, Alaska.

This chapter has presented the circumstances which led to Jay Hammond’s success, or 

probably more correctly, under which Hammond became successful. First of all, 

Watergate made it more likely for political newcomers to become elected. In Alaska, 

Hammond was not exactly a newcomer, but he was nonetheless a different kind of 

politician, someone who distinguished himself from his opponents. Hammond was a 

fresh face in statewide politics who attracted voters for whom people like Hickel had less 

appeal because they appeared pompous and unlovable (Hanrahan and Gruenstein 1977, 

71). The Sunshine Boys were also an outcome of this new attitude towards professional



politicians. The environmental movement too arose in the late 1960s and early 1970s, 

which helped to add legitimacy to Jay Hammond’s principles. The Alaska environmental 

community supported Jay Hammond. By the same token, Hammond was not popular 

with Alaska developers. The deteriorating state of the economy was therefore a 

disadvantage for him. In the 1974 gubernatorial race, Hammond faced tough opponents, 

among them all previous governors since Alaska had become state. The candidate from 

Naknek won the general election against Bill Egan by a small margin of 221 votes. The 

way was cleared for a new approach in Alaska conservationist policies.
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Chapter 4. Jay Hammond’s Conservationist Battles

In the 1970s, Alaska’s population doubled. The construction of the pipeline led to 

a gold rush mentality and the word “development” was on everyone’s lips (Roderick 

1997). In such times, a governor trying to succeed on a conservationist agenda might 

seem to be tilting at windmills. Therefore, this chapter sets out to provide insight on 

issues that represent the struggle of Jay Hammond against the economic paradigm that 

was prevailing in Alaska during his time in public office.

From the first day Jay Hammond arrived in Alaska, he was concerned with the 

impact humans had on their environment. After graduating from college in 1949, he took 

a job with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a government hunter, and his 

assignments took him to many different places in Alaska. Hammond believed in 

limitations on hunters for the sake of the wildlife’s well being. In a letter to the 

Matanuska Valley Sportsman Association, dated January 10, 1957, he lamented the 

planned abolishment of guide requirements. (As guides were expensive, their requirement 

kept hunters from pursuing their hobby.) “It may be undemocratic to limit our hunting by 

fiscal means but it’s damn poor game management to remove the only effective block we 

have to excessive destruction of wildlife.” This statement reflects Hammond’s view of 

choosing environmental quality over large monetary gains. His views on predator control 

were also moderate. He defended “selective control” (as opposed to indiscriminate use of 

bait traps and poisons) in situations where people have “upset the ecological balance.” 

During his time at the Fish and Wildlife service, Hammond engaged in wolf hunts but he 

did not like them. “It suddenly seemed that I was killing the last two wolves in the world”
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(Hammond in Saltonstall 1974). Hammond did not believe that predator control was a 

question of killing all wolves versus killing no wolf at all. He argued for a proper 

management program managed with discretion and being applied in selected areas only 

(Fineberg 1976)3.

Hammond earned his reputation as a thoughtful and conservative hunter. He 

received praise from his clients. A fellow hunter wrote in a letter to the Department of 

Fish and Game (dated November 29, 1964): “I would recommend Mr. Hammond as one 

of the finest and best qualified men I have ever hunted with or expect to meet. I have 

been to Alaska on three different occasions and have never been so impressed with a 

guide as I was with Mr. Hammond.”

During his years in the legislature, Hammond already had developed his 

reputation as a conservationist. He had a negative voting record on many development 

issues, speaking out against state resolutions that he thought were environmentally 

unsound (Saltonstall 1974). According to Lapham (1970), Hammond distrusted economic 

development for its own sake, believing that too often the majority of Alaskans would not 

benefit from it.

W e’ve had the example of so-called normal development in the United States. If 

that’s normal, then I’m for what’s abnormal. I don’t give a damn about making

Author Barry Lopez accused Jay Hammond of killing 300 wolves a month during his 
time at the Fish and Wildlife Service. Jay Hammond refuted this claim in his 
autobiography: “Three hundred wolves a month? That’s twenty-five thousand wolves 
during my seven years as a government hunter! Three hundred wolves a year would be 
exaggeration enough” (Hammond 1994, 104). Yet, Hammond was not successful in 
wiping out the accusations. Anahita and Mix (2006, 336) also quote Lopez to argue that 
Hammond’s excessive w olf hunting was an expression of “frontier masculinity.”



three or four times as much money. To do what? So I can go to New Zealand? I’d

rather have the country (Hammond in Lapham 1970).

Hammond wanted to preserve the Alaska he had come to love. Those seeking escape 

from environmental degradation elsewhere should find intact nature in Alaska. Hammond 

introduced a variety of bills that would ensure his vision. For example, he sponsored a 

bill for the establishment of a Department of Environmental Affairs which would have 

had the authority to decide land classifications in the state, but it did not pass (Lapham 

1970). Had it been successful, this department probably would have played a crucial role 

in the d-2 lands debate, a debate circling around whether land should be set aside for 

development or conservation. During the 1968 legislative session, Representative 

Hammond tried to make Bristol Bay, in the region of his home village, Naknek, a 

sanctuary. Hammond’s bill, prohibiting oil platforms in critical areas of the bay, passed 

both houses but Governor Hickel vetoed it (Roderick 1997, 233). Four years later, as 

Senate president, Hammond was successful in creating the Bristol Bay Fish Sanctuary to 

protect prime fishery values against oil drilling (Hammond 1994, 292). Among the most 

influential issues for Hammond prior to his governorship was his opposition to the 

Rampart Dam, however.
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4.1. Rampart Dam

Chapter 2 touched on the resentment against Outside influence that has persisted 

through a century and more of Alaska history. Pro-development interests consistently 

favored whatever proposal promised economic growth in the short run, and opposed 

whatever threatened to get in its way. The Rampart Dam was a good example of this 

recurring pattern. Before oil became as significant for Alaska as it became after 1968, 

many thought that the latent energy of Alaska rivers would play a key role in the state’s 

future. Great hydroelectric power plants were seen as the basis of a rapidly expanding 

economy. Rampart Dam was the most ambitious of such proposals (Corso, 1974). The 

proposed dam would be 280 miles long and 80 miles wide, and it would flood 6.8 million 

acres in the Yukon Flats. After the 20 years it would take the reservoir to fill, the site 

would produce an estimated 5 million kilowatts of electricity per year -  enough to power 

10 million homes (Willis 2006, 141). The plan also intended to flood the area 

surrounding seven Native villages in the Upper Yukon, and in the early stages of the plan 

Natives were not informed. Pro-development interests, including newspapers, quickly 

understood that the rising power of environmental groups in Washington, D.C., and their 

fast growing interest in Alaska affairs, was a serious threat to the project 

(Correspondence with Weeden 2009).

To understand the influence the Rampart Dam had on the relationship between 

conservationists and developers, it is interesting to note the Department of the Interior’s 

Bureau of Reclamation report of 1949. Then, it was estimated that six billion dollars 

worth of products and 750,000 jobs (more than the number of inhabitants early in the
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twenty-first century) would result from the establishment of mining and manufacturing 

industries attracted to Alaska by cheap power. Furthermore, 8,294,000 kilowatts would 

be generated at 72 potential sites (Corso 1974). Rampart was supposed to be the greatest 

of these 72 sites. Similarly, in 1959 the Army Corps of Engineers noted that Rampart 

would offer “a hydroelectric potential unprecedented at this time” (Corso 1974).

The Rampart Dam project, proponents argued, would offset adverse economic 

changes taking place in Alaska in the 1960s and provide for a bright economic future 

(Coates 1993, 111). Governor Bill Egan hoped that the project would create up to 80,000 

jobs, but Ernest Gruening was the main pro-Rampart actor. This is interesting because 

Gruening also referred to himself as a conservationist. He emphasized the many 

conservation causes he had supported in the Senate, but as Naske observed, in Alaska 

Gruening could not wait for the bulldozers to roll quickly enough to start the construction 

of the Rampart Dam (2004, 221).

The story of Gruening’s battle for Rampart Dam illustrates one of the basic laws 

of western politics and conservation: it is easy to support conservation measures 

when they affect voters in other districts, but it is much harder to see the validity 

of environmental concerns in one’s own backyard (Naske 2004, 221).

In September of 1960 Senator Gruening held three meetings in Alaska to 

determine the prospects for hydro energy in Alaska. He decided that Rampart was the 

best of several alternatives, and recommended that it be built (Corso 1974). As Willis 

(2006) notes, Gruening was more than just a supporter of Rampart. It was his pet project 

and he projected all the economic hopes he had for Alaska into Rampart, labeling it the
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“greatest peacetime project in the history of the free world”. As Ross (2000, 126) points 

out, Gruening “believed that cheap power would bring in people and industry and solve 

the state’s economic problems.” Furthermore Gruening remarked that the Soviet Union 

was “catching up with the U.S. in electric powerful production, the basic field in which 

supremacy counts heavily in peaceful economic competition or in event of war,” (Corso

1974) and Rampart would help Alaska to succeed in catching up after “years of federal 

neglect” (Gruening in Brooks 1965, 54).

