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In February of 1970, nationally known broadcaster Chet Huntley
unveiled plans for the construction of a major recreational development in
Montana to be known as Big Sky. Montana State University (MSU)used this
opportunity to initiate a large-scale interdisciplinary study of the
environmental impacts of large land developments, which later became
known as the "GallatinCanyon study." Although that study did not have any
bearing on the primary decision of whether to build the resort, the
involvement of scientists who studied the subject of a contentious public
debate was emblematic of the increasing role science was coming to play in
public policy making in the 1970s, that of providing information to the
policy makers.
The idea of an interdisciplinary study was conceived after Huntley
announced his plans to create a large recreational development in the midst
of the Madison Range, about 4S miles southwest of Bozeman, Montana. The
Big Sky development involved investment by several major corporations.
Stockholders of the Big Sky-Chrysler Realty Corporation included Chet
Huntley, with less than one percent of the stock. the Chrysler Realty
Corporation. Montana Power Corporation, Burlington Northern. Northwest
Airlines. Continental OilCompany, the Meridian Co.of Georgia, and the
Retirement and Pension Fund of General Electric. Recreational facilities were
intended to attract customers who would purchase the development's major
commodities: land, condominiums, and second homes"
The area chosen for the Big Sky Development was located just south of

the SpanishPeaks Primitive area, an undisturbed alpine region with several
peaks towering over 10,000feet. SomeMontanansand environmentalists

1 "Rousing Public Hearing on Road," 6reatFalls TriIJU.I1814 April, 1972,
1

from other regions of the U.S.as well perceived the proposed development

as an intrusion upon a relatively pristine area.
Big Sky was one of the last resorts built after a long period of growth
for the ski industry following World War II. Other resorts had recently been
built, such as Vail in 1962 and Snowmass in 1967, but the trend in ski area
development was best exemplified by Vermont's Sugarbush resort, which
opened in 1958. Despite a rising number of skiers in the post-war era, many
resorts "were not highly profitable ventures." The developers of Sugarbush
"believed that real estate development would guarantee an acceptably high
return on their investment." Resorts that had both ski facilities and real
estate developments became known as "self-contained" resorts.2 Big Sky
reflected this trend in the planning and construction of ski resorts. In 1972,
Tom Corcoran, a ski area manager and industry analyst, commented that "no
new ski area is considered financially feasible today unless it has real estate
potential:'3 The major trend in ski resort construction in the 1960 's was
clearly toward larger develop~ents that included real estate marketing.
An important feature of Big Sky was its Master Plan, drawn up by
Mandeco Corporation, a ski area consulting agency associated with Sun
Valley. The plan called for two commercial cores 7 1/2 miles apart. On a
10,650 acre site, 2700 condominiums and 1,300 residential lots were
planned. Ofthe total area available, only 30%would be developed, leaving
attractive open spaces for the discriminating vacation-home buyer.
Restrictive covenants on properties were another important feature of the
Big Sky development. A central water system and a central sewage system
2WayneVictor Wilson."The Declinein the Rateof SkiFacility Development: Changing
American AttitudesTowardthe Environment and EconomicGrowth, 1968-1978,"Ph.D.
diss..University of Massachusetts. 1981.71-72.
3Wilson."Declinein the Rate,"74.
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were included in the master plan. The Big Sky Master Plan aimed at passing
state codes for water supplies, sewer systems, and subdivision review.
Construction and subdivision planning was nothing new, but large
recreational developments of this time period touted the idea that their
planning was "scientific" in nature. When Snowmass-at-Aspen was finished
in 1967, the developers were proud of the fact that Snowmass was set "apart
from similar 'mega-slope' resorts [by] a plan as scientifically conceived and
controlled as that for one of the nation's new towns." Developers of resorts
were anxious to portray their efforts as fitting in with popular conceptions of
environmental science.4
When Chet Huntley announced his plans to build a large year-round
recreational development, the Gallatin Canyon study was quickly organized
for the 1970 field season. The National Science Foundation (NSF)funded the
study as part of the RANNprogram, or Research Applied to National Needs.

The requirements for funding were that the research be of a multidisciplinarynature, and that the study address an important national need.
A comprehensivestudy of the BigSky development fit those criteria, as a
multidisciplinary approach was considered the best way to address all the
economic, social, and ecological effects of a large development on a relatively
primitive area. By 1970, the multidisciplinary approach was coming to be
viewed as an important vehicle for examining complicated social problems.
In 1962, Rachael Carson had pointed out the weaknesses of "an era of
specialists, each of whom sees his own problem and is unaware of or
intolerant of the larger frame into which [their research] fits."5 In 1970,
Rene Dubos suggested that socially oriented science will have to be carried
4"Snowmass," NeJv.S'Fee.t 25 Dec. 1967,65.
5Ra.chael Carson, SJ18DtSpriDI, (Boston: houghton Mifflin, 1962), 13.
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out in the future by task forces made up of assorted scientists who have
different skills."6 Scientists of the late 1960s came to see interdisciplinary
research as an effective tool for examining environmental problems, because
no one discipline could address the many facets of imagined effects of one
development. The study would also specifically address an important
national problem: the effects of land development on the environment.
The purpose of the Gallatin Canyon study, according to Charles
Bradley, a professsor of Geology and the first principal investigator of the
study, was "primarily an effort to discover the long range environmental
impact of the Big Sky recreation development.'" The study also had the
possibility of "helping the state move to legislation which will require that
basic studies appropriate to comprehensive planning be made by neutral
agencies before any big development is given the green light."8 From the
beginning of the study, investigators saw the potential application of findings
to the practical problems of development and planning for growth. The
Gallatin Canyon study included 20 projects directed by 23 investigators, with
88 listed participants from eleven different departments taking part. The
first year of the study was organized around the collection of base-line data
describing the ecology of the West Fork of the Gallatin River. The science
faculty collected data on vegetation, wildlife, air quality, water quality,
geology, and soils of the area. In three more years of field research, the
study monitored changes in the environment.

