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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke with the Oregon Historical Society. The date is November 30,

1994, and this is the beginning of an oral history with James Redden. Today’s interview is in his
chambers at the courthouse.
As I said, today I’d like to talk about your earliest memories. Maybe we could start off by
having you tell me a little bit about your mother and father and who they were, maybe starting
with your father.

JR:

My father had the same name, James A. Redden; he was the first, I’m the second, and my

son, James A. Redden III, of course lives here in Portland.
My father was born at the turn of the century, one of eleven children of Eugene Redden
and Ellen Tyrone McQuade Redden. His family came from Ireland. I believe it would be my
great-great-great-grandfather, and maybe great-great-great-great-grandfather—I’ve got some
records of that at home, and I’ll try to clarify that for you—but he came from Ireland as they say
before the potato famine; that is, there was a relatively large group of Irish that moved over here
before the potato famine, many of them artisans, as was he. He was a coppersmith and then
moved to Albany, New York.
Then I believe it was my great-grandfather that moved from Albany to Springfield,
Massachusetts, and my grandfathers were a series of Eugene Reddens, which was my grand-

father’s name. I don’t remember him at all. He died before my memory, but after I was born.
My grandfather was a businessman, successful for the times, and an inventor of sorts, and
he had eleven children; I think it was five sons and six daughters, and all of them very successful
people. All the sons went to high school, some college. My uncle Joseph was a dentist, as my
dad was. I had an uncle, Harold Redden, Bud Redden, who was one of the very prominent
members and movers and shakers in the American Legion for many years. They are all deceased
now—ten of the eleven children are deceased.
My dad was a dentist. He practiced in Springfield from the end of World War I until his
death in 1960.

MO:

Let me just back you up for a second. You said your grandfather was a businessman;

what was his business?

JR:

Generally he had the Redden—a company named after him that was a manufacturing

company of sorts, and as I indicated, he was also somewhat of an inventor.
He invented a tire which should by all rights have made the family forever millionaires.
He made what was called the “Redden Resilient Tire,” and this was after the invention of the
automobile, when they were driving around on hard solid rubber tires, and he devised a tire—and
I’ve seen as a youth the advertisements for it—that had cubes of hard rubber floating inside soft
rubber inside the hard rubber casing, which was a remarkable improvement in the ride, I’m
told—but they went on the market immediately before the pneumatic tire, which was even more
popular.

MO:

That’s not the best timing, is it?

JR:

Right. But by all accounts he was quite a character himself and very well respected and

liked, as was my father.

MO:

Well, we got back to the idea of all-rubber tires more recently with the spares they give

you now.
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JR:

That’s right. Maybe I’d better check and see if they’re Redden’s Resilient Tires.
My father was a dentist and practiced—oh, I can recall he had offices in what we called

“The Park,” he had offices in a suburb of Springfield; you didn’t call them that then, but a little
town outside of Springfield called Indian Orchard, and he had an office there, as well as one in
downtown Springfield.

MO:

So he would commute between the two offices as necessary for his appointments?

JR:

Right. He kept, as I recall, his evening hours in Indian Orchard, and daytime hours in

Springfield. Of course, my memory is during the Depression, so everybody was scrambling
pretty much, and I remember his office in Indian Orchard—Indian Orchard was a town that was
populated primarily by Polish immigrants, and they were first generation, for the most part.
Many times his fees were paid in Polish hams, and that’s one of my fondest memories. They
were just absolutely delicious. These were canned hams, and I can still remember them; they had
Polish printing on the tins, big tinned hams. Before World War II started, why, these folks had
relatives in Poland who would send them these tinned hams, and we ate a lot of those because a
lot of those people during the Depression had no money to pay for their dental care, and this
worked out pretty well. I’m sure the statute’s run on it as far as the IRS is concerned, but I don’t
know that he ever reported those Polish hams.
But he had that office there for many years in Springfield. Then in 1938, I think it was, he
closed both of those offices, and we moved from Forest Park to the North End, where he had an
office in our home on Chestnut Street. It was a big old house that was built at the turn of the
century which had a remarkable history in and of itself.
Some Italians owned it, and they had imported Italian craftsmen from Italy who did some
leather work and also painted murals on the walls, and after they were completed, why, they
were sent back to Italy. It was just a grand house. The last time I saw it, it looked bad enough to
make me cry, which was a couple years ago, because it’s now in a really tough section of town,
with freeways looping around it, and it’s a shame because it was a marvelous house in a very
lower middle-class, I guess, neighborhood.

MO:

And the house is still standing?
James A. Redden, 3

JR:

The house is still standing, but it sure looks terrible. But it was a house that years before

passed into the hands of some bootleggers, and the bootleggers dug a tunnel between this big
house, underneath the back yard and into the barn in the back. It was a big old barn, and they
used to smuggle their booze into the garage, unload it and bring it through the tunnel and bring it
into the house.
When we moved in, all the neighborhood kids told us about this great history, and we
asked our parents and of course they absolutely denied any such terrible thing, and we went
down to the basement and found where the tunnel went. It was all boarded up. So it was
interesting.

MO:

Did you explore this tunnel at all?

JR:

No, we couldn’t get in. We tried. It came out in the garage, and we could see where it

came up in a floor and the cement breaking because the tunnel had been filled with sand, and of
course the sand kept shifting, and the cement floors would keep breaking, and we kept boarding
them over and so forth. But it obviously was true, as was the story that there had been a murder
in the driveway, one of these gangster killings, years before we moved into the house. Well, it
couldn’t have been too many; probably ten years before we did.
We never knew whether these stories were true or not, until many years later when I
worked with a guy at the post office, when I had a job at the post office, and his cousins lived in
that house and were involved in all this business, and he confirmed for me indeed, there had been
a murder in that driveway and much smuggling of booze went on.
Anyway, it was a great old house, and it was the gathering place for the kids for miles
around. That was their place as we grew up. My parents were always very friendly and enjoyed
having the other kids.

MO:

Your house was a popular house, then?

JR:

That was sort of the headquarters, yes. Besides, I had a couple of very beautiful sisters. I

think that helped attract the crowd.
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It was a tough neighborhood, but it was a good time to grow up in Springfield, which is
sort of a dismal city now. Like a lot of those Eastern cities, it got old in a hurry; it seems to me,
anyway. While I’ve been getting old slowly.

MO:

So your father, I guess, was involved in politics, too?

JR:

Yes. He ran—and this would have been in probably the late ‘20s—for County

Commissioner. I don’t have any recollection of that except hearing about it later. He was
unsuccessful in that bid, and then he ran for mayor twice, and I recall those campaigns, and that
of course really got me interested in politics, in the competitiveness of it and the campaigns and
the excitement. In those days, why, races for mayor, or even city council, were very exciting
events, with big parades and—

MO:

About how old were you then?

JR:

Oh, boy, I think his last campaign was ‘36, which would have made me seven. They both

took place before I was nine. We moved when I was nine, and I know that during those
campaigns we lived in Forest Park. A lot of my memories of them come, I know, from reading
scrapbooks that my mother kept, but I do have some distinct memories of writing “Redden for
Mayor” on the sidewalks and so forth. I was pretty caught up in this whole thing.

MO:

Did you think that you yourself might be a politician someday?

JR:

No. I don’t know; I don’t know if I ever gave it any real thought that I would ever run for

office. I knew I would always be interested in politics.
But he ran twice and was unsuccessful in both those bids. Then I guess we moved in ‘38,
and then he went into the service again, went in the Navy as a dentist with a commission, in the
early ‘40s.

MO:

So he served in World War I and—
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JR:

He served in World War I. He had dropped out of high school and wanted to join the Air

Force, which was of course a very fledgling organization, and they told him, no, he had to finish
high school, so he went back and finished high school. At that time they needed no more recruits
for that, but he went to dental school in the Army and on the Army in Washington D.C., and I
think that lasted for a year, the college education and dental school. Then he was discharged
from the Army but continued in dental school and finished his dental training at Tulane in New
Orleans.
He met my mother in Washington D.C. right at the end of World War I, and she and her
sister and mother had moved from North Carolina to Washington D.C. during the war, I’m sure
for all of the jobs and so forth in Washington D.C. and the needs of the government at that time.
Her maiden name was Cheek. Her mother’s maiden name was McCulloch. They were
Scottish and English and they were an old family in the South. My mother was somewhat of a
genealogist and has written a couple of books on genealogy about various families in the South,
including her own. They were an old family in the South and lived in a town named Mebane,
which is outside of Greensboro. She had a sister and a brother, both of whom are deceased, and
both of whom remained in North Carolina—no, her sister moved to Washington and married a
classmate of my father’s who also became a dentist, and they lived in New Jersey for a while.
They separated, and they had two children, Patty and Billy, and they came to live with us. So I
had two sisters, and then the two of them, and then when I was ten years old, my younger sister
was born. So we had a pretty big family, the five of us running around there.

MO:

So in your own family there were yourself plus three sisters, then?