There was a Rampart Economic Advisory Board which was strongly disposed to 

favor the project. Rampart proponents supported the project with a degree of 

ethnocentrism “not distinguishable from insult” as Dan O’ Neill (2007, 311) put it. 

Gruening degraded the area in question as “one of the few really ugly areas in a land 

prodigal with sensational beauty” (Gruening in O’Neill 2007, 311). His administrative 

assistant, George Sundborg, dared critics to search the whole world over because “it 

would be difficult to find an equivalent area with so little to be lost through flooding. ... 

In fact, those who know it best say the kindest and best thing one could do for the place is 

put it under 400 feet of water” (Sundborg in O’Neill 2007, 311). Furthermore Sundborg 

stated that the whole area did not contain more than “ten flush toilets” and Gruening 

emphasized that the people who needed to be relocated lived in “an area as worthless 

from the standpoint of human habitation as any that can be found on earth (O’Neill 2007, 

311).
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Figure 5: “Rampart Dam.” The caption in the original cartoon reads: “Who needs moose, 
salmon, and ducks when, for less than two billion dollars, you can have electric 
rotisseries, water skiing, and the biggest cement plug in the world?”
Source: Rost, Tom. August 1964. Editorial Cartoon. In Field & Stream.

The Rampart Dam was the first occasion when conservationists were explicitly 

perceived as the common enemy of developers, at least in Alaska. Conservationists were 

not only viewed as radical environmentalists. They were put on a level with “outside 

interests,” the kind of interests Alaskans loathed so much (Hanrahan and Gruenstein



1977, 71). Gruening made sure that the Pro-Rampart movement was in full swing. 

Ironically, he gathered support from the federal government. President John F. Kennedy 

had been supportive of Rampart in the early 1960s (Naske 2004). A visit by Lyndon 

Johnson’s Vice President Hubert Humphrey in 1967 caused Gruening to rejoice that 

Humphrey “spoke while here of the advisability, even the necessity, of building the 

Rampart Project at the earliest possible time” (Gruening in a letter to General William 

Cassidiy, dated July 6, 1967). Besides Gruening and Egan, all other Alaska politicians 

with ambitions supported the project as well. Also Alaska’s best known developers were 

involved in the planning of the project. Robert Atwood, for instance, was appointed to the 

executive committee of the project, which was renamed Yukon Power for America 

(YPA) to improve its image. C.W. Snedden, editor of the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner 

was elected president of YPA. Governor Bill Egan, Congressman Ralph Rivers and 

Senators Ernest Gruening and Bob Bartlett became ex-officio members. Short and 

precise: all ranking names of Alaska’s political and economic society were in one way or 

another involved in the pro-Rampart camp, except one person - Jay Hammond. 

Hammond’s good friend and fellow member of the Alaska state legislature, Clem Tillion, 

wrote in a letter to the Atlantic Monthly in July 1965: “Few men in politics in Alaska dare 

speak against Rampart regardless of personal feeling.”
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Figure 6: “Proposed Rampart Dam site.” Source: Brooks, Paul. May 1965. The Plot to 
Drown Alaska. In: The Atlantic Monthly. 55.

Initially, conservationists were generally invisible participants in public Rampart 

discussions, with severely limited influence (Corso 1974). It was Jay Hammond who led 

a small group of critics against the Rampart Dam proposal. Hammond remarked 

sardonically of his colleagues that “most of them would stand up and face Mecca 

whenever someone said Rampart” (Coates 1993, 146). As the chairman of the state 

Senate Resources Committee, Hammond sponsored an amendment to a joint House and 

Senate resolution which in his view was praising the project excessively. The amendment 

made clear that not all Alaskans, as was implied by the original resolution, stood behind



the project and that there were concerns indeed (Coates 1993, 140). The passage that 

offended Hammond read:

Whereas the construction of power facilities at Rampart would not only guarantee 

the economic development of Alaska and the comfort of its population, but [it] 

would act as a dynamic torch to the entire world to affirm the fact that the 

American democratic and free enterprise systems are the most vigorous and 

efficient forces existing in the world, and it would further provide other 

underdeveloped areas in the world with a living guide to their own progress 

(Coates 1993, 140 -  141).

Hammond thought that the Rampart proposal was a “monumental boondoggle,” for 

economic reasons and also because “according to virtually every knowledgeable 

biologist, the dam’s environmental consequences would be devastating” (Hammond 

1994, 139). In January 1962 the Alaska Conservation Society’s News Bulletin reprinted 

one of Hammond’s newspaper articles. As state senator he then questioned the economic 

rationale for Rampart as well as its impact on wildlife. Bob Weeden, one of the most 

influential members of ACS, referred to this piece as “one of the most thought-provoking 

essays yet to appear” (Nelson 2005, 58-59). As was the case when he spoke out against 

statehood, Hammond was not swayed by majority views. He had his principles and in 

order to defend them he was willing to swim against the tide.

Slowly, more and more groups became aware of the plan’s shortcomings and 

support for Hammond’s viewpoints increased. Hammond could draw upon support from 

the remote Bristol Bay fishing communities he represented as legislator. Not only were
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his constituents opposed to Rampart, “the history of salmon destruction caused by high- 

rise dams did little to spur enthusiasm among fisherfolk anywhere” (Hammond 1994, 

139). Also, the federal Fish and Wildlife service conducted research that revealed the 

environmental pressure the project would cause: “Nowhere in the history of water 

development in North America have the fish and wildlife losses anticipated to result from 

a single project been so overwhelming,” the report stated. The findings, obviously 

unfavorable to Rampart, were released at the annual meeting of the Alaska Sportsmen’s 

Council and prompted an immediate and outraged reaction against the project, a reaction 

that soon spread to conservationists throughout the country. When the results were 

formally released in 1964, the tempo of the struggle between conservationists and 

Rampart proponents increased accordingly. Howard Zahniser, Executive Director of the 

Wilderness Society, stated that

The Society feels that flooding this incomparable area of interior Alaska would do 

great damage by destroying both economic and intangible wildlife and wilderness 

assets. We feel that the Yukon River should remain a live river and a strong 

feature of the original Alaska (Zahniser 1964).

Paul Brooks (1965) pointed out that for conservationists who believed in Alaska 

as the “last chance to do things right,” projects like Rampart Dam could destroy that 

chance forever. Yukon Flat Natives also started to organize against the project (Corso

1974). Besides environmentalists, hunters increasingly feared that the project would 

destroy “up to 2.4 million acres of prime duck breeding habitat” (Coates 1993, 145). 

Among the animals inhabiting the lakes and ponds around the Yukon Flats were scaup,
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pintails, scoters, widgeons, mallards, shovelers, teal, and canvasback ducks. Also Canada 

geese, white-fronted geese, the rare trumpeter swan, loons, grebes, and sandhill cranes 

were to be found (Coates 1993, 145). As Gruening was aware “One of the obstacles we 

will face is the opposition of a group of fanatical conservationists” (Coates 1993, 141). 

Conservationist opposition was a “relatively new proposition” (Coates 1993, 142), and 

developers found it increasingly difficult to justify their viewpoint that the soon to be 

flooded Yukon Flats had no intrinsic value.

The Rampart Dam was never authorized. Conservationists played a significant 

role, but the economic circumstances effectively prohibited Rampart’s realization. The 

Natural Resources Council released a report in 1966, concluding that Rampart could 

become a financial disaster, because the market for the electricity it would provide did 

not exist. This economic assessment dealt a final blow to the project (Willis 2006, 161).

The crucial outcome of Hammond’s opposition to Rampart was not so much that 

the dam faltered, but the connections Hammond made with the emerging Alaska 

environmental community in general and Bob Weeden and Celia Hunter especially. The 

Rampart Dam project brought about an increased organization of Alaska 

conservationists, which influenced Hammond’s future political career. The Weeden- 

Hammond team became an influential force in Alaska environmental politics. Weeden 

became an adviser and personal friend of Hammond. Weeden vigorously engaged in the 

ACS where he served as editor of its newsletter, president, and board member. He was 

not only energetic and skillful but also brought a “judicious, academic perspective” to 

his work. He was active in “helping conservationists get their homework done so that our
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opinions are based on sound and accurate knowledge of the facts” (Weeden in Nelson 

2005, 91). Weeden had also worked as wildlife biologist for the Alaska Department of 

Fish and Game, and he taught wildlife management and natural resources at the 

University of Alaska Fairbanks (Ross 2000, 294). Furthermore Weeden did professional 

environmental lobbying and he personally confronted lobbyists of the big oil companies. 

Weeden became Hammond's first director of the Division of Policy Development and 

Planning, which was a division within the governor's office. But until then, Weeden 

increased Hammond’s involvement in Alaska conservationist issues. As Senate president 

in the early 1970s, Hammond was the leader of a conservationist group of Republicans 

and Weeden found his door open (Nelson 2005, 92).