6ReneDubos,"WeCall'tBuyOur WayOut,"PsycholoGYToday,March 1970,20.
'Bradley to Paul D.Wei1lgart,17March 1971,box 12,Presidents' Files, Renne Library
Special Collections.Monta.1laState University,Bozeman,Montana (hereal'ter cited as
Presidents' Files),
8CharlesBradley to MSUStaff, 6 May 1970.box7, Presidents' Files.
A' 'I
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Not only did the Gallatin Canyon study collect information in areas
such as geology, wildlife, and botany, but the study also examined the
process and impacts of development. In the early 1970s, scientists were
assimilating the relatively new concepts of ecology and expanding the
application of systems concepts. The delineation of a simple model to
describe the process of development was a difficult task. The "Model of
CyclicalDevelopment Process" described a process of "land use conversion,"
in which each major component introduced "impacts which in turn
[influenced] other components ~f the system."9
Another important change in land use was characterized by the study
as a "succession of land use changes" due to development. Features such as
utilities, roads for access, and public services would have to be provided
once the development was created. The study stated that "the decision to
permit the development has created. . . a sucession of land use decisions
deemed necessary for support of the development."tO The best example of a
concomitant decision seemingly made necessary by the initial development
was a proposal to replace the power line from Bozeman with a largercapacity line which would run to Big Sky from Ennis to the west, and from
the Paradise Valley to the east. What was striking about that proposal was
the fact that such a line would cross two relatively intact wilderness areas,
the jack Creek drainage west of Big Sky and the Porcupine Creek drainage to
the east, both of which seemed to be important habitat areas for wildlif~.
What was important in this model of successional land use changes
was the implication that once a major development was created, the cycle of
9Gallatin Canyon Study Team, Impacts of large RecreatioJ1al PevelopmeJ1ts UpOJ1SemiPrimitive EJ1viroJ1meJ1ts:The GallatiJ1CaJ1YOB
SYBtl1esisReport, (Bozeman: Institute of

AppliedResearch, Montana State University, 1976),".
to Gallatin CanyonStudyTeam, SYJ1thesisReport 47.
.%5'
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development would continue with the "announcement of proposed
peripheral developments," together with further demand on environmental,
social, and service-supplying systems. This process of development was
thought to continue under the demand of the market until either regulation
of some sort intervened to limit development, or the system collapsed "if
development exceeded the capacity of the resources resulting in extreme
over-use and environmental degradation."11 The study suggested that "if
this cyclical process continues unchecked, the area eventually will be
transformed from a semi-primitive to a highly commercial (perhaps urban)

environment."12
An important change in land use was the platting of subdivisions in
the Gallatin Canyon. Prior to 1970, only 607 acres had been subdivided to

create 489 lots. In just four years, from 1970-1974, 3,156 acres had been
platted to make 2,861 units. It seemed evident that the creation of the Big
Sky resort had prompted the owners of private land to subdivide and sell off
nearby acreage.
The Gallatin Canyon study also examined other potential impacts of
development, such as the phenomenon of air inversions in the West Fork of
the Gallatin River, and made recommendations suggesting how to limit the
problems of air pollution, such as limiting the number of fireplaces and using
mass transit between "Meadow" and "Mountain" villages. Although Big Sky
managers boasted that the area would use electric heat, part of the allure of
the country life was cozying up to a fireplace after a day on the cold slopes.
Therefore, the management of Big Sky acted to prevent air pollution by
1tGallatin Canyon Study Team, SYDIJJesisReport. <{.
12Anne S. Willia.msand Rhonda. Sandquist, ADaJ}~"'JsofMajorPublic Policy DeclsioDS
AffectiDI tlle Hil Sk,.vResort DevelopmeDt. MODOI/'llPhNo. 17, (Bozeman: Institute of
Applied Research, Montana State University), 87.
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using electric heat, yet to sell real estate conceded to the desires of the
buying public by keeping fireplaces as a part of the good life. Big Sky
officials also suggested that mass transit would be introduced to minimize air
pollution. However, that idea never materialized in the West Fork of the

Gallatin.
Water quality on the Gallatin River was another aspect of the impacts
of changing land use examined by the Gallatin Canyon study. The study
team noted "no foreseeable adverse chemical or bacteriological water quality
impact of BigSky in the short term."13 The study went on, however, to
criticize the design of spillways, culverts, and fills which contributed to
sedimentation and stream bank erosion. The study recommended that
"more comprehensive legislation" was needed to "provide controls for land
uses of greater than local impact."14 The water quality of the Gallatin River
was a very important issue because it was considered a "blue-ribbon" trout
stream, one that drew tourists and income into Montana.
The Gallatin Canyon study also examined the impacts of a large
recreational development on wildlife. The major concern was the winter
range of elk in the Gallatin Canyon. Hunting was a major activity in Gallatin
County, hence there was considerable local concern over how changing land
use might affect the Gallatin elk herd. The $tudy concluded that if
recreational big game hunting was to continue in the Gallatin Canyon, then
action must be taken quickly to protect the big game migration routes and
winter elk range from heavy human use or commercial development."
Although Big Sky itself was not situated on elk winter range, Burlington