JR:

Yes. I had a sister who died before I was born, and then two sisters that also were born

before I was. Then I was born, and then my two cousins came to live with us, and they lived with
us, oh, fairly steadily—off and on, but fairly steadily for five years, perhaps—[Interruption]

MO:

I guess we were at the point where you were telling me about your mother and how she

moved up to Washington D.C. and met your father there.

JR:

Right. She was a Southern girl from a little Southern town, and she had been brought
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up—she used to joke with us she’d been brought up to think that Catholics have horns and are
very evil, and she never understood how it was she married the first one she ever met.
They moved back to Springfield, and I guess that was quite an adventure for a young
Southern woman because my father’s circle of friends was his big Irish family and all their
friends, which of course were not at all like the people she was accustomed to or grew up with on
the farms in the South. But they had a long, successful marriage.
My mother was a very strong woman, very strong. Today, why, would have been
probably a college professor or something. She was a very intelligent, strong woman. Insisted
that all her daughters would be college educated and was very concerned about the plight of
women in that day and age, and rightfully so. She had moved into a world where—you know, the
Irish families at that time thought that the son in the family was the one who would—you know,
one would become a priest or something, but the sons had to be very closely guarded over by
everyone, by the mothers and the daughters to make sure that they were successful and happy,
and it really didn’t matter what happened to the daughters, because eventually they’d get married
and have eleven children of their own. This came as quite a shock to my mother, and she refused
to function that way.

MO:

So she was a bit of a feminist, even though they didn’t have that term in those days?

JR:

That’s right. My sisters had easily as many rights as I did.

MO:

In your mother’s eyes, anyway.

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

And apparently she placed a high value on education for all of you?

JR:

She did, and I always frightened her because I am not very interested in education. I

suppose I was fairly typical, but I was a bit of a flake and never got too interested in school. I
mean, I just didn’t take to it that much.
So finally at the end of two years of high school, World War II had ended, it was 1946,
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and I joined the Army, with encouragement from my family, my father in particular, I know,
because if you join the Army for a two-year stint, which is what I did, you got four years of
college on the G.I. Bill. It was the old World War II G.I. Bill we were dealing with, and it was a
great opportunity.
So I did that; when I got out and came back and finished high school and went to college,
I was pretty eager to get educated at that point.

MO:

What other values did your mother hold important or try to impart to you and your

sisters?

JR:

Well, both my parents were very strong about family. You know, we had the fights that

all families have, but we were family. My mother was very strong on her family, and even my
father’s history, you know, genealogy and that sort of thing, which most of us—especially me, I
guess—found pretty boring.
My dad was very strong with his friendships and his family. They were very close. A lot
of loyalty. They were people—particularly my father, he just did not abide by anyone who was
not loyal to their friends or family and, you know, stick together and so forth. These were the
Depression years, so they all helped each other out when they could.
He did well, when I think back on it, during those Depression years, holding the family
together and I’m sure helping his family out, as well, and to some extent my mother’s family.
So they were very family-oriented and stuck together.
They were both great supporters of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. They thought he was a
hero. As the war was coming on, they were not isolationists, they were for getting involved.
They were very strongly supportive of the British in their efforts, which was unusual for a lot of
the Irish people back then. Although I’m sure my father had some misgivings about those
people, he was very supportive of their plight vis-à-vis Hitler.
They were interventionists, is what they called them, and I can remember as I grew up
listening to them express concern about how we were laying back, and if we weren’t careful,
why, England would fall and then we’d be next. It was eerie how they turned out to be correct in
their views. They were concerned about the Japanese, but mostly about the Germans and
England.
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I remember them talking about Joseph Kennedy, who was the ambassador to Britain, and
I don’t remember what they said, but it wasn’t supportive of Joseph Kennedy. Apparently he
went over—I read later he went over there as Ambassador to Britain and was virtually proGerman. I mean, he thought the Germans were going to win and we ought to buddy up with
them, and they did not agree with that.

MO:

It sounds like both your mother and father were fairly political?

JR:

They were. They were. You know, his races for office were local, but they were

interested in politics in the world and all of those things, which wasn’t too common in that day
and age—or even today, for that matter. It’s sort of thrust on us today, but then you had to go out
and try to find out what was happening, and they were very curious about what happened.
It was a city, you know, that was made up of all sorts of ethnic groups. So, as I said, his
office was in a Polish neighborhood. They were overrun by the Germans. You know, about every
race, creed, color, nationality you could think of lived in Springfield, in a mile in any direction.
So I think there was probably an international flavor to it that’s gone now, but which increased
the interest of a lot of people in what was going on over there because his patients were maybe
Polish, might be Lithuanian, they could be Russian Jews, and you know, all of these people were
either first or second generation, and everyone was very aware of what was going in Europe.
The only groups that we didn’t have in Springfield growing up were Asians. I don’t
remember any Asians when I was a kid, but boy, that was the only one that was missing from the
mix.

MO:

No Chinese restaurants in town, then?

JR:

Oh, yeah, they had those, and there were Asians that ran the Chinese restaurant, and also

Chinese laundries and that was about the only place you saw them. I don’t remember any Asian
kids going to school with me, either in the park section of town or the north end, where we
moved, or in high school. So there was not a large number.

MO:

What about Blacks?
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JR:

Yeah, there was a fairly heavy population of Blacks. That was what they called de facto

segregation; that is, most of these ethnic groups lived in their own neighborhoods. They’re called
ghettoes now, but there was a Black neighborhood very near to us, about a half a mile away,
another one in another part of town a little further away, and there were neighborhoods made up
of Russian Jews. There were Polish neighborhoods. We lived in a neighborhood in the north end
that was mostly French, Canadian French, and Irish.
We lived in Forest Park, and that whole area was white, but it was multi-religious; there
were Protestants, Catholics, and Jewish families. One side of us were the Logans who were
Scotch Protestants, and the other side of the Slusky family, who were Jewish, and we never
thought very much of any of that. I mean, growing up that way it was wonderful.

MO:

Was the state of relations between the various communities; fairly peaceful then?

JR:

It was. Because of the segregation, the old de facto segregation, the local school—I

remember the one near Calhoun Park, the grade school, was almost entirely black—we called
them Negroes then, of course—because that’s what that neighborhood, that school district was,
where the one that I went to grade school in I think had no—I don’t recall it having any black
kids. But junior high, which drew from a bigger area, was the mixed bag, and that’s where
interaction with blacks and whites took place, and it was by and large friendly. I don’t remember
any fights or anything of that nature.

MO:

Although at the same time I would guess that there would have been some disparities

between the blacks and the white populations in terms of their economic status?

JR:

Oh, sure. Oh, sure. And there were a lot of folks in the north end that were very, very

poor, and not necessarily were all of them black, certainly, but there was a lot of poverty going
on in those days, before World War II started, and a lot of the kids we went to school with were
very poor, and there was a lot of disparity. We were well-off in comparison to almost all my
friends.
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MO:

Well, you said that you weren’t too excited about school at that age, but can you tell me a

little bit about what you remember about your grammar school experience? What was it like
going to school, and what were your favorite subjects, if you had any at the time?

JR:

I went to two different grammar schools. One was in Forest Park, which was an upper

middle class neighborhood, and I think I went there the first three grades, and I really don’t have
any great memory of it, but I do remember a couple of teachers there that were very popular, and
I remember the principal, who was not—as far as I was concerned, for good reason. That was the
day of corporal punishment for virtually any reason.

MO:

Did you ever have to visit the principal’s office?

JR:

Oh, yeah, and get the ruler on the palm of the hand. It wasn’t just the Catholic schools;

these were public schools.
Then we moved across town, where it was definitely blue collar, an entirely different type
of kids, and that was pretty rough for a while. They were a lot more mature than the kids that I
left behind in Forest Park that were the same age. Some of these were pretty damn tough kids.
But it was a good school. It was a good school, a great school.
Junior high school, we were then getting close to the war. We were in the depths of the
Depression. The schools were not getting any better. The teachers were all women. I think other
than a shop teacher in junior high, I think all the other teachers were female, most of them quite
old.
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JR:

I don’t think any of them had very attractive pensions or very large salaries, and I think

they just continued to work in order to survive, and there was no fresh blood coming in at that
time. The schools were broke, is the fact of the matter, and I think maybe that had a lot to do
with the boredom of it, there weren’t too many teachers that were young and inspiring, you
know, that kids could relate to.
But anyway, I managed to get out of junior high and went then to high school, which was
downtown.

MO:

When you were in the grade school and junior high phase of your life were there any

subjects or anything that you felt you had a knack for at that time?

JR:

I loved history, always did, all the way through school. I liked English, though I was a

terrible grammarian. I did love to read, and although I still don’t know what’s a verb and what’s
an adjective or where you put the wavy line or the two double lines, you know, I’m not a bad
writer. It’s because I read so much, and I used to like those courses where we had to write things
like that, and in particular I enjoyed those. Math always baffled me and was a struggle, and I
found it basically sort of boring, and that was a problem. Boy, if I got bored, why, that was the
end of that. And I didn’t take to foreign languages very well, although I eventually passed
everything I needed to pass.