As may be concluded from the Rampart Dam case study, what his critics 

particularly did not like was Hammond’s stance on development. Because Jay Hammond 

criticized Gruening publicly throughout the controversy, the latter opposed Hammond’s 

candidacy (Gruening died on June 26 in 1974, a few months before the gubernatorial 

elections). No project better represents both why people supported and feared Hammond 

than the Rampart Dam proposal. It was a huge development project supported by 

influential developers, newspapers and the majority of Alaskans. Hammond helped to 

shut down planning of the project. He did not do so singlehandedly, but his determination 

to advance conservationist goals against significant opposition became evident. While 

advocates of slow growth did not yet have the majority vote in public policy decisions, 

their presence was beginning to be felt in the closing years of the Rampart controversy 

and would figure even more strongly in similar decisions to come (Corso 1974).
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Yet, one of Hammond’s characteristics was that he tried to reach compromise. In 

the case of Rampart Dam, Hammond supported the Susitna-Devil Canyon Hydro Project. 

Together with Bob Weeden, he was the first to publicly point out the advantages of Devil 

Canyon in 1961. Devil Canyon would produce less energy (480,000KW in contrast to 

Rampart’s 4,770,000), but it would only be necessary to flood 68,000 acres (as opposed 

to Rampart’s 6,946,000). Whereas the Rampart Dam would require that up to 2000 

people be relocated, no people would have to move if Devil Canyon were built (Weeden 

1961). Schramm five years later supported this viewpoint, arguing that the Devil Canyon 

project would have virtually no detrimental effects on fish and wildlife and it might be 

built in phases to produce the right amount of power for the available market (1966, 31).

Of course, a hydroelectric project on the upper Susitna River, located just north of 

Anchorage, had been considered since the 1940s. Under Governor Hammond’s urging, 

however, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers increased its efforts and studied five 

different locations and combinations of dams on the river before settling on the proposal 

for the combined Watana and Devil Canyon projects as the most cost-effective and least 

environmentally disruptive. However, as of 2009 the project has yet to be realized 

(Bradner 2009).

Hammond’s record and stand on environmental issues during his years in the 

Senate had both positive and negative elements for the evolution of his political career. 

His outspoken views certainly helped to elevate his image and helped to make him a 

well-known figure in Alaska politics. By the same token, his critics found it easier to 

point out what they did not like about Hammond. A letter to the editor of the Tundra
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Times summarizes Hammond’s environmental philosophy during his years in the Senate 

(see figure 7).

LETTER TO THE EDITOR
Mr. Howard Rook, Editor 
TUNDRA TIMES 
Box 1287
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707 
Dear Mr. Rook:

WHO PAYS ?
Alaskans are told there is little to fear In transporting .

oil by pipeline and tanker. The likelihood of oil spills 
damaging fisheries, game, fur bearers or waterfowl, they say, 
is very small. Many Alaskans believe this. Some do not.

Cordova fishermen, for example, consider the tankering of 
oil through their fishery area as a one-sided game of "Resources 
Russian Roulette." Interior Native villagers, dependent upon 
hunting, fish or trapping, are equally nervous.

Mrs. Ann Frank of Minto said it well when she testified for 
Senate Bill 374 in front of the Resources Committee. She asked 
simply: "Who pays? Who pays if due to oil a trapline is wiped
out? Who pays if the fish are gone?. Who pays if the caribou go 
away?"

Unless legislation such as Senate Bill 374 passes, the answer 
is simple: the fisherman, the trapper, and the hunter pay. Hot
the oil companies. Not the State. Not the Federal Government.

Some of us believe the last one to pay should be the fisherman, 
hunter, or trapper. Because of this belief we support legislation 
which would make those responsible for transporting the oil liable 
in case of damage to an individual's livelihood.

If the Federal Government issues a permit to transport oil 
they should be responsible for the consequence of that fact. If 
the State in turn promotes the action, they too should be respon
sible. Not so. . . . .

We cannot impose liability upon the government, we do not 
impose it upon the state. We do impose it limltedly upon the oil 
companies but only insofar as damages to the state, not damages to 
the little guy. This is wrong. _ _  _  __________ ______ ________

Tf must sell out a fisherman, a trapper or hunters in 
return for oil development, let's at least charge the going price. 
Let's not simply throw them in as a door prize.

Somehow outsiders have gotten the impression that Alaskans 
are more concerned with money than environment, that we re 
willing to plow up and plunder Alaskanand then pave it over.
Senate Bill 374 is one way to show them they re mistake .

If it's a good gamble that tankers and a pipeline are aimost 
f a i l - s a f e  oil companies should be perfectly willing to put their 
money where their tube is.

Jay Hammond
President of the Senate

Figure 7: “Jay Hammond letter to the editor, dated April 24, 1972”. Source: Consortium 
Library, Archives and Special Collections Department. University of Alaska Anchorage.



One of Hammond’s strengths was that he had little interest in pleasing 

constituents outside his district. This changed when he became governor of Alaska, as he 

became governor of all Alaskans.

More so than members of the legislature, Alaska governors as the heads of state 

find themselves in a peculiar situation. All governors, to a certain extent, must balance 

the economic needs of citizens with the environmental pressure these economic needs put 

on the land. But for Hammond, the latter part was more important than for any other 

governor before him. As governor, Hammond still referred to himself as an “avowed 

conservationist,” but he also acknowledged the contradiction between environmental 

protection and development in Alaska.

What most Alaskans long for is: freedom to choose a life-style designed to one’s 

own blueprint: a natural environment that facilitates this life-style and inspires 

rather than immerses one’s sense of life and spirit. Yet also, most want an 

economic environment which is rewarding but under the control of the people it 

most affects: rather than controlled remotely from obscure “outside” boardrooms 

(Hammond 1976 [a], 1).

The “outside boardrooms” Hammond referred to above, and those who sympathized with 

them, therefore quickly found an enemy in Jay Hammond. He had already acquired the 

reputation as a “no-growther” before 1974, so it was only logical for Bob Atwood’s 

Anchorage Times to more often than not condemn the “zero growth” governor (Hanrahan 

and Gruenstein 1977, 67). The head of the Alaska Teamsters, Jesse Carr, was another 

rival of Jay Hammond. Carr accused Hammond of being a “foe to development,”
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prohibiting the creation of more jobs willingly (Hanrahan and Gruenstein 1977, 67). Any 

legislator fond of environmental ideas could expect Carr’s opposition. For a few years in 

the 1970s Carr symbolized Alaska boosterism and the social strains that accompanied 

development in the forty-ninth state (Nelson 2005, 150). As governor, the creation of jobs 

was indeed not on top of Hammond’s agenda. “The irony,” Hammond said before 

becoming governor, “is that some of us are trying to make Alaska into a replica of the 

society we came up here to escape. If I want to see a freeway, I can go to Los Angeles” 

(Hammond in Lapham 1970).

Hammond always stressed the primacy of quality over quantity when it came to 

economic development. He openly stated that it was not his intention to increase the 

dollar volume flow throughout the state by simply exploiting the available resources 

(Hammond 1976 [b], 21). Hammond believed that if  Alaska expanded too fast, it would 

end up with a crash (Ulmer, 2009). Nevertheless, “not expanding too fast” was equal to 

“not expanding at all” in the eyes of Alaska developers. A proof of Hammond’s sincerity 

was that his messages did not differ depending on the audiences he addressed. Whereas 

pro-environmental rhetoric was to be expected in Hammond’s annual “State of the 

Environment” addresses, which the Alaska Conservation Society sponsored during his 

first term, Hammond was also clear in speeches he gave for strictly pro-development 

Alaskans. To the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce Hammond announced: “We need to 

put a handle on state spending, ... there just might be some sense in controlling certain 

types of growth” (Hammond 1976 [b], 9).
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Developers also grumbled because Republican Hammond had strong pro- 

environmental members in his cabinet. Jay Hammond’s administrations were indeed 

among the most bipartisan in Alaska history (McBeath and Morehouse 1991).

As Fran Ulmer (2009) confirmed, Hammond saw his administration as a “microcosm” of 

the state. Hence he appointed both Republicans and Democrats alike.

I calculatedly chose a crew with different viewpoints rather than simply selecting 

persons whose thinking was in lockstep with my own. Some were recruited from 

the Chamber of Commerce, some from the Conservation Society. Some are 

liberals. Some are conservatives. Some are even Republicans” (Hammond in 

Hanrahan and Gruenstein 1977, 78).

Hammond hired people who helped to ground the conservationist ideas he emphasized 

and who would have the knowledge and zeal to make them possible. Hammond did not 

just pay lip service to environmental protection. The Division of Policy Development and 

Planning (DPDP), for instance employed Fran Ulmer, Bob Weeden and Thomas 

Morehouse. The division had a rather vague and broad policy development and analysis 

mandate, but focused mainly on land and natural resource issues. Weeden was an 

environmental philosopher. He thought about the “big” issues concerning Alaska, 

including the tension between the environment and development, Native and non-Native, 

and also between Alaskans and non-Alaskans in general. Like Hammond, Weeden was 

convinced that the “political tide” was still set towards traditional economic development 

and he saw it as his purpose to bring about the paradigm change that Alaska 

conservationists deemed so necessary
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The first popular test of a program or law is whether implementing it will increase 

or decrease the conversion of natural resources to goods and dollars, expand or 

shrink job opportunities, raise or lower state revenues, promote or dampen 

commercial enterprises. Dominant political views see environmental protection as 

a nice thing in itself, but a harassment or outright danger when it becomes an 

issue in a particular development program (Weeden 1978, 30).