13Ga11atin Canyon Study Team. S)'J1t1Je:,.,isHeporl, 50.
14Gallatin Canyon Study Team. S)'J1t1JesisHeport, 53.
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Northern and other private lands were used by the elk herds as vital winter
range.t5
The GallatinCanyonstudy gathered data on air and water quality,
wildlife,and the changingpatterns of land use in the GallatinCanyon. Both
the constructionof the BigSky resort and the GallatinCanyonstudy occurred
at a time of rising environmental concern in America; a tide of
environmental activism and a growing debate over land development in
Montana would sweep the Gallatin Canyon study into the public view and
into a contentious debate.
In the years following World War II, America experienced a period of
increased public awareness of environmental issues. Rachael Carson's Silent
5pring, written in1962, had alerted the American public to the dangers of
pesticides and herbicides widely used in agriculture. The 1969 Santa
Barbara OilSpill was just one of several significant events that demonstrated
to many people a serious and growing problem with the technologies of

industrial civilization. This increased environmental awareness was
reflected in the first commemorationof Earth Dayin 1970. As SamuelP.
Hayes has pointed out, after World War II Americans with rising levels of
income, mobility, and leisure became increasingly concerned about
environmental issues and questions regarding their quality of life.t6
In the early 1970s, there was considerable controversy over the
development of ski resorts. Not only did environmentalists from national
organizations such as the Sierra Club oppose ski development or expansion at
Big Sky in Montana, Bigelow Mountain in Maine, and Crested Butte and

15Gallatin Canyon Study Team.. SyotiJesisHeport. 68-69.
16samuel P. Hays, Beauty, HealtiJ. 8J1dPer018J1ence:£.11viron01enta1 Politics in tiJe
United States. 1955-1985 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1989.
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Beaver Creek in Colorado,but the residents of ski towns also experienced
dissatisfaction with development. Vail Colorado,for example, was going
through significant growing pains. In 1971 the annual population growth
rate in Vail stood at 20%. Skier visits during the same period were up 15%
per year.17 The Gallatin Canyon study requested a report from the town
manager of Vail, Terry Minger. As Minger saw the situation, the problem
with rapid uncontrolled development was "the possibility that dozens of
separate capital investment decisions in the private sector, without county
regulation and overall planning, will cumulatively overload the recreation
and physical carrying capacities of Eagle County." Vail and Eagle county
were growing so rapidly that local citizens came to question whether the
costs outweighed the benefits.18
Another example of dissatisfaction and opposition to ski resort

development in the early 1970s was Vermont's displeasure with land
development near MountSnowand HaystackMountainin WindhamCounty.
Initially welcoming a real estate boom, residents soon complained of
increased drug traffic, the pollution of water by leaking sewage, increasing
prices and taxes, and the fact that many locals were soon priced out of the
housing market and were unable to obtain loans for homes. In late 1970,
citizen dissatisfaction led to the passage of Act 250. This legislation called
for controlled development and land-use planning for the State of Vermont,
and was "recognized as the most stringent land use law in the country."19

17Wilson,"Declinein the Rate,"82.
18Terrell J Minger, "Impacts of a NewResort-Townon a Natural/Rural Environment:
The VailExperience," March, 197",box7, Center for Interdisciplinary Studies/Gallatin
Canyon Study Papers. Renne Library Special Collections.Montana State
University,Bozeman,Montana (hereafter cited as GCSPapers).
19Wilson,"Declinein the Rate," 159-162.
.%i

Another indication of public dissatistaction with growing ski resorts
was a study conducted by the Vermont Public Interest Research Group
(VPIRG). In 1972, the VPIRGpublished .Down.hllJin Warren, a study of the
impacts of three ski resorts on the nearby town of Warren, Vermont. The
study concluded that local businesses found it difficult to compete with the
new enterprises that came with the real estate boom and that most of the
jobs created by the ski boom were low paying positions that went to out-ofstaters and, thus, did not create significant employment for locals. The
residents of Warren, like those of Vail, questioned whether ski resorts and
real estate booms were as adventageous as they seemed at first blush.20
The controversy over Walt Disney's proposed recreational
development in the Mineral King Valley of California also exemplified a
growing suspicion of and opposition to large recreationaldevelopments

in

the late 1960s and the early 1970s. In June, 1969, the Sierra Club filed suit
to halt the paving of a road through Sequoia National Park, which was the
lynchpin in the Disney Company's proposed $35 million development. The
issue was not settled unti11976, when the Mineral King Valley was
incorporated into the adjacent national park by an act of Congress. Although
Mineral Kingis often cited as the emblematic environmental debate of the
seventies, and did prove important in terms of definitions of legal standing,
the controversy over ski area construction at Big Sky and other ski areas
were important elements of nation-wide trends of opposition to the

development of relatively pristine landscapes. The residents of rural
mountainenvironments, as well as the popular press, began to believe that
"tourism [was) creating its own pollution."21.
20Ibid."Declinein the Rate," 167-168.
2IHorace Sutton, "TheErosion of Eden,"Saturday Review; 6 June, 1970,58.
10