MO:

What kinds of things would you do after school in whatever free time you had? What

kinds of pastimes did you have as a kid?

JR:

Oh, we played a lot of sports. I remember I played a little football in high school. And

then there was always a gang of us—and you can’t use that term “gang” anymore, but a group of
us in junior high and into high school that hung out together. It sort of changed from time to
time, you know, as you went from one school to another, but always a large group of very
gregarious, friendly kids, and we played out-of-school sports, in-school sports.
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I remember in high school we had intramural basketball, where the kids could form teams
and use the gym, those that were not good enough to be on the school basketball team. So we
played basketball, oh, probably three times a week. Had a league going there.
Just the usual thing. We enjoyed each other’s company, got in trouble sometimes, but for
the most part were, I guess, good kids.
I began to get jobs when I was young. When I was still in junior high school, I got my
first job at Christmas when I think I was only 13 years old at the local drugstore, and then I had
jobs—I got paid 30 cents an hour when I had a job—I switched because the grocer across the
street gave me 35 cents an hour to deliver groceries by bicycle.

MO:

What did you do in the drugstore? Were you a counter—?

JR:

Oh, everything, you know. Just lugged cases up and down stairs, and washed the floor,

and soda-jerked, and you know, the usual thing. They had quite a busy drugstore down there, and
it got busy especially at Christmas, and that’s when I got hired, and then I kept that job for
weekends for a long time, until I got the job across the street, and I worked after school at that
and on weekends.
And then there was a hospital right near my house, and when the war started, of course,
there was jobs for anybody that wanted to work, so I worked at the Springfield Hospital for many
years during the summer and after school and on weekends. And then I worked for the post
office in the railway mail during the Christmas holidays.
Then when I got out of the Army, I came back and did the same thing, during the
Christmas holidays and summers and after school. Had a lot of different kinds of jobs. Worked
for the Water Department, digging ditches. Delivered mail, driving mail trucks.

MO:

What did you do in the hospital?

JR:

Oh, part of it I worked in the kitchen and brought meals around to the various floors in

the hospital in these big insulated trucks. You’d roll them down the hallway, and the nurses
would serve the things; then you’d come up and pick them up later. Some dishwashing,
mopping, cleaning the floors.
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Then weekends I got a job working in the maintenance department. That was emptying
trash, basically, into this huge furnace. OSHA would not approve. And about that time I went in
the Army. I drove truck for the Springfield Hospital, too, for a while.

MO:

What would you do with your earnings from these jobs?

JR:

Oh, you know, I managed to spend it all. There was never a point where I really had to

work because I didn’t need the money in particular, but it helped. I remember buying a camera.
Having my own money, I felt good about that.
I think, again, in those days, growing up in the Depression—I was born in 1929—I am
sure I have some recollection, but I’m sure that I heard my father and his family in particular,
and all of them, talking about the importance of jobs, having a good job, and the desirability of
that, and good things about being something like a mailman because you wouldn’t get fired, you
know, and this sort of thing. So I think probably that seeped in, and I thought that was what life
was all about was getting a job, and when I was 13, I got one. Whether I needed it or not.

MO:

In high school did your interest in academics pick up at all, or was it still sort of a

marginal experience for you?

JR:

No, I didn’t get too interested in it, and after a couple of years in high school—one of the

reasons I went in the service and everyone thought it was a good idea is because I wasn’t
progressing very rapidly or gaining any interest in it.
This was a time where I think a lot of my friends were like that. We were all looking
forward to, “Hot dog, we’re going to get in the war and be heroes, and you know, school is
irrelevant, and I just want to turn 17 so I can join the Marines,” all that heroic stuff. So there
were a fair number of us like that. I was pretty flaky, though, I guess, in comparison to a lot of
the others.

MO:

What about social life in high school? Did you date and go to dances and so on?

JR:

Oh, yes. Did all that stuff. There was quite a group of us guys that hung out together, and
James A. Redden, 14

we were sort of a popular group in the high school thing, and we dated when we could.
It was, I think, fairly typical, normal life. I think I was a little less interested in school
than a lot of the kids I was in school with, but there were certainly a number of them that were as
bad as I was.

MO:

You’ve described working on your father’s political campaigns, but you told me the other

day a little bit about a time when your father actually was the Police Commissioner?

JR:

Yes. Before he ran for mayor, the then-mayor appointed him to the police commission,

and that turned out to be fairly controversial because at that time there was a move in
Springfield, and I’m sure a lot of cities in the East, what was referred to then and still is as the
numbers racket, and it was the numbers pool, they called it. It was a lottery-like thing, and they
would publish these numbers. And I forget—I guess it was the U.S. treasury balance of the day,
published in the paper, and you would bet and try to get the last three numbers of that, and quite
a business grew up around it, and it got very competitive, and crime was growing.
My father took the position that it was illegal and that it ought to be stopped, and there
were a lot of people that didn’t see any harm in it. I know there was some controversy over that,
and that propelled him into the race for mayor. They changed the police commission, or
increased the number of members on the police commission, to dilute the strength of he and his
colleagues that were already on there. The City did that, and that was very controversial, and he
finally ended up in the race for mayor, and that was one of the issues.
I can remember growing up that when I would tell any cop that might stop me for any
nefarious deed what my name was, and I was okay because they thought my dad was great. He
was very supportive of the police, of the patrol, you know, guys in the street, and they were very
supportive of him.

MO:

Did you have a car as a teenager?

JR:

Oh, no.

MO:

So you weren’t stopped driving, then?
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JR:

No. No, the first car I got was a Model A Ford after I got out of the Army. Nobody had

cars then, kids. We could borrow our parents’ car if we were really lucky.

MO:

But your parents did have a car?

JR:

My parents did, yes. My father was a car nut. He had a series of cars.

MO:

Did you know your grandparents on your mother’s side at all?

JR:

No. Well, I remember my grandmothers on both sides of the family. My paternal

grandmother was from Ireland. I think she was born in this country, but her family came from
County Tyrone, I think it was, and her name was Ellen Tyrone McQuade. And she lived for a
long time. I think she died after I moved to Oregon. She lived to be 90-plus years old.
My maternal grandmother’s name was Zella McCullough Cheek, and she outlived my
paternal grandfather—I don’t remember either of my grandfathers—and she lived with us in her
later years. She must have been in her eighties, and she died in 1950, probably—1948, 1950, and
my father’s mother didn’t die till after that. So I remember both of them quite well. The
McQuade was feisty and very humorous, but pretty tough. And my mother’s mother was very
talkative woman and a great cook, and I can remember her quilting quilts. They were both quite
old fashioned types, and nice people.

MO:

So it sounds like a pretty large household.

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

You had your mother and father, your mother’s mother, and then the five children.

JR:

Yes, two cousins and three children. We had a bunch of them.

MO:

What was the routine around the house? Did your mother or your grandmother typically
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do the cooking?

JR:

No, no. My mother did the cooking. My grandmother would make desserts, cakes. She

liked to make cakes and so forth, but my mother did most of the cooking, and had help
occasionally. I can remember she had help to take care of all of us and the house, not very often.

MO:

You mean people that would come into the home?

JR:

Yes, come in to help. But basically she was the housewife and did all the cooking. She

was a great cook: Southern fried chicken. It would kill me now to eat it, but it sure tasted good
then.

MO:

Not exactly low fat?

JR:

That’s right. But we ate very well, you know, comparatively during all those Depression

years.
It was a fairly strong family. I had sisters that were older than I was, and they were both
very popular and had nice circles of friends and so forth.

MO:

What was the relationship between you and your older sisters? Were you very close at

all?

JR:

Yes, I think we were close, considering the difference in our ages and sex. My sister

Carol, who now lives in South Dakota, a retired school teacher, was about a year-and-a-half
older, and we were pretty close. My other sister Jean, who lives in North Carolina and is also a
retired school teacher, was—there was enough difference in the age that we were not too close.
She is—I guess she’s five or six years older than me, which is a lot of years when you’re young,
when it’s half your age.
Then I have a younger sister, who is a retired school teacher, who lives in Portland. She
just retired. She was born when I was ten, so we’re close. We’re close. But there was too much
of an age difference I think when we were kids for us to be particularly close.
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MO:

What about the two cousins?

JR:

One of them is a retired nurse, and she lives in Spokane. Her name was Byatt. The other

one is William Jackson Byatt, and he’s a retired physicist and professor. He still teaches courses
at University of New Mexico in Albuquerque. Two of them were here last summer for our
family reunion in Yachats. I’ve visited both of them, in Spokane and in Albuquerque, when I’ve
been there. So we still remain fairly close with them. Nice folks.
Their father was a dentist, and I remember him. He was a red-haired guy, Italian. My first
recollection, it was spelled B-u-y-a-t-t, and I remember before that I was told it was Buyatti, but
by the time he became a dentist and all, he had shortened it to Byatt, B-y-a-t-t. I guess the name
probably at one time was Bugatti or something like that. But he married my mother’s sister, and
he was a dentist, and he practiced in Newark, New Jersey. And when their marriage foundered,
and they sort of separated and went back together and so forth, and then finally she died, why,
they spent quite a bit of time with us.