For the Department of Environmental Conservation, created to “conserve, improve and 

protect Alaska's natural resources and the environment,” Jay Hammond appointed Ernst 

Mueller as commissioner, and he served in both terms. As Thomas Morehouse, deputy 

commissioner of DPDP recalled: Mueller seemed “seriously committed to his job, though 

probably not adequately empowered to regulate and control the environmental challenges 

accompanying pipeline construction and rapid growth and change in the population 

(Correspondence with Morehouse, 2009). Mueller also had been president of the Alaska 

Conservation Society, where he frequently attacked the “mad rush towards development” 

(Mueller in Coates 1993, 224).

There were other active conservationists in Hammond’s cabinet, such as Walter 

B. Parker, the commissioner of Transportation. Whereas one might expect a person 

holding this position actively to seek the expansion and improvement of the road system, 

under Hammond and Parker a different approach was chosen. This approach emphasized 

the belief that “opening up” new land through the creation of roads would always to a 

certain extent lead to their exploitation. Hammond’s view was that “Those who believe
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roads automatically serve to promote exploration, discovery and extraction can point to 

few cases in Alaska where such has occurred” (Hammond in Saltonstall 1974).

The North Slope Haul Road was one such example. Built to allow the 

transportation of construction materials for the pipeline, the question soon arose whether 

the road should be opened for public traffic. Proponents of an open haul road, the pro

development community, argued that small businesses would be attracted and jobs 

created. They wanted to increase the population in the Arctic, and the Bureau of Land 

Management proposed to open the haul road to the public as well (Ross 2000, 159). 

Opponents were afraid of the adverse environmental impact on people in this area. The 

intrusion of trash and uncontrolled hunting would “breach the wilderness integrity of the 

Arctic” (Ross 2000, 158). Interestingly, the oil companies joined the Conservation 

Society in opposing opening the haul road to the public. They feared liability suits and 

damage to their equipment. Native communities were afraid of the impact the open road 

would have on their lifestyle (Ross 2000, 159). Hammond’s position, consistent with his 

view on development in general, was to “crack open the road conservatively,” meaning 

that the road should be opened in the summer to mass transportation by private 

companies, but not for regular private traffic (Coates 1993, 307). Hammond forged 

consensus on this issue. Under his supervision, in October 1979 the haul road came under 

the control of the State of Alaska. It was named after James Dalton, an early Alaska 

engineer, and the state opened the road to public traffic as far as the Yukon River Bridge 

(Mile 56). Pro-development interests in Fairbanks lobbied to open the road year-round to 

Deadhorse, seven miles short of the Arctic Ocean, where the road ends (Coates 1993,
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307). Hammond’s stance prevailed; only in 1995 was the road finally opened to the 

public.

It is no wonder that Alaska conservationists were content with Hammond’s 

cabinet. Richard Bishop, president of ACS when Hammond became governor, wrote in a 

letter to Hammond dated January 29, 1975:

I want to congratulate you on your choice of Administration appointments. If 

those I know are representative of your choices in general, you have assembled a 

fine staff. The Alaska Conservation Society is particularly pleased with your 

appointment of Bob Weeden, Walt Parker, Ernst Mueller, Mike Smith and Sandy 

Sagalkin. We believe your decision to retain Jim Brooks was also wise (Bishop

1975).

To bring in so many outspoken conservationists might seem a radical step for 

even a conservationist governor. However, Alaska’s political culture is especially suitable 

for bringing in strong characters that do not fit into regular party schemes. Just like Jay 

Hammond, many Alaskans don’t feel at ease with party labels. McBeath and Morehouse 

(1994, 23) note that Alaskans come from a “hodgepodge of backgrounds” and settle in 

different kinds of communities. What unites them is the need for self-reliance in order to 

survive in the North. This self-reliance is reflected in a “can-do” approach when it comes 

to government and politics. Alaskans view themselves as independent, and they will vote 

for political candidates who serve their interests, not for candidates just because they are 

affiliated with a certain political party or ideological belief. Hammond understood that 

bringing into office a diverse team would not only appeal to Alaskans; by circumventing
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traditional partisanship he could also encourage newcomers, outsiders and ideologues to 

join his team. Besides having a supporting team in the background, Hammond’s message 

was the same as it had been during his years in the legislature. If the environment were 

destroyed, and with it such mainstays of the Alaska economy as the fishing industry, 

there would be no going back to the way it once used to be (Hanrahan and Gruenstein 

1977, 75).

4.2. Kachemak Bay

Economic expansion disturbed Jay Hammond, and he openly questioned whether 

the state’s carrying capacity had been reached. A larger population, from his point of 

view, did not increase the quality of life in Alaska (Saltonstall 1974). This is noteworthy, 

because population growth and economic development go hand in hand in Alaska, 

especially in the context of oil. Environmentalists significantly lost momentum after the 

oil price shock in 1973. Prices for oil increased dramatically in the 1970s and, as outlined 

in the previous chapter, public attention shifted away from environmental issues towards 

economic concerns. Alaskans, too, were worried about their economic well-being. Many 

people in Alaska therefore did not appreciate the environmentalists’ agenda (Hanrahan 

and Gruenstein 1977, 71). Hammond made clear that he was not looking for the oil 

industry’s recognition. “Believe me, I’d not sleep too well at night if  the oil companies 

viewed my performance as “perfect” (Hammond in Carpenter et al. 1982).

Unlike previous governors, Jay Hammond did not propose big government 

investments to spur employment. More than that, as governor Jay Hammond was willing 

to reverse development decisions that had already been made. The best example is the
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Kachemak Bay oil leases and, more specifically, the state’s buyback of those leases. The 

Kachemak Bay issue is also a good example of how Jay Hammond turned his personal 

values into policy. His environmental engagement in politics grew out of his strong 

feeling on topics such as fishing (Ulmer 2009). Hammond was a fisherman, and as 

Weeden explained, Alaska fishermen have often played a vital role in curbing 

development in Alaska. Especially when it comes to potential oil pollution, commercial 

fishing interests have put political pressure on the state to increase regulation (1978, 95). 

This was the case with Kachemak Bay, which lies approximately 150 miles south of 

Anchorage, on the western coast of the Kenai Peninsula. The bay is renowned for 

supporting many species of marine life. For example, sea otters, seals, porpoise and 

whales are among the charismatic animals inhabiting the Bay (Alaska Division of Parks 

and Outdoor Recreation 2009).

Besides marine life, oil also happens to be abundant in Kachemak Bay. 

Therefore, the oil industry was eager to gain access to those resources. They successfully 

offered the state $25 million for the tracts in 1973. At the time that was the second largest 

lease sale. After Egan’s administration cleared the way, oil companies immediately 

announced plans to begin drilling. At this point, however, Alaska fishermen along with 

other concerned citizens had already filed lawsuits. For awhile “the fate of Kachemak 

Bay was left rustling in the wind” (Flagg 2005).
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Figure 8: “Kachemak Bay,” photograph by Tobin, John. 2005. Source: Kachemak Bay 
Alaska. The Homer Foundation. USA.

In 1973, about 300 Homer citizens, mostly fishermen concerned about their 

livelihood, signed a petition to request a public hearing about the leases. This was denied 

(Janotta 2003). Chuck Herbert, resources chief under Governor Egan, was the person 

responsible for denying the request for a hearing. He argued that “no specific issue or 

problems were raised” (Roderick 1997, 387). The sale was finalized in December 1973 

without any hearings. Egan now had to deal with fierce opposition from Alaska fishers 

and he “saw the Kachemak Bay issue drop right into his opponents lap” (Roderick 1997, 

387).

Hammond took the opportunity of using Kachemak Bay as a campaign issue. In 

dramatic language he refuted assertions that there was nothing to fear from oil 

development as “incredibly nai've...about on par with the claim there’s nothing to fear



from the Russian roulette if  your first pull of the trigger fails to blow a hole in your head 

bone” (Hammond, ca. 1974 in a column on the Kachemak Bay situation). The opponents 

of the oil leases were eager to tie together the economic aspects of the issue with the 

well-being of their community as a whole:

What we are talking about here is the end of an Alaska way of life, which is 

extremely valuable to many of us, and to the nation as a whole, a way of life 

based on renewable natural resources and small communities where people want 

to live. We should all realize that we have come to the end of the petroleum era, 

the age of cheap fossil fuels. It is time to conserve what we have, adapt, adjust, 

and seek alternatives (Nancy Lord speaking for the Kachemak Bay Conservation 

Society at a lease sale hearing in 1976, in Janotta 2003).

As governor, Jay Hammond championed the creation of The Kachemak Bay Critical 

Habitat Area and the buyback of the oil leases. Attorney General Avrum Gross played a 

crucial role in the buybacks. Fond of conservationist ideas and favoring a slow growth 

approach, Gross had a liberal reputation. Furthermore, Gross was a member of the 

Democratic Party. As Attorney General, he led the negotiations with oil company lessees 

(Roderick 1997, 393). By January 1977, the government had bought back the oil leases 

for $17 million (oil companies, including Chevron, had paid $19 million directly). Jay 

Hammond was criticized for this act of “environmental extremism” (Hammond 1994, 

220), but he was convinced that the leases should not have been issued in this particular 

area with such rich marine resources in the first place. A report of the Department of Fish 

and Game, published in 1977, supports Hammond’s actions. The study points out that
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Kachemak Bay is an extremely productive, ecologically important and environmentally 

sensitive and vulnerable area, with the lease sale area being the most important part of the 

Bay (Trasky et al. 1977, 108).