Wayne Wilson has suggested that the rate of ski resort development
slowed down dramatically from 1968 to 1978. Although some writers
attributed that slow-down to a lack of suitable terrain for such resorts,
Wilson described the causes of this slowdown in ski resort development as
an increase in environmental concerns and opposition to ski area
construction by the public, together with economic arguments voiced against
development by people who were skeptical of the benefits of growth.
The development of the Big Sky resort occured at a period when
environmentalists' objections to new ski resorts were at their peak. Not only
were environmental concerns of increasing importance nation-wide, but
those who questioned the decisions of government agencies now had the
means to effectively challenge policies they found questionable. The 1960
Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act, the 1964 Wilderness Act, and, most
importantly, the 1970 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)and the
1971 Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)not only reflected a
growing environmental concern, but also gave the public increased
opportunity to participate in decisions affecting government policy on public
lands.
The seventies were a time of increasing concern about environmental
matters, and a time of increasing public debate over the proper use of public
lands. Big Sky immediately entered the public arena as an issue concerning
the proper use of federal lands, as it involved a land exchange between
Burlington Northern, Inc. (BN)and the United States Forest Service (USFS).
These public lands were located in an area which many considered highly
sensitive to the impacts of development.
Indeed, citizens of the Gallatin Valley who were concerned about the
impact of Big Sky on the canyon were quick to use the new procedural
11

avenues open to them to resist the development and construction of Big Sky.
Dr. Russell Berg, a professor in the Engineering Department of MSU,formed
the National Forests Protection Group (NFPG),which appealed the exchange
of land between the United States Forest Service and Burlington Northern,
and also appealed the federal funding of a paved road to the resort from
Highway 191. Using the appeals process within the Forest Service, and later
filing suit in the Butte District Court under the provisions of the National

EnvironmentalProtection Act,NFPGsucceededin delaying constructionof
the mountain village for two years. Because the road was not paved for a
considerable time, environmental damage in the form of increased
sedimentation in the West Fork of the Gallatin resulted. In the development
of BigSky, environmentalists encountered state and federal agencies which
played important roles regarding public policies which affected the Big Sky

resort.
The state agencies that took part in the development of Big Sky were
those that would be called upon in the process of obtaining permits for any
subdivision or construction development, the Department of Health and the
Department of Natural Resources. Big Sky met the requirements of these
agencies when planning its water systems, installing what was in Montana a
state-of-the-art sewage system. Through these agencies, state officials
enforced regulations concerning sewage disposal, as well as rules designed to
prevent the pollution of ground water and streams. These regulations were,
naturally, important considerations for the planners of Big Sky.
Big Sky officials thus did not plan an environmentally sensitive resort
because good state or county planning required them to do so. The planners
of Big Sky created a master plan which would meet state requirements and
present attractive real estate to buyers. It was a sign of the times that Big

12.

Sky responded to public opinion, and presented the resort as a development
that would be sensitive to the limitations of the landscape. This was, of
course, good business. An environmentally aware public, both locally and
nationally, would support and patronize an establishment they perceived of
as doing the "right thing." Customers would certainly be more willing to buy,
and be willing to pay more for properties at a resort that took aesthetic
concerns seriously.
Another primary role played by the state government in the
development of Big Sky was that of a facilitator. The State of Montana was
most anxious to encourage economic development. The Montana Department
of Planning and EconomicDevelopment served as an agency which not only
encouraged the location of business in the state, but acted to facilitate the
transactions between different government departments regarding a
development project and to smooth the transactions between government
agencies and businesses. At this time economic growth was viewed as
imperative. Of all the types of economic growth available, tourism
represented a very positive kind of development for Montana. Tourism was
a clean industry-- no smokestack emmissions, no open pits, and no messy
chemical spills to create problems or controversy. The Department of
Planning and EconomicDevelopment sought to encourage and assist Chet
Huntley and his associates in the development of BigSky.22
The federal government also played an important role in the
development of Big Sky. The United States Forest Service was the agency
responsible for the land trades which made the resort possible. A special

22Recordsconcerni.ng the state's efforts to encourage Big Sky can be found in Record
Series 163,Department of Planning and EconomicDevelopment,Montana State
Historical SocietyArchives, Helena, Montana.
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use permit was also required from the Forest Service for the operation of the
skiing trails on public land. In addition, political pressures involving the
federal government were also involved in the Big Sky development. When
John Dean testified during the Watergate hearings, it became appare~t that
the White House had attempted to impede a land exchange important to Big
Sky "because of a rather hostile comment that Mr. Huntley had made
regarding the President [Nixon)." White House staff later phoned the
Department of Agriculture attempting to expedite that land swap, after they
believed the President would have the political support of the popular news
commentator. The development at Big Sky, and therefore the Gallatin
Canyon study, were immersed in the politics of the day.23
State political authorities also were interested in the outcome of the
land trades involved with the construction of Big Sky. One indication of the
state's interest in the situation was a letter from Montana Governor Forrest
Anderson to Charles Bradley, the first coordinator of the study. Anderson
urged all state agencies to give the land exchange between Burlington

Northern and the Forest Servicetop priority. Asthe representative of a
state agency,Bradleywas required to comment on the land exchange,and
the governor requested a copy of all comments on the land exchange for
himself. The implication was that opposition to development, even if based
on scientific information, was not acceptable. The Gallatin Canyon study was
subjected to the politics of state-wide pressures for land development, and
became an asset to the planners of Big Sky.24 Government agencies and
political considerations thus played important roles in the development and