MO:

Living with you, right?

JR:

Yes. He was older than I am, and she was, too. I was fairly close with him, but not as

close then as I am now. He was five or six years older than I was, which makes him an old man
now. I keep telling him that.

MO:

Did your family go on any trips when you were a child?

JR:

Yes, we’d take occasional trips to North Carolina. My mother was just so fond of her

family and the South that I can remember a couple of trips. We would drive down to North
Carolina, and they were—god, it seemed to take forever, and I guess it did, an automobile trip in
those days. We’d stop in Washington D.C. and visit—my father’s sister lived there and my
grandmother lived there, my mother’s mother lived there for many years before she came and
joined us. She would generally join us in the car, and we’d continue our trip to North Carolina,
and she was a very large woman.
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I remember one trip my cousin and I ended up taking the bus because there wasn’t room
for us in the car, and we missed the bus, and everybody got lost, and it was—I can remember
being very, very concerned. I could have been only, I don’t know, probably six or seven at the
time.
But we did that a couple, three years in a row, that kind of thing. But otherwise, you
know, we didn’t have a place at the shore or anything like that. We usually hung out all summer
long at home.

MO:

When you took these trips, did they make any sort of impression on you? Did you notice

differences between the North and the South, for instance?

JR:

Oh, yes. Just the—you know, I remember the accents, and then driving through places

like Baltimore and Washington D.C., I mean, these were cities compared to Springfield,
Massachusetts—you know, the traffic and the increased number of blacks, especially in the Deep
South. I remember all of us were somewhat offended by the way blacks were treated in the
South. Had to ride in the rear of the bus in those days and we’d make ourselves obnoxious by
sitting in the back of the bus ourselves. Probably wasn’t too smart.
It was sort of a culture shock to go down to the South and see that people were treated
that much differently, when they weren’t in the North; though certainly everything wasn’t all
sweetness and light, why, nobody rode in the back of the bus, except the kids who could get
there first because those were the choice seats.

MO:

When you’d stay home in the summer times, what kinds of things would you do during

your summers?

JR:

We had a lot of lakes around there. One they called Joyland, and Five Mile Lake. One of

them was on the way to Indian Orchard, and so we could usually get a ride out.
There was also what we called a paddle pond. When I lived in what they called the Forest
Park area of town that was what it was. Forest Park is still there, a little seedier now, of course,
but they had one of the biggest zoos on the East Coast. That was maybe half a mile from our
house. We could hear the lions roar from our house. Big—what we called the woods. There was
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some development there, the zoo and so forth, but a lot of it was just maintained as woods.
A buddy of mine lived down this dirt road, and his dad was a city employee, and I forget
what, was the superintendent of that area, and he had a house down at the end of this dirt road,
and we used to on Saturdays go out in the woods. That was the big deal for us. And that actually
continued even after I moved; there was another woods up near up near our house, and another
friend of mine and I used to wander around, and play everything, depending on our age, from
cowboy to soldier to, you know, just cooking out, camping out overnight and that sort of stuff.

MO:

You mentioned the war and your parents’ support for Roosevelt’s policies. As a boy were

you yourself following events having to do with the war?

JR:

Yes, I was; I think maybe more than average. We all had dinner together, and those were

the topics of conversation very frequently. No television, of course. But I think mostly because
my parents talked about it so frequently, and when their friends were there they talked about it,
and there just seemed to be a great consciousness about it, I think because of the ethnic nature of
that city. So I can remember being very interested in international politics.
It was very obvious to me, and I was really a kid, that there would be World War II, and
indeed there was. It started when I was ten years old, and we were in it by the time I was twelve.

MO:

Do you remember Pearl Harbor?

JR:

Oh, yes, vividly. We had gone to the movies and came home from the movies, and the

radio was blaring, and it was obvious that something had happened. I guess the time back East
was in the afternoon when they attacked Pearl Harbor in the morning, so we had gone to the
movies and come home, and it was on the radio.
I remember, you know, “The Japs have attacked Pearl Harbor!” And I had no idea where
Pearl Harbor was, and I assumed it was an English possession, and I was very shocked to find
out they had the nerve to attack American property.
I can remember the devastation when the figures were reported: 3,000 servicemen dead.
The next day, December 8th, there was school, and we went to school and had an
assembly and listened to Roosevelt’s speech on the radio. I have a very clear memory of that.
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MO:

Radio was a real communications media at the time.

JR:

Oh, yes. That was it.

MO:

Would you tune into the news every night?

JR:

Oh, yes. My family listened to the news every night, and we listened to—you know, they

had the serial programs before dinner, and then the news was after dinner. I remember Lowell
Thomas was on at 7 o’clock, where at 5 o’clock, when they have news now, why, it was Tom
Mix and Jack Armstrong and all those kid programs. But yes, we listened to the news.

MO:

Would you listen to some of the dramas that ran on radio then, too, or Fibber McGee and

Molly and some of these programs?

JR:

Oh, yes. They were very popular. Charlie McCarthy and Edgar Bergen, that went before,

during, and even after the war. The radio was big and very good. I think if we were to listen now,
we’d say, “What is that all about?” but they were in touch with the times.

MO:

It got eclipsed by television, then, a few years later.

JR:

Oh, it did. My dad was very interested in all sorts of gadgets, and so he had a crystal set

when they first came out. Then he bought an old radio, the first one I remember, which was a
great big thing, and it was a Majestic radio.
Then my cousin saved up his own money, and he bought a radio from Sears, Roebuck,
that had the magic eye on it. When you tuned in that station, why, that magic eye would—

MO:

I remember those.

JR:

We listened to the radio a lot. I got a portable radio when I went in the hospital to have

my appendix out, one of the first battery run portable radios made. So yes, we spent an awful lot
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of time. My father did not approve of radios in automobiles, however because he was certain that
drivers would get so interested in listening to the news or whatever they listened to that they’d
run into everything in sight. But before it was all over, he had a radio.

MO:

I imagine the attack on Pearl Harbor got everybody—

JR:

Oh, yes. That changed the world. That’s the most important event in my life, I guess. Had

I been a few years older, it would have been even more important. But it just changed America
overnight from a Depression country to full employment, for the good side of it.

MO:

It really changed America forever, emerging on the other side an industrial power that it

wasn’t before.

JR:

That’s right. But it was only—I was 12, so it was only those that were about five years

older than I that were suddenly off to the war, and eventually including my cousin, and neighbors
and friends and—oh, boy, and everybody was so patriotic!

[End of Tape 1, Side 2]
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Tape 2, Side 1
1994 November 30

MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke with the Oregon Historical Society continuing the interview

with Judge James Redden in his chambers on November 30, 1994.
So you were still stuck in high school, anxious to go to war but not old enough, then?

JR:

Yes. That was it, and there was an awful lot of us with that attitude, too. I mean, that was

the world then, was World War II. It was pretty much all-consuming, for the kids as well as the
adults.
Finally I turned 17 in 1946, and of course the war had ended in ‘45. I went into the service the
summer of 1946, after my second year in high school.

MO:

I guess just a year earlier, then, the war did end, and V-J Day came as a result of the

atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

JR:

Right.

MO:

I imagine that must have been pretty exciting news, too?

JR:

Oh, yes. It was. That was cause for great celebration, and we were all very proud of our

country for inventing the atomic bomb and dropping it on Japan. You know, the climate of
opinion then was a little bit different, and there was a lot of hatred and enmity, obviously. Some
of were a little disappointed we didn’t get to fight in this great war, but there was great jubilation
when it ended. Everyone went downtown, and there were crowds cheering, and it was a happy
occasion because it was a very horrible war.
Then the guys were getting discharged and coming back, and there were a couple of
veterans that returned to high school while I was still there, and then about that time I left and
went in the service.
Those were great times. I remember when gasoline rationing was lifted. That was the best
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part of it.

MO:

What did your parents have to say about the conclusion of the war? Do you remember

any comments that they made about it?

JR:

Oh, they were happy, of course, because my dad got discharged very shortly after that.

He did not leave the country; he was on the East Coast, serving as a dental officer in the United
States Navy, but he was glad to get discharged, and we were glad to have him home. You know,
just people generally coming home. It was a great time, especially for people who had family in
the service that were coming home and getting discharged, and they were great times. Everyone
was sure there would be a Depression immediately, and then when there wasn’t, they were even
more delighted.

MO:

They thought it would just return to the state that it was before the war?

JR:

Right, sort of automatically. Truman was President.

MO:

When your father did go away to war, then, I imagine that made things a little tougher

around the house for your mother and everybody else because he wasn’t there?

JR:

It did. A little bit of a pinch on the income, more than there had been, because when went

in in ‘43, and in the first years of the war, why, dentists’ incomes were affected, as well as
everybody else’s, and so his income went up, and then when he went in the Navy, it went back
down again quite a bit. But nobody was hungry. You couldn’t buy meat, anyway. We did fine.
There was never any problem that way. But yes, we missed him.