By the same token, Hammond sent positive signals to Alaska developers. As with 

Rampart Dam, Hammond proposed compromise:

There are many places where oil exploration can proceed without controversy. 

But this is one area in which our renewable resources should receive the most 

stringent protection... The repurchase represents a major turning point in Alaska’s 

history. It represents the end of an era when we sold our oil resources without any 

real reflection on the impact of the sale, simply for the purpose of gaining 

immediate revenue to run our government (Hammond in Flagg 2005).

Kachemak Bay sent clear signals to Alaska developers. Hammond’s second natural 

resource commissioner, Bob LeResche, pointed out that under previous administrations 

people “had come to expect the state would sell things at a bargain. But that changed 

under Hammond” (Carpenter et. al 1982). With the repurchase of the leases, Jay 

Hammond tried to make clear that the state of Alaska was a prudential steward of its 

resources. He wanted to run business deals just as private land owners would, meaning 

that government should not sell resources below a fair price. Kachemak Bay also 

represents the three criteria Jay Hammond stressed when it came to development. Do 

people want it? Does it pay its own way? Is it environmentally sound? From Hammond’s 

point of view, the Kachemak Bay oil leases did not meet any of these criteria. Also, for 

any projects, and for government’s role in economic development, Hammond felt that the
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people should be informed. They should know the options, the alternatives, and the 

consequences of going down certain paths (Hammond 1976 [a], 18).

In 1976, the Kachemak Bay commercial fishery provided $2,910,000 to 

fishermen, with the wholesale value (value to local canneries) of the total commercial 

catch amounting to over $6,000,000 in 1976 dollars (Trasky, Flagg and Burbank 1977, 

108). These numbers did not take into account the sport fishery and recreational value of 

Kachemak Bay. Hammond was also convinced that the buyback of the oil leases would 

increase more sustainable economic development, and provide even more income, such 

as through tourism, for the region. If that hope were not to materialize, that would not be 

a problem. “For once you’d think we could err on the side of conservation. At least the 

mistakes are reversible” (Hammond in Lapham 1970).

Hammond’s actions related to Kachemak Bay are remarkable for two reasons. 

First, giving money back to oil companies instead of taking in revenues from them 

contradicted Alaska economic mainstream thinking of that time. As Berman explained in 

McBeath et al. (2008, 147), since Alaska became a state, oil and gas resources were 

closely connected to its economic well-being. No other industry provided as many high 

paying jobs. Second, Alaska hardly could have afforded to pay back the $25 million, had 

it not been for the oil discovery at Prudhoe Bay in 1968. The state faced deficits of 

hundreds of millions of dollars in its operating budget, and it had the highest cost of 

living, inflation rate and unemployment of all the 50 states in the early 1970s (Roscow

1975). So here Hammond’s effort to use oil revenues for creating a more sustainable 

economic foundation for Alaska became evident.

77



Kachemak Bay reflects Hammond’s stand on materialism and profit. In a way, he 

translated his personal financial convictions into policy. Hammond was not greatly 

concerned with material wealth. Living in a cabin in Naknek was different from the jet 

set life some politicians lived. Since he did not pursue material wealth himself, he also 

did not see it as Alaska’s main concern. Hammond was eager to maximize the benefits 

from renewable and sustainable resources. In that sense, he very much followed the 

popular notion of “diversifying the economy” which some deem a myth. The Delta 

Barley Project is a good example.

4.3 The Delta Barley Project

Largely due to the discovery of oil at Prudhoe Bay and the construction of the 

pipeline, Jay Hammond presided over a state that doubled its population in the 1970s. 

State spending exploded. In 1960, the state took in about 40 percent more than services 

cost. In 1970, the state’s spending per citizen and tax revenues were on par. In 1976, 

however, state spending was almost twice as much per citizen as was raised in taxes 

(Hammond 1976 [a], 13). The anticipated wealth seemed to erase memories of less 

financially secure times and state government’s spending habits changed considerably. 

Alaska’s general fund budget soared from a modest $100 million in 1967 to more than 

$500 million by the time Hammond was sworn in. Hammond lamented the fact that 

Alaska was hooked on oil money before one single drop had been extracted from the 

North Slope (Roderick 1997). Indeed, once the oil began to flow, Alaska’s wealth 

increased rapidly, as Terrence Cole vividly illustrates:
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The wealth generated by Prudhoe Bay and the other fields on the North Slope 

since 1977 is worth more than all the fish ever caught, all the furs ever trapped, all 

the trees chopped down; throw in all the copper, whalebone, natural gas, tin, 

silver, lead, platinum, and anything else ever extracted from Alaska too. The 

balance sheet of Alaska economic history is simple: one Prudhoe Bay is worth 

more in real dollars than everything that has been dug out, cut down, caught or 

killed in Alaska since the beginning of time (Cole 2004, 108-109).

The sudden increase of wealth started in 1969. The sale of Prudhoe Bay oil leases (see 

figure 9) triggered an enormous increase in state expenditures.

Real Alaska State Petroleum Revenues, 1959-2005 
Source: Alaska DOR Tax Division
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Figure 9: “Real Alaska state petroleum revenues, 1959 -  2009”. Source: Berman, 
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In 1979 state expenditures were 900 percent of their level ten years earlier, and inflation 

was rampant. Prices increased as much as 80 percent (Richards 1979, 9). For developers, 

Alaska seemed to have turned into a land of milk and honey. Jay Hammond, on the other 

hand, sought to find a way to ensure “smart” growth and to curb excessive spending of 

public funds. Hammond warned about the possible “embarrassment of riches,” that 

would leave Alaska bankrupt on a pile of megaprojects that the state neither needed nor 

was able to pay for once non-renewable resources ran out. “It has become obvious to me 

that the environmental quality of Alaska will be sustained, enhanced or savaged in direct 

proportion to the quality of our economics” (Hammond 1976 [a], 21). As exemplified by 

the Kachemak Bay controversy, previous administrations were not shy about selling oil 

leases to increase government income, which could then be used to increase government 

services, but also government expenditures. The Hammond administration tried to adhere 

to the principle that resource development decisions should not be made “under the 

pressure of finding money to operate government on a day to day basis” (Gross 1977, 6).
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Figure 10: “Growth of state government spending relative to inflation, employment, and 
population from 1966 to 1977.” Source: Richards, Robert. 1979. The Impending Fiscal 
Crisis Facing Alaska State Government and Its Relationship to the Future Stability and 
Growth o f the Alaska Economy. Alaska Pacific Bank. 11.

As a consequence, Hammond was eager to use part of Alaska’s oil wealth to 

diversify Alaska’s economy, a goal that persevered as a myth throughout large parts of 

Alaska history (McBeath and Morehouse 1994). The effort to reduce Alaska’s 

dependence on non-renewable resources and to reduce the pressure of resource related 

development led to an ambitious attempt to help the Last Frontier’s agriculture establish a 

footing. As Lewis and Wooding note, agriculture was of particular interest when
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development of non-renewable resources was considered in the 1970s (1978, 3). Because 

he was not the first governor trying to take this agricultural approach, Hammond could 

draw upon previous experiences. For example, after acclimatizing to Alaska, the second 

territorial governor Alfred P. Swineford challenged the idea that Alaska was unsuited to 

agriculture. In his view, it was the federal government’s withholding of land, which 

discouraged development and progress (DeArmond 1980, Ch. 2, 15). It is not known 

whether Swineford’s complaints had any direct influence, but in 1897 the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture sent special agents to Alaska. They suggested that a variety of 

crops “could be grown and noted that cattle raising and vegetable gardening were already 

being undertaken” (Naske and Slotnick 1994, 88). Also, agricultural experiment stations 

were established in places such as Kenai, Kodiak, Fairbanks and Matanuska (Naske and 

Slotnick 1994, 88).

Another proponent of agriculture was John Weir Troy, co-owner of the Skagway 

Daily Alaska and later editor of the Alaska-Yukon Magazine and the Alaska Daily 

Empire, who became governor in 1933 (DeArmond 1980, Ch. 12, 3). Like Swineford, 

Troy was deeply interested in Alaska agriculture, especially in the Matanuska Colony, an 

agricultural resettlement project in the Matanuska Valley. Troy reported:

The success being worked out through the Matanuska Colonization Project has 

added a promising outlook for the Territory. [It] has...added to the population in 

the...Matanuska Valley and along The Alaska Railroad [and] it has caused the 

people in other districts to become agricultural-minded...I believe that



agricultural colonization should be carried further with the establishment of more 

colonies in other parts of Alaska.. .(DeArmond 1980, Ch 12, 12).

Unlike Swineford, who was severely limited in his power, Troy had more options. He 

was on the board of managers of the Matanuska Colony, and he also had financial 

resources. As governor, Troy was chief administrator of the Civil Works Administration, 

and he had direct control over $100,000, which was spent on putting people back to work 

during the Great Depression. There were plenty of people looking for work in the 

Matanuska colonization project (DeArmond 1980, Ch. 12, 15). Besides some impressive 

individual success stories (such as the growing of 6 foot pea plants and 4 foot oats), 

overall the Matanuska Colony was a failure because it never managed to become 

economically self-sufficient (Willis 2006, 103).