23 "Chet Becomes Political Pawn," urea/Falls Tribune, June 30.1973:21.
24 Forrest H. Anderson to Charles Bradley, March 9. 1971. "Correspondence" file. box 1.
GCSPapers.
1'1

construction of Big Sky. The developers of Big Sky also found that in an age
of ecologicalconsciousness, using science might play an important role in
facilitating the progress of a large resort complex.
The role of science in public policy decision making was unclear in
1970. Decision making remained in the political arena, because in the state
and federal institutions that controlled public lands there were differing
views about the "priorities. . . between science as an enterprise and other
social goa1s."25State officials, federal agency personnel, and politicians saw
an increasing need for information in decision making, but the role and scope
of science was very mucfl in flux in 1970.
Big Sky officials used the study whenever possible to their benefit, but
would not tolerate any criticism from the researchers involved. Chet
Huntley assured the Missoula Chamber of Commerce that "the application of
technology would safeguard the area from ecological damage." He noted that
thirteen ecological teams were making tests to determine the effects of the
development, which would "give us some facts and figures." Huntley also
noted that "the ecologists are worth listening to but opponents are continuing
to sound off by writing and speaking overtime." Thus Huntley neatly
divided opinion into two groups. Ecologists had no opinion, or were of some
use to the planning process, while the opposition was anyone critical of the
Big Sky development.26 By 1972, BigSky officials were suggesting that
scientists were somehow involved in supervising the development of Big
Sky. Roger Houseman, the director of design and construction at Big Sky said
that while Big Sky officials were planning the resort, ecologists were "looking

25DeanE.Mann and Helen M.Ingram, "PolicyIssues in the Natural Environment" in
Public Policy IJJ1dt.I1eNatural En viron.01ent, {Greenwich,

26"BigInvestors," CreatFa/lsTribune,March 7,1971.
1~

Conn.: JAI Press, 1985), 27.

over our shoulders constantly."27 The term 'ecologists' did not connote
'preservationists;' rather it inferred that respectable scientists were serving
as consultants in the planning of Big Sky.
Chet Huntley criticized an article which appeared in Mosaic;a
publication of the National Science Foundation. Huntley accused the author,
Dorothy Bradley, of not gettting the facts right, maintaining that the figure of
10,000 people living at Big Sky was grossly exaggerated. The fact was that
plans called for an overnight guest lodging capacity of just over 10,000
visitors. Huntley also claimed that the concern about air pollution of the
Gallatin Canyon was unfounded, since Big Sky would make visitors park their
cars and use the public transportation provided.28 In actuality, no public
transportation within the West Fork area ever developed to serve the guests
of BigSky. Gustavus Raaum, the President of Big Sky, described those who
opposed the development as "isolationists, not ecologists." He stated that 10
or 12 people in the MSUCivil Engineering Department were "making most of
the fuss," and that those people were misinformed about the project.29 Big
Sky officials were anxious to appear technologically knowledgeable, yet
science would have more significant .roles to play in public policy decision
making.
The federal government had since World War II been intimately
involved with scientific endeavor. The development of the atomic bomb, the
development of nuclear energy, and the federal effort toward space travel
all clearly demonstrated that science was increasingly important in public
policy making during and after World War II. Advances in theoretical
27 "Impact of Big Sky Project Told," 6reatFa/ls TrilJUDtJ,
Feb. 28, 1972.
28 Chet Huntley to Dorothy Bradley, 31 May, 1971. "Correspondence" file. box 1. GCS
Papers.
29 "Developer of Big Sky Defends Ecology Aims," 6reatFa/ls Tri!JuDtJ,Nov. 15. 1970:10.
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ecology, exemplified by the 1969 publication of Ecology, by Eugene Odum,
cleared a way for a more important role for the life sciences in public policy.
Not only were theoretical advances important to a more public role for
the life sciences, but the public's perception of environmental systems and
the idea of ecology was becoming more sophisticated in the early 1970s. A
new awareness of environmental hazards such as pesticides and
photochemical smog was augmented by a science "apparently changing our
conception of reality." Basic science and popular news sources interacted to
advance the role of the life sciences in policy debates to a more prominent
position.30
Primack and von Hippel argued in 1974 that science was not effective

in informing the democratic decision-making process. The reason was that
most of the scientific advice in important public issues such as the proposed
construction of the supersonic transport, the use of 2, 4, )- T defoliants,
decisions regarding cyclamates, and the antiballistic missile debate in the
1960s went to the federal executive branch. "and with it an almost
unchallenged power to make decisions. Administration officials have felt
free to ignore or distort technical advice" when it did not suit their
convenience or agenda. Primack and von Hippel pointed to an important
factor in the relationship between science and public policy decision-making:
scientists may advise. however, in the end, the decisions remained in a
largely political arena.31