MO:

So you saw a real difference, though, in terms of the kinds of things you could buy to put

on the table, then?

JR:

Oh, yes. There was no sugar, no meat—or rationing stamps for gasoline, for food. It was

different than any war since. I mean, although there weren’t any great privations, there were
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some, where in subsequent wars there haven’t been any for the folks back home. But there were
a few there, and everybody felt pretty patriotic about it. I mean, they thought that was good
enough.

MO:

Did your father ever get back to visit on leave?

JR:

Oh, he did. Yes. He was stationed in Virginia, and he got home weekends with some

regularity. It was near a Navy air base, and he made some sort of connection and occasionally
would fly up in a Navy plane that landed at Westover, which was a U.S. Army Air Force base.
Apparently had some sort of arrangements there, and so he would hitch a ride with them every
now and then, or catch a train. So we saw him regularly enough. It was better than most of the
parents that were away.

MO:

So then you decided to join up, and you said you had your father’s encouragement and

support on that?

JR:

Yes. Everyone thought pretty much it would be a pretty good idea. Not only was I not

doing particularly well in school, but it was an opportunity to get the G.I. Bill, and the services of
course were discharging, and there was a lot of pressure to discharge everybody, but the country
still had a lot of obligations, they felt, and they needed to keep these folks in.
So their solution was to discharge them and to recruit new folks, and so they extended the
G.I. Bill and made it formal; you could join for as little as 18 months, you could join for two
years, or you could join for three years, and if you joined—I took two years, if you joined for
two years you got four years of college paid for, and so that’s the one I joined for, and most of
my new friends in the service joined pretty much for the same reason, to guarantee themselves a
college education. A lot of them had dropped out of high school, so it turned out to be a
wonderful thing, and I think a wonderful thing for the country, too, because it resulted in the G.I.
Bill, both for the World War II veterans and the combat veterans and those who served during
the war years, and those immediately thereafter—and even after that, although the G.I. Bill
diminished a little bit. There are a lot of folks that got a college education that otherwise would
not have. I’m convinced that I would have, that my folks would have seen to it some way, but
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this sure simplified matters. You know, the parents still had to help, and the kid still had to work
and so forth, but basically your tuition and books were paid for. It was just great.

MO:

You mentioned that the Armed Services still had obligations; in fact, it probably had

larger obligations than they saw for themselves before World War II.

JR:

Oh, yes. Of course they had armies of occupation in Europe and in Asia, Japan and Korea

in particular. I don’t think we had any forces in China; if we did, not for long. But all over
Europe and they were just sending kids over there really quick. We went through the usual basic
training stuff, and then I went to—

MO:

And where did you do your basic training?

JR:

Camp Polk—it’s Fort Polk now—in Louisiana. I went to Fort Dix for a few days and

then shipped to Camp Polk for basic, and a miserable place in the summer.

MO:

Was it a bad experience?

JR:

Oh, that place is famous for being miserable. Then when we finished basic I got sent to

Denver, Colorado, to Fitzsimmons General Hospital, for medical, to become a medic, army
medic. That was great. Denver was great, and it wasn’t too far from the women’s college,
University of Colorado. It was wonderful. We even got a snowstorm that was so deep that it
covered the fences surrounding our post, and we could walk right out any time we wanted. It was
just great.
I enjoyed those courses. It was anatomy and physiology and all of this stuff. We were
about halfway through it, I guess, when they decided—the Army in its usual fashion decided,
“Gee, we’ve got more medics than we need,” so they ended it, and we just sat around and waited
for them to send us somewhere else, and they sent us to Japan.

MO:

Let me back you up for just a second. What do you remember about the miserable

experience of basic training? What did you have to do?
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JR:

Primarily the weather. It’s just a hot and humid part of Louisiana. Louisiana is a

miserable place. I’ve never been back except recently when I went to New Orleans. I liked New
Orleans, but Camp Polk is not New Orleans. It was very hot and humid, somewhat tropical
weather.

MO:

And physically arduous, too?

JR:

Oh, yes. It was regular basic training, run out and do the push-ups, and they had these

motor pools which were graveled, large chunks of rock, and that’s where you’d do push-ups. It
didn’t make much sense to me; I thought maybe they ought to find some grass. But all the usual,
you know, marching around and doing hikes and running through the woods and going on a
bivouac. I remember going on bivouac, I got stung by—they figured it was probably a scorpion,
and had a terrible reaction, and I had to ambulance back in and give me some shots and so forth,
and got cleaned up, and incidentally I missed most of the bivouac, which that was all right with
me.
But it was, you know, for somebody who was fairly pampered as a youth, it was a big
difference, carrying these packs around on your back in that kind of weather was—but it was
shared misery, you know, and you did more complaining that you really deserved to do. It was
quite an adventure. Made a lot of good friends who are still my friends.
Then, as I say, when we finished basic I went to Denver, Colorado, and it was like going
to a new world. I can remember looking out the train window going to Denver—in those days we
traveled in troop trains, which were pretty miserable, too—but you’d look out the window, and
there were these green fields and horses, and I thought, “My gosh, I am in heaven.”

MO:

Looked even better than Springfield, eh?

JR:

Oh, yes. I almost moved to Denver after I got out of school, but I couldn’t talk my wife

into it when she heard about how much snow they had, but I just had great memories of Denver.

MO:

And then on to Japan after that?
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JR:

Yes. We got leave finally and went home for a week or ten days, and then had to report to

California, Camp Stoneman, I think it was, in Pittsburg, California, which is very near San
Francisco, and we had to be there by such-and-such date, and this was just before Christmas, but
back we went, and then never did ship out of there until after New Year’s.
So we were supposed to go to China and then back to Japan, but we went directly to
Japan, near Yokohama.

MO:

And this was by boat?

JR:

Oh, yeah, by boat. Two weeks.

MO:

I’ll bet that was an interesting experience in itself.

JR:

It was, because we hit a typhoon, and it was a remarkable storm. We were impressed. It

was a very bad storm. I read about it later, and it was a bad storm, and they lost a troop ship, or
they lost some sort of a Navy vessel. But we were fortunately young enough to think it was
exciting. A lot of people got sick. I never did get sick. I did not stay in my quarters, which were
down in the hold, more than the first night because people were getting sick all over the place
and it was terrible. So I used to go up and sleep on deck. As a matter o fact, I was a little worried
when we got there if I’d be able to find out where the hell it was I lived so I could go get my
clothes.
It was a long trip, an adventure. Then we landed—

MO:

What was your rank then?

JR:

Private. We landed in Yokosuka and went to what they call the Fourth Replacement

Depot, stayed there a week or so. That was an old Japanese army camp, and all I can remember
about that, it was just colder than hell.
That was in Northern Japan, and then we took the train down to Kyushu, and I was
stationed in Fukuoka, which is on the southernmost island. Fukuoka’s on the Sea of Japan, right
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across from Korea, and I was there for about a year-and-a-half, working in the 118th Station
hospital at various tasks, the hospital designed to take care of all the troops in that area. The 24th
Artillery Division was out there, and some others.

MO:

That must have been an interesting time to be in Japan.

JR:

Well, it was. We all, you know, just thought these were terrible people, enemies, and that

we’d probably be killed in our sleep—well, we weren’t quite that dramatic about it. But we
found them to be a very charming and polite people, anxious to get along. They were remarkable
in that they were a fierce enemy, from all accounts, but when the war was over, it was over.
When the emperor said, “It’s over,” it was over.
There were great privations for the Japanese. Every city in Japan of any size had been
leveled, virtually leveled. They were in bad, bad shape. I don’t recall the Army doing a hell of a
lot to help them, but there was government aid. Japan built itself into what it is now mostly by
dint of their own hard work. They’re a remarkable people. I admire them very much, and they
were very friendly.
I was only a kid, of course. I think I was 17 when I got there and 19 when I left, but I got
to know some of them very well, and they were nice people.

MO:

You mentioned when we talked the other day that on your trip south you stopped briefly

in Hiroshima.

JR:

Yes, I did. I can recall that still because we got there and it was twilight, and I was a little

disappointed because it was twilight, it was close to getting dark. But you could just look out and
see this nothingness out here and a few remnants of buildings poking up and a big tortured
steel—perhaps the girders to a building which had been leveled. We stood there and looked at it,
and again, boy, we thought, “By God, are we some kind of country or not, being able to invent a
bomb that powerful?”
But even for kids that age, it was quite an impressive thing, and I have heard others who
were in the service recall the first time they saw either Nagasaki or Hiroshima, and they can still
see it.
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MO:

So you never actually saw it in full daylight?

JR:

It was twilight. It was light enough to know what I was seeing. The British occupied it

then, and those guys were there, and we were all out there breathing the air, and this was about a
year after, and the British had been there some time, so I’ve often wondered whatever happened
to those poor guys, whether they came down with radiation sickness or not.