Hammond had similar plans to increase Alaska’s agricultural self-sufficiency. He 

hoped that the Matanuska Valley would once again become Alaska’s agricultural center, 

but in order for his plan to become successful, he took an international approach. In 1976 

Hammond instructed Bob Palmer, his Special Projects Coordinator, to “investigate and, if 

feasible, to draft a proposal for implementation of a 50,000-acre project” (Palmer 1979, 

1). The following year, the Hammond administration spent $400,000 on environmental 

studies and cost-benefit analysis related to the project known as “Delta Barley.” It was an 

attempt to promote Alaska agriculture through growing barley and rape seeds on a large 

scale. Trade delegations were sent out to explore possible markets for the increased 

agricultural output. By 1978, the legislature approved the project and 109 farmers were 

engaged in growing barley in Delta, 100 miles south of Fairbanks. While at the turn of
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the twentieth century an increase in population due to the gold rush led to agricultural 

experiments, as noted above by the 1970s the discovery of oil in Prudhoe Bay had led to 

an increase in population, along with a rise in demand for food. Transportation costs led 

to an increase of food imports, squeezing out local producers, and so Hammond pledged 

to bolster the state’s renewable resource industry. He wanted to make agricultural 

production competitive enough to penetrate new markets in Japan and Taiwan. As Vic 

Fischer recalls, Hammond and his team were not listening to advice on how to improve 

the chances of making the project a success. “They only listened to those who said, “Yes, 

Sir, this is a great idea; agriculture will make the tundra bloom” (Alaska Review 57, 

1984).

The Delta Barley Project failed because the Hammond administration 

underestimated the natural restrictions to the development of Alaska’s agriculture, as 

Lewis and Wooding pointed out (1978). Farmers who participated in the program quickly 

became frustrated with the results of the harvest, lamenting that the soil was not nearly as 

good as promised (Alaska Review 57, 1984). Given the significance the project should 

have had, some of the problems could have been easily avoided. For instance, it was not 

possible to fence the fields properly, so buffalo herds grazed in the barley fields every 

fall. Farmers were undercapitalized and in debt to the state, and they could not solve the 

finance problems by themselves (Naske and Slotnick 1994, 285). There was not enough 

storage room for the barley in Valdez, but there was also no international market that 

demanded the low quality barley that was produced in Alaska (Alaska Review 57, 1984). 

Hammond was disappointed, and he admitted that the project failed miserably. By the
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same token he thought that, taking into account Alaska’s oil wealth, it had been 

worthwhile to invest the money into a project that had the potential to bring in stable 

revenue. “Frankly, had we not had oil revenues of the magnitude we had at the time it 

would have been a gamble that I personally would never have considered” (Hammond 

1984). In 2000, Alaska had not even half the acreage under the cultivation that Hammond 

was aiming for, namely 18,000 acres, and it ranked 48th out of 49 states (Hawaii was not 

listed, only Rhode Island produced less) in its agricultural production value (Willis 2006, 

104).

This case study also indicates the changes that the governorship in Alaska has 

undergone. While Swineford could not do more than point out that agriculture might be 

something worth pursuing for Alaska, Troy already had minor tools to wield influence. 

Hammond had the means to start his own ambitious project. The relatively meager 

outcomes of Alaska agricultural projects remained the same nonetheless.

4.4. The Permanent Fund

Agriculture was not suitable to diversify the Alaska economy, so Hammond 

turned elsewhere. Relatively early into his governorship, Alaska conservationists had 

already started to express discontent with Hammond’s overall performance. While they 

were generally convinced that Hammond supported their causes, they quickly accused 

him of giving in too often to developers (Hanrahan and Gruenstein 1977, 67). For 

instance, in 1976 the legislature passed a bill to set aside 50 percent of mineral lease 

bonus bids in an investment fund. Hammond vetoed the bill. As Rose and Wohlforth 

(2008, 128) recall, Hammond echoed the attorney general’s opinion that the program
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would constitute an unconstitutional dedication of funds, which the Alaska Constitution 

prohibited. Disappointed that Hammond refused to support additional taxes on the oil 

industry in the 1976 legislative session, even some of his admirers viewed this lack of 

support for earmarking of oil revenues as “a reaction to super-growthers’ criticism of 

him” (Hanrahan and Gruenstein 1977, 79). If David Rose, one of the “brains” behind 

Alaska’s Permanent Fund, is to be believed, Hammond’s true reason for vetoing the 

earmarking of revenues was that he did not believe that the bill passed by the Legislature 

would dedicate sufficient funds to prevent future raids (Rose and Wohlforth 2008, 128). 

This was to be accomplished with the constitutional establishment of the Alaska 

Permanent Fund. Hammond was convinced that by 1985 “the Permanent Fund could be 

by far the largest single Alaskan capital source with assets of $2 billion” (1976 [a], 17).

The idea behind the Permanent Fund was to set aside from ongoing state 

expenditures at least a portion of the revenues from nonrecurring mineral wealth, so that 

when the day came when oil ran out, Alaskans would have a savings account which could 

be used to finance at least basic government expenditures (Gross 1977, 9). The second 

rationale behind the Permanent Fund was to make Alaskans sensitive to government 

spending, curbing excessive government growth. Hammond thought that the $900 million 

the state received for the Prudhoe Bay oil leases caused Alaskans to lose touch with the 

real costs of living in Alaska. Even though two-thirds was invested in education, 

government in Jay Hammond’s view should never be bigger than the public was willing 

to pay for (Rose and Wohlforth 2008, 122). Hammond opposed subsidies as a matter of 

principle. Subsidies, in Hammond’s view should only help to bring about or sustain
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businesses that would not otherwise put adverse environmental pressure on Alaska 

(Hammond 1976 [a], 18, 28). Governors before Hammond stressed the advantages of 

bringing in businesses and workers from outside through subsidies. This, however, was 

what Hammond tried to prevent.

By the same token, a Permanent Fund would help spend resource wealth more 

equally among people living in the forty-ninth state. Stricter prudence in spending would 

reduce the risk of going bankrupt due to bad investments. Consequently, the likelihood of 

impetuous projects that might harm the environment and people alike would also be 

reduced.

First, it was important to bring the public to his way of thinking. To gain support 

for the fund, Hammond warned about the looming crisis should non-renewable resources 

be exploited carelessly.

While the time to pay the piper may well be some twenty or thirty years away, if 

we continue to build a government funded primarily from one resource alone, 

what a terrible legacy we would leave our children (Hammond 1976 [b]).

In 1976 Alaska voters agreed to the Permanent Fund in a referendum that 

amended Alaska’s constitution (Leask et al. 2006, 7). The section (Section 15 of Article 

IX of the Constitution) that made the Permanent fund possible reads:

At least twenty-five percent of all mineral lease rentals, royalties, royalty sale 

proceeds, federal mineral revenue sharing payments and bonuses received by the 

State shall be placed in a permanent fund the principal of which shall be used only 

for those income-producing investments specifically designated by law as eligible
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for permanent fund investments. All income from the permanent fund shall be 

deposited in the general fund unless otherwise provided by law (Constitution of 

the State of Alaska 1997, 30).

The idea to set aside a share of revenues to insure the state’s economic security in 

the future was not new. For instance, Alaska had funds already in existence, such as the 

mental health fund and the University of Alaska trust fund. Other states also had funds of 

a similar nature (McBeath and Morehouse 1994). Those funds relate to ideas that can be 

dated back to the 1940s, when Ernest Gruening began to think about an “Alaska fund,” 

consisting of money from natural resource development (Cole 2004, 47). Another pioneer 

proponent of an Alaska fund similar to what Jay Hammond had in mind was Louis Kelso. 

In his “Capitalist Manifesto” Kelso proposed a corporation that would use state revenues 

to buy equity in other U.S. corporations and distribute these corporate shares to Alaska 

citizens. All citizens would have capital assets which would not only generate income, 

but could also be used as collateral for loans (secure loans that are offered at low interest 

rates). According to Kelso, the state corporation would function similar to a mutual fund, 

holding a diversified portfolio of stock in major companies in the United States as long as 

they engaged in business in Alaska (Madden 1993, 81-82). Hammond took the idea of 

such funds one step further, however. Paying a dividend to citizens would create a large 

public constituency to protect the principal of the Permanent Fund and be “a most 

efficient and democratic way of sharing some of the state’s oil wealth” (Cole 2004, 102).

Proposing the Permanent Fund and its dividend was not Hammond’s first attempt 

to share resource wealth directly with residents. When he was mayor of the Bristol Bay
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Borough from 1972 until 1974 he proposed to issue all residents shares of stock in an 

entity called Bristol Bay Inc. The stock would pay as dividends the revenues from a new 

tax on the bay’s lucrative fishing industry. Hammond intended to give more stock and 

dividends to residents the longer they lived in Bristol Bay. The measure was rejected 

twice by voters (Rose and Wohlforth 2008, 121). When Hammond came into office in 

1974, he still championed the idea to distribute income to the public as if  residents were 

stockholders. The only difference was that he now referred to his idea as “Alaska, Inc.” 