30LauraThompson. "Science and the Studyof Mankind:' in Paul Shepard and Daniel
McKinley, eds., The Subversive Science: Essays Toward 8J1EcoioKY of M8J1,(Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co..1969). 3M.
31Joel Primack and Frank von Hippe!. Advise 8J1dbissent: Scientists in tl1e Political
Aren8 (New York: Basic Books. Inc., 1974),4.
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Science has contributed to the making of public policies primarily in
the form of providing reliable information to the decision makers involved.
The scientists in the Gallatin Canyon study saw their obligation as
"identifying future potential problems and developing public policy
alternatives relevant to these problems."32 In the controversy in the 1970s
between development and the conservation of landscapes with wilderness
characteristics. the creation of the Big Sky resort embodied all the significant
aspects of debate over public policy. The Gallatin Canyon study sought to
"inform the political process and facilitate the public policy decision making
process."33
The Gallatin Canyon study also examined how public policy decisions
were made during the construction of Big Sky. The initial land exchanges
between Burlington Northern and the Forest Service were discussed. and the
study suggested that the legal action initiated by the National Forest
Preservation Group "served notice that pro-forma procedural compliance"
with the requirements of NEPAand the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act
"would not go unchallenged."34 In the major public policy decision. the issue
in debate was "whether it was appropriate to allow consolidation of a large
block of private land within the boundaries of a national forest," The
rationale of the Forest Service was that management of its lands would be
more coherent if it owned large contiguous areas, while Burlington Northern
stood to gain advantages in a more efficient use of resources on their lands.
The effect for all parties was thought to be "more efficient and effective land
management policies."35
32Gallatin Canyon Study Team. SYJ1thesisReport 2.
33Ga11atinCanyon Study Team. SYJ1thesisReport. 2.
34Gallatin Canyon Study Team. SYJ1thesis Report 101.
35Wi11iamsand Sandquist, MOJ1oGraphNo. 17, 4, 17.
18"

Although the National Forests Protection Group was not successful in
their efforts to enjoin the land exchanges, agency personnel were now aware
of the procedures involved with NEPA,and knew that environmental groups
would not be bashful in appealing land-use decisions. Anne Williams, a
sociologist involved in the Gallatin Canyon Study, speculated that future
land-use decisions were "likely to be considered more thoroughly as to their
environmental impacts and the costs and benefits which are likely to accrue
to the public."36
Land use planning in the Gallatin Canyon was also examined by the
study team. In 1970 a group of local property owners formed the Gallatin
Canyon Canyon Association. Chet Huntley made an offer to contribute
$15,000 to develop a land-use plan for the Gallatin Canyon. Governor
Anderson appointed a citizen's advisory committee, and the Department of
Planning and EconomicDevelopment was directed to work with the MurryMcCormickAssociates of Sacramento to develop a development plan, which
was produced in July. 1972. The local landowners, however, took no action
to implement that plan. Only one person showed up at the Association's
meeting of July 26. 1973. Thus an important and timely effort to institute
planning in the canyon failed. The irony was that those who might be
affected the most by haphazard development were reluctant to join in
planning for the orderly development of the canyon. Without
comprehensive land use planning, there was no "mechanism to evaluate or
control the potential cumulative impacts of these private and piecemeal land
use decisions." The result feared was that unplanned land development
might result in an "adverse cumulative impact upon the Canyon

36Wi11iams and Sandquist.
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environment." the "aesthetic beauty and scenic nature" of the Gallatin
Canyon were at risk largely because private land was concentrated along
Highway 191 in the canyon proper, thus any residential or commercial
development would invariably change the previously unhampered vistas.37
The Gallatin Canyon study went so far as to state that "large-scale
developments. . . should not be allowed in semi-primitive areas where land
use planning is not in effect. . ." If the "aesthetic and environmental quality
of the area:" was at risk, then major developments were not desirable until
some sort of planning was in place. The Gallatin Canyon study also proposed
that "emergency planning and zoning districts be initiated routinely in areas
without effective land use controls and where large-scale developments are
proposed." The' Gallatin Canyon study thus viewed planning to be essential
in attempting to mitigate environmental impacts of development.38
In the relationship between science and public policy, the
information-gathering stage was the traditional place where scientists have
played their most important role. When the decision to be made was in the
v

public arena, however, when the matter of consideration was controversial.
many people seemed to perceive a participating scientist as no longer
objective. A confusion of roles may have been why scientists at Montana
State University were seen as "taking sides" in the controversy over the
construction of Big Sky.
Lawrence Davis created a typology which delineates the gradations
between advocates and analysts. Analysts, of course, were the various
people who specifically set out to contribute facts or do research to answer
questions. Davis discussed the traditional view of scientists as pure
37Wi1liams and Sandquist,
38Wi1liams and Sandquist.

MODOgrapl1 No. 1.7, 81-2.
MODognpl1 No. 17. 83.85.

].0

researchers who are disinterested observers, calling them "passive analysts,"
The "active analyst," on the other hand, is "concerned with contemporary
policy." The "active" analyst seeks to make sure proper and correct
information is available to policy makers. Thus Davis' model provides a
descriptive format for understanding a complex situation. It is not that a
scientist loses objectivity when they "take a stand," so much as that
perception is the result of the scientist taking on a new role not traditionally
ascribed to the scientist.39
In many cases the public has confused the scientist as active analyst
with the "advocate," who Davis typifies as lobbyists, or politicians and
administrators who our society charges with public policy decision making.
When scientists entered the public arena, when they expressed concern with
policy decisions, they were sometimes seen as having lost their objectivity,
as having crossed the line from analyst to a biased advocate.
The scientists of the Gallatin Canyon study were very concerned with
the problem of perceived objectivity. Bradley warned researchers to "Keep
your personal biases buried at all times and instruct all those working for
you to do the same," This caution indicated that some researchers had
definite opinions about the Big Sky resort. Bradley warned team members
against taking sides on any issue relating ,to the study when talking to the
press, "They will force you off the fence if they can. (I know)," Instructions
were given to use personal cars rather than the "YellowPumpkin Coaches"of
the University. This measure reduced research visibility.40