MO:

Cancers years later, maybe, and—

JR:

Yeah, I would think.

MO:

Did you have any consciousness yourself that there was some risk like that when you

were there?

JR:

Oh, no. I don’t think anyone did. That’s the time they were running those experiments, I

think even after that.

MO:

That’s right.

JR:

Drop a bomb in the middle of the troops, you know.

MO:

That’s right.

JR:

That was pre-hydrogen bomb. I remember we knew—you could see the drastic effects it

had on people who were actually burned, and I remember reading stories about how this was
going to carry down generation to generation, but still nobody took it very seriously, I guess. Felt
if you weren’t there for the big bang, why, you were okay. That ground is probably still radiating
it.

MO:

I imagine it is. I guess they’ve tried numerous times to resettle the Bikini islanders—of
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course there were many, many bombs that were set off there, but—

JR:

What insanity.

MO:

I believe those tests occurred in 1946, if I’m not mistaken, so maybe during the time that

you were in the Army. Did you remember hearing anything about that?

JR:

I remember hearing about the Bikini Atoll, and I think it did happen probably when I was

in Japan, but I don’t think we read or heard very much about it then. There were no newspapers
over there except Japanese newspapers and Armed Services radio, and I don’t remember
listening to hardly anything, except I remember listening to Joe Wolcott and Joe Lewis fighting.
That was about the extent of my interest in what was going on in the States.

MO:

What were your duties?

JR:

Well, at first I was what they call the company runner. When our group came in, we sort

of overstaffed that hospital, and they were slowly discharging others. So what I did is work for
the First Sergeant in the First Sergeant’s Office, mostly running errands.
Then as more and more left, why, they found real jobs for us, and I worked on the
hospital wards for a while. I made the mistake of admitting I’d worked in a hospital when I
joined the Army. Then I ended up working in the motor pool, driving Jeeps and ambulances and
other vehicles, and I thought that was pretty neat. That’s pretty much what I was doing when I
got discharged.
That was an adventure. It was a great thing for a kid that age to do, to serve in the service
without anybody firing at you in anger, and meeting other kids from all over the country, and
being in a foreign nation. When you think about it, it was a pretty remarkable thing to do. As we
said when we were getting out, we wouldn’t do it for a million, but we wouldn’t have missed it
for a million, either.

MO:

You said that when you arrived you had this sense of the Japanese as the enemy, which I

guess is pretty understandable under the circumstances, and that then later you learned what they
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were like as people. Did you actually get out away from the base much to actually rub shoulders
with local culture, then?

JR:

Oh, yes. We had many Japanese working for us, civilian employees, at the hospital. Some

of them were—I remember one young couple were Nisei, and they had been educated in the
United States and come over before the war and were there when the war started, and of course
they spoke both languages and so they were very valuable employees. But they were a nice
young couple.
The hospital was downtown, and they had dance halls and, you know, the usual stuff.
They called them cabarets, and we all went down there and met Japanese women and sometimes
their families. It was a friendly group of people.
There was some concern occasionally. They’d discharged some guys who had been in
China, and somehow the Russians had captured them and brought them to Russia and then sent
them back to China, and by the time they got back to Japan, they were a pretty bitter bunch, and
there were warnings to be careful to avoid them and so on, and don’t pick a fight. But that
disappeared very quickly. I think they just knew the war was over, and they were happy the war
was over. They weren’t happy to lose, I’m sure, but their country was devastated, and they knew
that they really and a lot of work to do.

MO:

Japan, you mean?

JR:

Yes. They’re very industrious and hard-working people, and there was just a lot to do,

number one, to survive, and number two, to move forward, and they did both very well.

MO:

Did you meet people from other countries that were on the U.S. side, the British or

Russians or any other people—

JR:

No. The country was divided up. As I say, the British occupied part of it for a while, but I

don’t think for very long, and the only British troops I met were in Hiroshima because they were
occupying there, and I remember that because they were English troops, but that was about it.
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MO:

So then you were discharged while you were working there. Did you come back by boat,

then, too?

JR:

Yes. Came back by boat. We went over in a big troop transport [the U.S.S. LeJerne and

then came back in a hospital ship which had been pressed into service to bring the troops home
but was formerly used as a hospital ship,, and that was like a luxury liner compared to what we
went over in. I was impressed. We had bunks eight high, and you could barely slip into your
bunk, down in the hold. Terrible. Coming back it was double bunks, you know, just great. Just
great. I’m sure it took as long; it just didn’t seem to.
They brought us back to Seattle, Fort Lewis, and that’s where I was discharged, and
jumped on a train and came home to Springfield. And that was in May of ‘48 I got discharged, so
I was in just under two years.

MO:

And then how were things when you got back home? You picked up life sort of where

you left off?

JR:

Pretty much so. I had a lot of money I’d saved while I was in the service because I got in

the bond program, and as long as I was stateside, I kept sending home or all the money I was
saving, but when I got overseas, why, I didn’t need any money, so I went out and had a good
summer. A lot of my friends were in the same position, had just gotten out or got out before I
did, and we were a pretty good beer-drinking bunch. We raised hell all summer, and by the time
I went back to school I was pretty near broke again. But we had a good time, and that was of
course the expected thing to do when you got out of the service, you just had a hell of a good
time till your bonus was gone. That’s when you got serious.
So I had to go back to high school and finish high school. That was in ‘48. That was the
year Harry Truman was reelected, and I remember that. It was sort of the beginning of the school
year. Thomas Dewey, his opponent, came to town one day right before the election, and Harry
Truman the next day. They let the schools out for Dewey, and so there was so much hullabaloo
raised about that, they let them out for Truman.
Dewey came down to the city hall in Springfield to give his speech, and I went down
there from the school to watch, and there was a huge crowd. Even then I was a determined
James A. Redden, 33

Democrat and all for Harry Truman.
Dewey gave a speech, and I looked around at the people, and they were mostly Dewey
supporters there, and they didn’t seem too impressed with it. Finally he referred to the past
governors of Massachusetts—he was a former governor of New York; I guess he was the
governor at the time—and he talked about how he had worked with the governors from New
England for all these years, and from Massachusetts, and he rattled off every Republican
governor for the past several years, omitting the Democrats. And then he said, “When we get
back there, what we’re going to have is a clean sweep.” Some guy came up and handed him a
broom, and he began to sweep the steps of City Hall.
Well, the guy was so far ahead in the polls, I guess he was told, “Don’t do anything, don’t
say anything,” and it left the crowd flat. Even for those naive days, that was an absolutely
nothing appearance for a guy that was running for President of the United States.
The next day Truman came to town, only he stopped at the railway overpass, and I went
down there, and there was a bigger crowd of people down there. And he talked from a railroad
overpass and talked about giving them hell and gave his “give ‘em hell” speech, and he
introduced his wife, and he introduced his daughter, and that crowd went absolutely bonkers.
They just—and he didn’t say much, either; you know, he had his pat “give ‘em hell, Harry”
speech.
The difference in the reactions of those two crowds told me something. I remember going
home and telling my father Truman was going to win, and he’s saying, “You know, I’m just
beginning to think that myself,” but the newspaper stories reported these huge crowds that
Truman was drawing, and then explained them away—you know, just curiosity because he’s the
President. And the Republicans all stayed home because they wanted to watch the results come
in, I guess.
But it was great. I remember in this class I had, Ed Smith was the Spanish teacher, and he
was a cousin, he was a relative of some sort, and he taught Spanish, and I remembered him from
before I went in the service, and he was just a great guy and a great teacher. And he of course
knew my family history and knew I was a Democrat and all this stuff, and so when I came into
class I said, “Have you heard any further results?” He was a Republican, and everyone knew it.
He said, “As you know, Truman won.”
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke with the Oregon Historical Society continuing the oral history

with James Redden on December 30 1994, in his chambers.
We left off at the point where you had come back from serving in the Army, and I guess
you went back to high school then and finished up, if I remember correctly.

JR:

Right.

MO:

So then you went on to college and to law school in Boston.

JR:

Right.

MO:

Tell me just a little bit about your college experience, what it was like, and had you

already made the decision prior to going to college that you would go on to law school, or did
that decision come during college?

JR:

I knew that I was going to go to law school. I can’t remember not knowing. It was, I

think, almost a family decision, but I very much wanted to do that. I thought it was something
that would be interesting, and it sure has been.
So I went to Boston University College of Business Administration, and I went to the
College of Business Administration because I thought it would be helpful to law school to have
some business courses. I don’t think that turned out to be exactly right. I mean, it wasn’t unhelpful, but I don’t think that it lent anything to the practice of law.
But in any event, Boston University at that time was undergoing a tremendous expansion,
and they were building the huge buildings that are still there all along Commonwealth Avenue in
Boston, and the College of Business Administration was in one of those.
In those days one could get into law school with two years of college, which is what I
did. So I went to Boston University for two years and then made a determination to go to law
school, and I had the opportunity to go to either Boston University Law School or Boston
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College. In talking to friends, I found out that Boston College was the more difficult school in
terms of grades and in terms of passing, but the better law school in terms of ultimately passing
the Massachusetts bar.
I also knew that at Boston University they gave the true and false, multiple choice tests,
which I found to be a breeze, and I didn’t think that I’d have to study very much to be able to get
by those, and I heard that in the law school they had the same kind of tests, and I thought I might
just fall into the same old habits of cruising through, and then end up in a bar exam sometime
and realize I hadn’t learned anything.
So for a lot of reasons I went to Boston College Law School, and I was very pleased that
I did.