(Rose and Wohlforth 2008, 127). Half of all natural-resource income would go into the 

fund, with the income distributed to resident stockholders. Each year of residency would 

entitle Alaskans to an additional share, with long-term residents being given more shares 

than short-term residents. Each year of residency was to be worth $50. One of the 

advantages of this proposal, from Hammond’s viewpoint, was that it would help attack 

the problem of rural poverty because Alaska Natives, usually life-long residents, would 

receive the maximum dividend amount possible (Madden 1993, 83). When asked at a 

meeting with state legislators in Juneau in June 1977 what would allow the greatest 

benefits to the people from oil money, the economist Milton Friedman responded: “Write 

individual checks to the people” (Madden 1993, 80). Nevertheless, realizing this plan 

proved difficult.

The idea of distributing all or a portion of the wealth directly to individual citizens 

was first expounded by expert advisors and only gradually became seriously 

debated by Alaskan policy makers and the general public. Even then, the concept 

of giving away all of the revenues received short shrift. As late as 1979, a public
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opinion poll revealed that the majority of Alaskans rejected the idea of 

distributing even a portion of the earnings on state savings, much less the 

principal itself (Madden 1993, 87).

Even though one of America’s most renowned economists backed Hammond, he initially 

did not have the public and legislative support he expected on that issue. Until oil started 

to flow through the pipeline in 1977, Alaska took in little oil revenue, so legislators 

hardly gave up anything by agreeing to divert a percentage of it to the fund (Rose and 

Wohlforth 2008, 153). Hammond had to “marshal all of his personal powers of 

persuasion and all the institutional powers of his office to get dividend legislation passed” 

(Harrison 1999, 84). To secure support for the bill, Hammond threatened a special 

session to deal with a different bill, and he threatened to veto the favorite capital projects 

of uncooperative legislators (Harrison 1999, 84). Furthermore, Hammond sent out Alaska 

State Troopers to deliver absent senators to the floor in order for them to cast their votes. 

Two senators were handcuffed and escorted to their desks by the troopers. House 

Republicans also rebelled and used the “call of the house” trick, with one representative 

sent into hiding. Speaker Terry Gardiner sent the troopers after the representative, but 

they could not find him. Hammond issued another veto threat, this time against 

legislators’ favorite capital projects, and the bill finally passed in 1980 (Rose and 

Wohlforth 2008, 153).

Although it had been difficult to force the measure through the legislature, the 

U.S. Supreme Court proved to be an impervious barrier to establishing the original 

version of the Permanent Fund dividend. Two Anchorage lawyers sued the state for
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planning to pay out dividends based on length of residency in Alaska. They found that 

this would discriminate against newcomers to Alaska. The Alaska Supreme Court upheld 

the program but the U.S. Supreme Court struck it down which caused a delay in the 

distribution of the fund. Originally scheduled to start in 1980, the first dividend checks 

were distributed in 1982. Since then, every Alaskan citizen with at least six months of 

residency has received the same dividend (Harrison 1999, 83).

The Permanent Fund and its dividend served several purposes. From a 

conservationist viewpoint, the most significant purpose is the setting aside of at least one 

quarter of non-renewable resource revenue so that it cannot be used for state spending. 

Critics of the fund argue that it would be better to invest the revenues to improve Alaska 

infrastructure. Jay Hammond, however, was pleased with the fact that investments would 

have to be made more carefully, since less money (in theory, at least) was available to 

spend.

Hammond’s actions as governor regarding Kachemak Bay, the Permanent Fund 

and also Delta Barley suggest that he was a strong governor. Both the Permanent Fund 

and its dividend became Alaska institutions and together they are a huge legacy for 

Hammond. PFDs have reduced income inequality in the state. Alaska residents who 

began collecting dividends in 1982 would have gained a total of $27,536.41 by the year 

2007. Overall, the PFDs brought a 10 to 25 per cent increase in family income for more 

than a quarter of Alaska’s population, especially benefitting families with a low income 

(McBeath et al. 2008, 179). Despite the Permanent Fund’s success, during Hammond’s 

second term his critics increasingly started to question his authority. This was partly due
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to Hammond’s style of leadership. The accusation of Hammond’s being a weak governor 

was a severe stain on his governorship.

4.5. Disputed Authority

Hammond’s approach to dealing with Alaskans in general proved to be an 

outgoing one, and he looked for input from a variety of sources. Jay Hammond entered 

office with a short agenda. According to Lowell Thomas, it was more a philosophy 

concerned with the manner and the means in which Alaska should be developed (Thomas 

1979). Hammond wanted to be a governor close to the people, and it was important for 

him that Alaskans were involved in decision making processes. By the end of 

Hammond’s governorship, Alaskans had participated directly in a number of policy 

choices through initiative and referendum processes. In order to keep the flow of input 

and ideas alive, Hammond created the Alaska Public Forum. He expected this citizen 

forum to provide citizen input, and Jay Hammond took these forums seriously 

(Hammond 1976 [b], 9). He tried to make sure that all Alaskans had the chance to 

participate and that no special interest groups would receive preferred treatment. Critics 

saw this as a manifestation of lack of leadership and accused Jay Hammond of being a 

weak governor. During his administrations, they said, Alaska had 63 governors: 

Hammond, a couple of advisors and the 60 members of the state legislature (McBeath 

and Morehouse 1991). Sunshine Boy Chancy Croft, Hammond’s Democratic opponent in 

the 1978 election, said that Hammond provided no direction for Alaska. Byron Mallott, 

head of Sealaska Corp., said: “He let a lot of issues drift and there’s going to be a lot of 

cleanup to do.” Environmentalist Peg Tileston also accused the Hammond administration
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of speaking with too many voices. “The biggest disappointment is that Jay has had 

trouble getting all his horses to go to the same direction.” Former head of natural 

resources, Bob LeResche analyzed Hammond’s personality as follows:

Overall, he’s one of the finest men I know. But he’s disagreeable sometimes to 

work for because he is not decisive. He’s going to kill me because I said this but 

there are executive personalities and legislative personalities. He has a legislative 

personality. He can figure out how to please and compromise (Carpenter et al. 

1982).

Fran Ulmer, who assisted Jay Hammond with the creation of major policy initiatives, 

dismisses the charges of Hammond’s having been a weak governor, however. She views 

Hammond as having been a “productive thinker.” According to Ulmer, Hammond loved 

to talk about his and others’ ideas; he did not operate in a vacuum. “If weak means 

having an open mind, then you could call him weak” (Interview with Ulmer, 2009). Bob 

LeResche would agree. “He likes ideas. He’s come up with some of the damnedest, 

creative ideas I ever saw” (Carpenter et al. 1982). Thomas Morehouse, who was involved 

in the Division of Policy Development and Planning in Hammond’s administrations, also 

believed that the concept of Hammond as a “weak governor” is a misunderstanding. 

Morehouse (Correspondence 2009) thinks that despite enjoying admiration and 

recognition, Hammond was never really comfortable as governor. The constant dealing 

with controversies that came along with the governorship contradicted his "why can't we 

all get along" mentality. Early into Hammond’s governorship, Arlon Tussing from the 

University of Alaska Anchorage’s Institute of Social and Economic Research pointed out
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the intellectual component of Hammond’s administrations. Even though there was a big 

“sourdough component,” it was a “sophisticated group of people who are able to 

anticipate the consequences of their actions” (Tussing in Roscow 1975).

Kachemak Bay, the Delta Barley Project and the Permanent Fund are three 

examples of Hammond’s having been a strong governor, pushing through his will against 

resistance. Nonetheless, there were situations when Hammond should have acted more 

firmly. The repeal of the income tax in 1979 is one example. Hammond called his failure 

to veto this effort of the legislature the biggest mistake in his political career (Cole 2004). 

Also, when the Sunshine Boys tried to change the oil and gas taxation regime to make 

sure that the state of Alaska would maximize tax revenue, Hammond failed to be very 

supportive. The status quo was that oil companies were taxed based on their global 

profits and losses. This was unfavorable for Alaska, as oil companies transferred the 

profits they made in the Last Frontier to less profitable regions. They therefore avoided 

heavy taxation. The Sunshine Boys’ goal was to tax oil based on profits of Alaska 

operations. Predictably, the oil companies challenged this “separate accounting tax” in 

court.

By 1981, the Supreme Court had not resolved the issue, and Governor Jay 

Hammond, seeing that two states using separate accounting had lost their cases to 

oil companies, decided to support repeal of the method in the event Alaska lost its 

case and had to repay the disputed funds (McBeath et al. 2008, 43).
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Chancy Croft, who also ran for governor in 1978, recalled that the day that the repeal 

passed the legislature was the day that “Alaska capitulated to the oil industry” (Croft in 

McBeath et al. 2008, 43).

Critics, especially on the developers’ side, were always eager to point out what 

had not been achieved during the Hammond years. They lamented, for instance, that no 

petrochemical industry was established under Hammond in Alaska. But oftentimes 

Hammond was exposed to criticism unjustly as the Alaska Petrochemical Company 

(Alpetco) example shows: After the 1973 oil crisis, the idea of establishing refineries and 

petrochemical plants in Alaska gained a new boost. Of course, the completion of the 

pipeline in 1977 also played a very significant role. During Hammond’s second term, 

major petrochemical companies were invited to “help Alaska transform itself into a 

world-class petrochemical production center” (Roderick 1997, 407). This was a 

concession by Hammond to Alaska developers. Hammond did not oppose a refinery in 

Alaska, as long as it paid its own way on a net basis and was environmentally sound, for 

an Alaska refinery would provide jobs and at the same time lower energy costs for 

Alaskans (Roderick 1997, 403). Alpetco was among the candidates to realize this goal.