39LawrenceS. Davis."Analyst or Advocate? The Roleof Natural Resource Professionals
in PolicyFormulation." Edge, (Winter 1980).52.
40Minutes of StudyTeammeeting. 10June. 1971. box 1.Charles Bradley Papers. Renne
Library Special Collections.Montana State University.Bozeman,Montana (hereafter
cited as Charles Bradley Papers).
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The administration of Montana State University was also concerned
with a public image of objective science, The best example of the
University's efforts to present science as objective, and of the suspicions of
Big Sky management, was an incident later known as the "ElkControversy,"
As part of the Gallatin Canyon study, Professor Harold Picton of the Biology
Department carried out investigations of the numbers and movements of elk
herds that occupied and traveled through the Gallatin Canyon, An
announcement of his report was released, as was typical of many academic
papers. The Associated Press reporter who wrote the story misinterpreted
the results of the study, and used a few key words out of context to create a
headline that suggested Big Sky was responsible for a decline in elk
numbers. This was an error on the part of the AP wire service, but Huntley's
first impression was that the Gallatin Canyon Study was biased against the
development of BigSky.
Chet Huntley objected to the news accounts that the Big Sky resort had
affected the elk herd of the Gallatin Canyon. Roy Huffman, the Vice
President for Research at MSU,reacted by saying that "most of the findings
are the result of activities and developments outside the planned and
designated properties of Big Sky." Thus Huffman tried to steer the study
away from any controversy regarding the development at Big Sky, He went
on to say that the "major purpose of the study is to provide a record that can
aid in evaluating the potential impacts of proposed developments in other
areas," Huffman was suggesting that the Gallatin Canyon study was not
going to influence the public debate over the BigSky development, and in
that judgement he would be proved largely correct. 41

41 "Gallatin Canyon Study not Aimed at Big Sky," 6reatFa/ls Trihune, Sept. 15 1973.
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Huffman pointed out that the Centerfor Interdisciplinary Studies,the
last organizing office for the Gallatin Canyon study, had "been accused
periodically of selling out to environmentalists

and developers alike." He

suggested that this criticism from both sides showed the research was
objective and neutral. Indeed, the research itself was objective.42 The
subject of the research, however, was in the midst of public controversy: in
a contentious public policy issue, the Gallatin Canyon study entered the
domain of public scrutiny and criticism. In a 1973 speech before a Seminar
on Development and Population, Hoffman suggested that the "growing
distinction between the ecologist and the environmentalist is a good thing."
The Vice President for Research thus distinguished between the role of the
"analyst/ecologist," and the role of "advocate/environmentalist," joining the
discussion of what the proper role of the scientist should be. 43
Another reason scientists involved with the Gallatin Canyon study
may have been perceived as potential trouble, or may have been perceived
as not being objective was the public role of opposition played by one of
their colleagues. Russell Berg, a professor of Civil Engineering, was the
leader and organizer of the National Forest Preservation Group, and an
outspoken opponent of the Big Sky Resort. Berg was one of the prime
movers in the administrative appeals and lawsuits filed against the land
trades between Burlington-Northern and the Forest Service, and against the
construction and paving of the "spur" or access road to Big Sky off Highway
191. The political involvement of a fellow scientist from another
department, together with Huntley's comments to newspapers gave rise to
42 Ibid.
43RoyE. Huffman. "Environmental-Ecological Aspects of Development and Population,"
in 18.011.'8I8r. People. 8J1dtile Ul1iversity; (Bozeman: Agricultural Experiment
Station, 1984),30.
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suspicions regarding the objectivity of the researchers of the Gallatin Canyon
Study.
In the 1970s there was great hope for the efficacy of planning. One
example was the governor's conference on the state's economy. entitled
"Strategy for the Seventies." In the keynote address. Governor Forrest
Anderson stated that "we must provide employment for the people of this
state and protect the environment:" The implication of the conference
proceedings was that given the problem or challenge of how to improve the
state's economy, by planning and rational effort the state could solve the
problem with minimal and acceptable environmental impacts. "Strategy for
the Seventies" was much more than a promotional effort, it was an
acknowledgement by the state government that some sort of coherent plan
or concerted effort was desirable to encourage economic growth in the state
which would "promote the best possible quality of life for the people of this
state."44
Legislation of the period also addressed a perceived need for planning.
For the Forest Service in the 1970s. the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Resources Planning Act (RPA),the RAREI and II processes, and
the 1976 National Forest Management Act all reflected a perceived need for
better planning. The 1975 Montana Stream Preservation Act, and the
amendment of the Montana Subdivision and Platting Act demonstrated a
state-level concern about planning. During the 1970s the State of Montana
also passed the Montana Major Facility Siting Act, instituted a seve!ance tax
on coal, and passed legislation regulating the reclamation of mining areas.
Finally, the Federal Lands Planning and Management Act affecting the
44Forrest H.Anderson, "AKeynote for Strategy for the Seventies:' in Proceedings of
Governor's Conference "Strategy for the Seventies," box 7, GCSPapers.
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Bureau of Land Management, the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act. and legislation such as the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978
reflected a growing recognition on a nation-wide level of the need for
planning that incorporated environmental considerations.
Roy Huffman described the essenceof the state's dilemma well. In a
speech before a symposium on the subject of agriculturally related pollution,
Huffman said that "the major problem facing Montana. . . [was finding) an
accomodation between economic development and environmental values."
To Huffman. the state needed to find some sort of balance between economic
development and environmental values.45
Huffman suggested that a "bonus of the study has been research
information that management of the Chrysler Realty Corporation-backed Big
Sky development can use in planning."46 The ideal of applied research was
to apply academic research to "real-world problems."47 The Gallatin Canyon
study. it was hoped, would provide a model of rational planning processes.
Bradley emphasized certain connections the University had with decision
makers, which would be important if the study was to be "effective in
influencing actual planning." Some of the potential connections between
academia and government included the State Fish and Game Department, the
State Environmental Health Committee, the National Advisory Committeee to
the Bureau of Land Management, the Governor's Advisory Council, and the
City and County Planning Boards.