MO:

When you were in those first two years of business administration classes, you said that

looking back on it you don’t think that business administration was necessarily all that valuable
to practice law?

JR:

No.

MO:

Did you have any interest in it, though, at the time that you were studying it?

JR:

No. I took courses in accounting and statistics and things that just did not interest me a

bit. We did have courses in history, history as it affected business, which was to say there was a
lot of politics—you know, the various administrations, the various presidents and so forth. That
was a course I remember, and I remember Professor Collier, who was an excellent professor.
That was interesting. The other courses were just sort of—you just plodded on through them,
didn’t enjoy them at all.

MO:

So this was a course that sort of was business oriented but dealt with history and politics?

JR:

History and politics, yes. And that, I discovered, is what I really enjoyed.

MO:

During the college period, before you went on to law school, were there any other
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professors or individuals that you met or became friends with during that period that stand out in
your mind?

JR:

Oh, yes. I still have a lifelong friend who when I first went to Boston University was

assigned as my roommate. This of course was strictly a city college, and it’s right on
Commonwealth Avenue in Boston. They bought the Miles Standish Hotel and turned it into a
dormitory. That’s right on Kenmore Square, still there. So he is still a close friend of mine and
comes out here to visit regularly, Phil Madden, Phil and Joan, his wife. We’ve been close friends
ever since those college days.
He went on to four years at Boston University in business administration, whereas I left
after two years.

MO:

Did you find college—you sound like you had a pretty easy time those first two years

passing your courses?

JR:

Yeah, it wasn’t a killer.

MO:

So what did you do in your spare time during that period?

JR:

Well, I of course went to school in Boston and lived in Springfield, and most weekends I

went home. Most of us did go home for the weekend.
Boston University had one of its few really good football teams at that time. There was a
great athlete, Harry Agganic, who played quarterback for Boston University, and although the
games were pretty expensive, we found we could get in just before half time for free. So I
watched several games, and he was a remarkable athlete.
Also, of course, the Boston Red Sox were there, and I went up to Boston for orientation
at Boston University and checked into my room and I was the first one there, and I saw that
Fenway Park and Kenmore Square were close, so I wandered over there and went to the first
major league baseball game I’d ever been to, although I’d listened to hundreds of their games.
Those were great days for the Boston Red Sox. Very unsuccessful as far as winning a pennant, of
course, but they had the great players, including Ted Williams, and I spent a lot of class time at
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Fenway Park.

MO:

And were you an athlete yourself?

JR:

No. No, I never have been. I enjoy running and so forth, but I’ve never been particularly

good at any particular sport.

MO:

What kind of university was Boston University at that time? A lot of the students, you

said, went home for the weekends.

JR:

Yes, it was a typical city college. Most of the students were from the Boston area, and

although they had a full dorm from other cities and other states, I would say more than half of the
students took a subway to school and lived at home or lived off campus.
So it wasn’t your typical kind of college where you have a lot of campus life. There was
no campus. It was just downtown Boston. So I think it was probably different—well, I know it
was different from colleges described to me where they’re sort of isolated on their own campus
and have a lot of interaction.
Another thing, by that time I had been in the service and gone back and finished high
school, went up there and they greeted us with beanies we were supposed to wear if we were
freshman, and I thought it was utter nonsense and I wouldn’t do it, and a lot of us wouldn’t do it.
Then we discovered the fraternities. The fraternities were rushing everybody, trying to
get as many members as they could. I suppose it was fairly common. There were two things of
interest: One was that maybe the housing was better in fraternities than it was at this dorm, and
cheaper, and we discovered that that wasn’t necessarily true, but if you got rushed, you’d agree
to go to one of their parties where they fed you and they gave you all the beer you could drink, so
a couple of us, Phil Madden and some others, got rushed by every fraternity we could get rushed
by and joined none.
They were trying as a school to try to be a college and have fraternities and campus life
and all this, but at that point it was growing so rapidly and so many of the students were Boston
kids who took subways there that it just—there wasn’t much of a traditional college atmosphere,
I think probably like Portland State University.
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MO:

Right. But you got to go to a few frat parties. Did you actually join a fraternity?

JR:

Oh, no. Just went for the rush parties, where they fed you free and gave you beer.

MO:

Would those parties be at the frat houses, then?

JR:

Yes. In those days I don’t think I knew anybody that went to college that had any money,

so it was pretty restricted as to what one could do, but you could sit in the bleachers at Fenway
Park for 60 cents. So there was a lot of doing that, and wandering around Boston, which is a
remarkably interesting town.
So it was enjoyable. Not particularly challenging, but two years went by fast.

MO:

You hadn’t spent much time in Boston previous to this?

JR:

No. No, I hadn’t. It was a hundred miles from Springfield, and in those days that was like

500 miles, I guess. Drive up the old Boston Post Road, and it was an adventure. Until they put
the freeways in, it was continuing to be an adventure, all the time I was in college and law
school. No, I think I’d only been in the city once in my life.

MO:

What did Phil Madden go on to do, then, after college?

JR:

Phil worked for Anaconda Copper in one of its divisions, and that later turned into

something else, and he was in the sales end of it, and did very well. The company organized and
reorganized, and eventually he went on and remains today. He’s still working and has his own
business. His wife went into real estate in Cincinnati. She was a registered nurse in Boston when
he met her and was a nurse for several years after that when he went in the Navy and she
remained employed as a nurse, but she went into real estate, in any event, and made a ton of
dough in Cincinnati.

MO:

And did you two talk politics, or what kinds of things did you—
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JR:

Oh, yes. He was more interested in sports than I was, and he had played organized

baseball, and so we liked to go to games with him because he knew the ins and outs of it more
than I ever did. We enjoyed sports and romping around and drinking beer when we could find a
dime.

MO:

Then after college you went on to law school, and it was still in Boston, then?

JR:

Right. I still lived in the same general area of Boston, which was Brookline, on

Commonwealth Avenue, and took the subway down to Scollay Square, where the Boston
College Law School at that time was situated, in an office building over Epstein’s Drugstore,
right on the edge of Scollay Square.
Our class, the class of 1954, was the last class to graduate from that building. They then
moved to the campus and have subsequently moved to an even larger law school. Ours was a
relatively small one. Although there were a couple hundred people that started in the freshman
class, there were only 37 that graduated, so it was a pretty small group.
It was a good school. I just recently went to the reunion, and the new dean came by to
talk to our class, and the thing that he thought was remarkable about our class was we were the
last Epstein Drugstore class. Apparently that’s still a tale they tell back there about the lawyers
that they cranked out down on Scollay Square, which our dean then, Father Kennealy said the
school was located on the edge of decency, or some such phrase.
Again, that was a subway school, too. Nobody at the law school lived in a dorm. Most of
the students other than me had come from either Boston College undergrad or Holy Cross. I was
the only one that went to Boston University, and there were a few other schools represented.
Most of them were Irish Catholic kids.
As I say, it was a tough school, and it was one of those schools where the first day they’d
say, “Look at the person on your right, look at the person on your left; only one of you will be
here on graduation day.”

MO:

They were saying one out of three, then?
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JR:

Yes. It was actually less than that.

MO:

Did you find it difficult?

JR:

Yes. I thought law school was tough. I did fairly well the first year, not so well the

second year, did extremely well the third year, for whatever reasons. But I thought it was pretty
difficult. And I had jobs most of the time I was in law school, and that sort of increased it, but
actually I found if I had school at one end of the day and work at the other end, why, I knew
what I had to do in the middle of the day, and my grades went up.
But law school in those days was run differently. We had no examinations, no tests of
any kind until the end of the year, in June. So you went all year long wondering if you were
learning anything, and the professors would assure you, “Everything will fall in place, you’ll
see.” I never felt anything fall, but when the exams came I passed them, so I guess it did.

MO:

So it must have been disconcerting to have no feedback.

JR:

That’s right. I think that’s why in the first year a lot of the students dropped out before

the end of the year, because they just didn’t feel they were getting anything out of it, and they
were certain they were going to flunk, and went out and found a job.

MO:

How did you find the study of law yourself? Did it turn out to be an interesting time for

you?

JR:

Yes. I was fascinated with most of it. Some of the courses in real property and future

interests and some of the more ancient law never interested me much, but I loved studying torts
and criminal law, constitutional law, even taxation. Evidence, I think, was my best and favorite
course. We had some top-notch professors at that school.