Alpetco was a joint venture between the Dow Chemical Company and Shell Oil. 

The question was whether such an enterprise could sustain itself. Among various 

proposals to Hammond, which resource commissioner Guy Martin solicited, it seemed as 

if Alpetco was the most feasible one. However, Hammond made clear that the price for 

royalty oil and gas should never be less than the price already being received from the 

major oil producers (Roderick 1997, 402). Alpetco promised to create up to 2,825
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permanent jobs in Alaska and to provide $1, 334 million in tax revenues (in 1977 dollars) 

for the total contract period of 30 years. It also promised to build and operate its plant 

completely without subsidies. Alpetco announced that it would invest $2 million in the 

plant in the first six months of its existence, $3 billion after 12 months, $600 million after 

36 months and $1.5 billion after 72 months. If these investments were not made, the state 

could cancel the contract (Alaska Petrochemical Company 1978, 13). Arlon Tussing, an 

economist who was hired by Hammond to look into the Alpetco project, warned about 

the high costs and the unrealistic calculations of Dow Chemical and Shell Oil. For 

instance, Tussing pointed out that Alpetco’s claims expressing active Japanese interest in 

Alaska oil “did not check out” and that Alpetco “seemed to have exaggerated or 

misrepresented the nature of its Japanese connection” (LaRocca 2003, 241). However, an 

economic impact analysis by the University of Alaska’s Institute of Social and Economic 

Research supported Alpetco, even though it used more conservative numbers than the oil 

company for its calculations (Goldsmith and Huskey 1978). The Alaska Royalty Oil and 

Gas Development Board, which the legislature created in 1974, allowed Alpetco to 

proceed. When it became clear that the project could not become successful without state 

subsidies, it was not the state but Alpetco that walked away from the contract. At that 

point, it owed Alaska $60 million (Roderick 1997, 407).

Hammond’s critics pointed out that Alpetco was just another example of his 

alleged zero growth agenda. It is probably correct that Hammond was not too happy with 

the idea of having a petrochemical plant in his state. Nevertheless Hammond gave 

developers a chance to realize their plans. All Alpetco had to do was to put into action

96



what it promised to do. Furthermore, it was the Alaska legislature that authorized the 

different steps of the project. “This project communicated far more clearly than I ever 

could in words, how many development projects can not possibly pay their own way in 

Alaska,” observed Hammond in his memoirs (Hammond 1994, 264). At least, the 

governor hoped, Alpetco would serve as an incentive for Alaskans to scrutinize similar 

projects in the future. Thus, in the Alpetco case, Hammond more rightly could be accused 

of weak communication skills, rather than weak decision making.

In democratic governments, rarely does the entire constituency support its 

political leaders. Jay Hammond’s governorship was no different. However, underlying 

the charges of his being a “weak governor” was a mixture of frustration and 

misunderstanding. Jay Hammond was difficult to attack directly. His witty replies 

oftentimes made his opponents look naive. Critics of his slow growth approach, instead 

of acknowledging Hammond’s conservationist principles, therefore tried to emphasize 

Hammond’s alleged weakness in decision making. There were exceptions, of course. Ed 

Dankworth pointed out that Hammond prevented some “very sloppy” development. This 

is especially remarkable, as “Big Ed” Dankworth was a boomer whose career was linked 

to Alaska’s growth (Mauer 2008).

In truth, Jay Hammond was not a “weak” governor. Hammond certainly was not 

spineless, and he also did not have a weak character. In fact, he regularly outlined his 

ideas to the public, and he did not easily retreat from his opinions, even if opposition was 

fierce. By the same token, he was not afraid of admitting to mistakes.
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Jay Hammond became involved with Alaska conservationists through the 

Rampart Dam controversy. As a conservative he was suspicious of government 

involvement in general. His strength was to say no to bad ideas, especially if  the state of 

the environment was put in jeopardy. The buyback of the oil leases in Kachemak Bay 

was one of the most visible signs of his conservationist stand during his years as 

governor. This action furthered the criticism of his “no growth” agenda by Alaska 

developers. Other attempts to reduce the impact of non-renewable resource growth were 

less successful. The Delta Barley project to increase Alaska agricultural output suffered 

from underfunding, the Alaska climate and a lack of export opportunities. On the other 

hand, the Permanent Fund and its dividend was a striking success for Jay Hammond. The 

Fund set aside at least a quarter of the revenues from non-renewable resources and could 

not be spent on development projects. However, it was this drive for bringing in new 

ideas that led to accusations of Hammond’s being a “weak” governor. Since he invited 

input from a variety of sources, it appeared that he was afraid of making decisions 

himself. Hammond certainly favored compromise over unilateral decisions but, as 

Rampart Dam and Kachemak Bay show, he did not give in to pressure from developers 

for projects he considered imprudent.
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Some Alaska governors stand out for their achievements. Ernest Gruening, for 

example, will always be associated with leading the successful battle for statehood. Wally 

Hickel, who governed the Last Frontier state between 1966 and 1969 as well as between 

1990 and 1994, introduced Alaskans to the concept of the “owner state,” emphasizing the 

significance of state land ownership (Hickel 2002). Jay Hammond set out to curb 

resource development and growth. He introduced an unprecedented element of 

moderation to Alaska politics. Whereas the old established school of Alaska politics 

focused on how to increase Alaska’s economic output by all possible means, Hammond’s 

conservationist approach helped to define the concepts of “renewable” and 

“nonrenewable” resources for future generations. Hammond did not prevent economic 

development completely, but he tried to make it more rational. In order to achieve that, he 

relied on an open mind and input from different schools of thought. Hence, he was not 

afraid to let outspoken environmentalists work in his administrations, even though 

influential developers and newspapers criticized him on a daily basis. As the examples of 

Rampart Dam, Kachemak Bay, but also the Delta Barley Project and the Permanent Fund 

show: Jay Hammond did not refrain from taking minority positions if he was convinced 

he was on the right side in the long run from a rational point of view.

The fact that Hammond failed to curb government spending puts the overall 

outcome of his conservationist approach in a somewhat unfavorable light. However, one 

has to take into account how Alaska would look today had someone other than Jay 

Hammond been governor. Wally Hickel once noted “right or wrong sometimes comes
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down to the art of possible” (Hickel interviewed by Spatz 2001); this axiom clearly 

applies to Jay Hammond’s administration. The Alaska Jay Hammond was governing 

became increasingly complex. In the early days of statehood, before rapid population 

expansion and industrial development, people longed for independence and a decent 

standard of living. Jay Hammond had to contend with economic growth, government 

growth and population growth, and hence with more environmentalists and developers 

than any governor before him. “I don't know of anyone who might have represented and 

articulated an Alaska environmental ethic as strongly and effectively as he did. After all, 

he was elected governor twice in a very pro- growth and development state,” observes 

Thomas Morehouse (Correspondence 2009). According to the Anchorage Daily News, 

Hammond’s polls during his last months and weeks as governor were so good, that 

runners for the 1982 gubernatorial election had to revise their original strategies of 

hammering the Hammond administration (Carpenter et al. 1982).

Critics always pointed out what was not achieved under Hammond. The capital 

did not move, the gas pipeline was not built, nor were major roads. Those fond of 

Hammond (and, in fact, most Alaskans are) should do the same. Hammond’s legacy may 

well be defined through what was not built under his governorship, for Hammond 

favored undisturbed wilderness over developed land.

Hammond understood his role as governor as being a representative of the people. 

Throughout his political career, and it was by no means a short career, he managed to 

stay in touch with Alaskans. He tried to understand what was best for them, always 

having in mind what he would want were he in their position. Whereas some professional
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politicians become consumed by their political careers, Jay Hammond always seemed to 

have known that one day he would be one of those ordinary citizens again. When his two 

terms as governor came to an end, Hammond stated that he would not seek another public 

office. He kept his promise. In the early 1990s, Hammond hosted his own TV show 

simply titled “Jay Hammond’s Alaska.” Besides that, he spent most of his free time with 

his wife Bella at his cabin on Lake Clark, still enjoying the occasional hunt until his death 

in 2005.

Jay Hammond saw himself as a keeper of Alaska values. He embraced frontier 

individualism and he lived close to the land. Hammond became governor at a time when 

Alaska’s population doubled the oil discovery on Prudhoe Bay and the construction of 

the Trans-Alaska pipeline led to a new “gold rush mentality.” Hammond did not forget 

what Alaska looked like before the pipeline, and he constantly warned about the 

consequences of spending revenues from nonrenewable resources ruthlessly. The 

“conservationist governor” saw himself as a “Last Chance governor” and he wanted to 

preserve the Alaska he had come to love. The fact that Alaska today still offers the 

beauties of nature Hammond himself enjoyed, can be attributed to his moderate approach 

when it came to developing the Last Frontier.
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