45RoyE.Huffman, "Man and HisEnvironment in a World of Scienceand Technology,"
in laLtti flTat8r:People, IJ.t1dt.lJeU.Diversity, (Bozeman: Agricultural Experiment
Station, 1984),32.
46 "Gallatin Canyon Study not Aimed at Big Sky," GreatFa1ls TriIJu.Dc,Sept. 15 1973.
47 "Proposal for Study," box 1, Charles Bradley Papers.
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Despite the passage of the Montana Planning and Economic
Development Act in 1967, the state did not become effective in developing
any plan for development. Although the State of Montana had health
regulations regarding the development or the creation of subdivisions, there
were no state zoning regulations concerning subdivisions or any other type
of construction in rural areas. A lack of state-level planning became evident
in the 1980's, when a large development in Park County named the "Church
Universal and Triumphant" built bomb shelters for thousands and accidently
spilled fuel oil into a trout spawning stream near Yellowstone National Park,
taking County Commissioners by suprise.48 Gallatin County did not have
mandatory zoning in 1970, either. Not until 1990 would Gallatin County
begin to develop a plan for the orderly development of the entire county.
Neither the state nor Gallatin County required planning or zoning. The
development of Big Sky increased public awareness of the possibilities of
planning, yet Montanans failed to act either on a state or on a local basis to
plan or zone for development.
Scientists at MSUwere consulted regarding the stability of slopes and
soils. The towers of one of the ski lifts were relocated because of a rock
glacier, and the plan of the spur road was redesigned to avoid unstable
slopes. These were the only specific changes made by planners regarding
the concerns of study team members. The Gallatin Canyon Study had
specific applications to some considerations of planning, but the study
carried no weight in the primary decision: whether or not the resort should
be constructed.

.

48Scott McMillion, "cur Critics Blast State as Trial Begins," BoZe018J1lJailyChroDic1e, 7
June 1990.
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One major result of the Gallatin Canyon study was the suggestion of
how the planning and zoning of rural areas might serve to mitigate or
prevent the undesirable impacts of large developments. The study found
requirements for planning by state agencies to be non-existant. Public
opinion and pressures for development were the forces affecting public
policy decision making, not the Gallatin Canyon Study. The decision-making
process was still in the political arena; the scientific contribution remained
an advisory role.
Science could certainly inform, yet information of a scientific nature
alone could not make the necessary decisions regarding land us-ein the
Gallatin Canyon. Any amount of scientific knowledge "cannot make a
meaningful, humanly livable world lor Us."49Science, embodied in the
Gallatin Canyon Study, did not contribute any final answers in the continuing
debate in Montana over the proper use of public lands. "Integrative
understanding" of the world and humanity's role in that world involved
beliefs and values as well as information.50
In the Gallatin Canyon study's Synthesis Heport, Gordon Brittan, a
professor of philosophy at Montana State University, described an important
facet to problems of development. Pointing out the "inherent conflicts in our
concepts of private rights and public interest," Brittan suggested that
perhaps it was time to reevaluate our fundamental concepts of
landownership to include duties as well as rights, to consider replacing our
concept of rights with the concept of needs. 51 The Gallatin Canyon Study

490ran R. YOUl1g,Natural Resources sod the Stale: The Political Eco.Domyof Resource
Ml/.Dqeme.Dt. (Berkeley: Ul1iversity of Califorl1ia Press, 1980,588.
50Paul R. lilsel. "The Mass Productiol1 of Kl1owledge," 111Louise B. YOUl1gal1d William 1.
Trail1or, Scie.Dce8.DdPublic Policy «Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publicatiol1, 1971), 588.
51Gallatil1Cal1yol1Study Team, SY.DtI1esisReport, 121-22.
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thus recognized that science might inform the policy making process, but a
more fundamental reorientation of society's ideas of property, ownership,
and responsibilities might be in order to find that elusive goal of an
accomodation between development and environmental values.
The Gallatin Canyon study "found no intrinsic incompatibility"
between protection of the environment and a large resort such as Big Sky.
The conclusion of the Gallatin Canyon study was that "comprehensive

planning should be required wherever large-scale developments are
proposed."52Such planningwould of course require a large imput of
information relevant to mitigatingor m.inimizingthe environmental effects
of economicallyoriented development. The study, in effect, proposed that
science actively engage in public policy decision making. Scientists at MSU
had sought to accomplish what Robert Heilbroner had suggested in 1970:
"the laboratories of applied research into the future."53
In Montana, large-scale recreational developments exemplified the
dilemma of decision makers between a new environmental consciousness on
the part of a large portion of the citizenry, and the desire for the economic
development of the state. The Gallatin Canyon study was one example of
how scientists in the early 1970s attempted to contribute to the solution of
America's problems. The study emphasized that planning was a solution for
attempting to reduce the environmental effects of development as much as
possible. It was the hope of the study team that science and academia could
act to contribute information to the planning process, which would result in
the best possible decisions in trying to reach an acommodation between

development and environmental values.
52GallatinCanyonStudyTeam, Synthesis Report, 122.
53RobertL.Heilbroner, "Priorities for the Seventies," S61urtlllyReview. 3 Jan. 1970,19.
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