MO:

Did any sense develop during this time as to what type of law you might want to practice

when you got out of law school?
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JR:

Not really. I think most of us just sort of envisioned ourselves in a courtroom somewhere,

being the great trial lawyer of all time, you know, sort of thing.
That was a time when people—we just wanted to go to law school, get out of law school,
pass the bar, and go to work. We were all sick of being poor, and we wanted to make some
money. The G.I. Bill ran out my last year. So I guess it was more of a day at a time, or a year at a
time, than it is now, where it seems there’s more affluence and people have time, “Well, I think
I’ll go to law school because I want to be this kind of a lawyer or that kind of a person, or turn
the world around or—” you know, that sort of thing. I don’t recall any of my classmates ever
deciding what they were going to do after they passed the bar. We were too much concerned
about whether we were going to pass the next exam, or meet the next tuition bill.

MO:

So you were on the G.I. Bill all the way through law school?

JR:

Two years of college and two years of law school, and my third year of law school the

G.I. Bill ran out.

MO:

You said that you had jobs during law school. Was that also true in college, as well?

JR:

The only jobs I had in college were during the summers and during the Christmas

holidays, which I sort of stretched out both in college and law school, not dramatically so,
because I was able to get a job in the post office.

MO:

And this would be back in Springfield, then?

JR:

Yes. So I went back there and put in a lot of hours. I never worked a day under 12 hours.

That gave me enough money basically to get through the second part of the year. The first part of
the school year I got through on the money I made from summer jobs, digging ditches and one
thing or another, worked for the water department and the post office, all sorts of jobs like that.
I was living at home, and so the family, of course, was very helpful in that I didn’t have
any overhead, and I could save every dime I made and then carry that up to Boston and then
stagger through till Christmas, and then repeat the same thing.
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In law school I had a job at John Hancock Life Insurance Company as a file clerk from
5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., and I also had a job at Filene’s for a couple of Saturdays, but I found at
that time I just really wasn’t having enough time to study, so I dropped that job.

MO:

And what was that second job at Filene’s?

JR:

Oh, stocking the shelves or some such nonsense like that on Saturdays, very early

Saturday morning. It really didn’t pay because I had to take a bus and a subway—I was living in
Winthrop—back and forth, and by the time I penciled it out, I didn’t make much profit, and I
would have been better off studying, which I finally decided, and that’s the way I spent my
Saturdays after that.

MO:

What did you do for the post office?

JR:

Oh, I did just about everything. At different times during the summer and the Christmas

holidays I might deliver mail, letter carrier. Most often I worked for parcel post and delivered
parcels. Had a truck. Another job I did for them which allowed me to get a lot of overtime in was
to pick up the mail at the mailboxes. You get a truck and go around to all these mailboxes and
pick up all the mail out of them and bring them down to the post office, and that had to be at the
end of the day. I sorted mail. Just about anything they’d keep me on the clock to do, I did.

MO:

You mentioned that your family gave you free room and board. Were they able to help at

all with college expenses, or did you have to pretty much do all that yourself?

JR:

Mostly all myself, though my dad had been in the Navy in World War II, and he came

out of the Navy with a disability, and I forget now what it was specifically. It was nothing
particularly serious, but in any event it paid approximately a hundred dollars a month, and I
earned at John Hancock Life Insurance a hundred dollars a month, and so he in effect signed that
check over to me, and that gave me $200 a month, and that’s what I earned during the year, and I
added to that what I made the summer before and the Christmas during, and we staggered
through the third year.
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MO:

Were there any particular professors or people that you met in law school that were

important to you then or have turned out to be lifelong acquaintances?

JR:

Oh, yes. There were some outstanding professors. Professor Moynihan, who wrote the

book on some aspects of the law of real property, was an excellent professor, and he was the one
who advised students that if they really had hopes of practicing law, actually being a lawyer and
going into a courtroom and making a living, they perhaps better look outside of Massachusetts,
which was overcrowded, and he recommended if you were going to do so that the Southwest and
Northwest would be good.
Another professor was McDermott, who taught evidence and was an excellent, excellent
professor. Another one, Professor Slizewski taught criminal law, future interests. He’s still there;
he’s the only one that’s still there.
They were excellent. Some of them were very inspiring, and they were just good
teachers.
A close friend of mine, a lifetime friend of mine, John Higgins—I grew up with him. He
was older than I by a couple of years and went to Boston College Law School and is the one that
encouraged me to go there, for my own good, and he came to Oregon. He came to Oregon right
after he graduated and practiced law here in Portland for many years. He’s now deceased, though
his wife Helen, his widow—she was from Boston, where they met while he was in law school.
His younger brother was my age, Dan Higgins. He did not go to law school, but he eventually
moved to Oregon, lived in Portland for many years. His brother Peter Higgins is still with the
Attorney General’s Office, an attorney. He went to Boston College.
There’s another fellow, Jerry Scannell who practices—just retired. I just got a Christmas
card he retired. He practiced law in Medford and in Grants Pass for many years. So there were
many friends.
I just went to my fortieth reunion last October. I was president of the senior class at
Boston College, but that was only the second reunion I ever went to, so they sort of have been
harassing me for many years, but I went to the 25th and the 40th. And it’s remarkable that some
of them are still friends. One of them, Paul McCaulley and I, went to the Boston College Notre
Dame football game back there together. Great game. We won.
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MO:

You mentioned that evidence was one of your favorite subjects, and you also mentioned

the professor of that class as someone that you remember. What was it about his class that made
it so interesting?

JR:

I suppose the subject matter intrigued me or interested me, for some reason. But teaching

a course like evidence and learning evidence I guess can go two ways. One is you say, “Here are
the rules of evidence. Sit down, read these rules and memorize them.” Well, this guy was very
much different, and he was very challenging, and he made it all make sense, although you didn’t
realize it at the time. And then I got a B-plus in the course, which was the highest—I don’t think
anybody in that school ever got anything higher—no, somebody got an A-minus in some course
once, but they weren’t very generous with those high marks, and I suppose when I saw that grade
I really liked the course.

MO:

You said you were president of your class. That was in law school?

JR:

That was in law school, yes. Of the senior class.

MO:

How did that come about?

JR:

Well, a split vote, I think. As I say, that was the third year, and I had the job at the

insurance company, and also I had the job representing a bar review course, Robinson’s bar
review course, which was very successful back there, and it was a very expensive one, but I got
it free for encouraging other students to go and so forth, so I was pretty busy. But one of the
fellows came to me and said, “So-and-so wants this, and so-and-so wants this, and we want you
to run.”
And I said, “Well, gee, I don’t spend as much time around here as a lot of them.”
He said, “That would be okay.” And it turned out to be okay. I won. I had a lot of fun. It
was very enjoyable and very flattering to me to do that. In those days it was thought to be—and I
suppose if I had stayed in Massachusetts it would have been something for a résumé; if you were
the president of your law school graduating class, why, that meant a little bit in getting a job. Of
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course, you come out to Oregon and they didn’t even know what Boston College was, so I don’t
think it impressed anybody.

MO:

Did you put it on your résumé, anyway?

JR:

I don’t recall.

MO:

And what were the duties of class president?

JR:

Not much. Not much.

MO:

Was this your first political involvement, to run for class presidents, or did you have

similar posts earlier in high school or—

JR:

I guess it was probably—I guess it was. I remember there were high school class

elections, and I was a campaign manager for one of the guys, who lost. I guess it probably was.

[End of Tape 3, Side 1]
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MO:

During your college experience did you have any world view or definite political views

that were developing then?

JR:

Oh, I think so. I was very much a Democrat, and I think a liberal Democrat. I remember

talking politics with college classmates, including Phil Madden and John Higgins and all those
kids that I went to school with.
I was in college when Adlai Stevenson and Eisenhower ran against each other. I was very
much the Stevenson guy. He just really dazzled me with his speaking ability.
I can remember when I was in law school, those were the Joe McCarthy years, which
started when I was in college, and law school was toward the end of the Joe McCarthy years. I
detested that man, and I thought he was very frightening, and I remember talking to my father
about him and whether, you know, we could survive this madness. He didn’t like McCarthy any
better than I did, but he said, “Oh, yeah, we’ve been through it before,” and he reminded me of
the history of a fellow by the name of Father Conklin who used to go on radio, and he was a
fascist Catholic priest, and there was another guy, Gerald L.K. Smith; he was another fascist that
was just the other side of my memory. I’d read about them after the event. My father figured if
the country could survive them, it could survive McCarthy, and indeed we did, but it’s
remarkable looking back all the damage he did to people during those years.
But when I was in law school he came to Boston for some sort of hearings, and it was
ugly. By that time it had pretty much degenerated into anti-Semitism on McCarthy’s part, and
they were very ugly hearings in Boston. But that was towards his decline.
Before I got out of law school—I forget when Welch got in, but it was about that time.
Still every now and then you’ll see something on television about those hearings, and I still feel
good all over. I thought he was a buffoon, and a dangerous one, at that.
But the state of Massachusetts is a lot different than the state of Oregon. People are
brought up in a political atmosphere, and they’re interested in politics. Now, that may not be the
case now. I think everybody’s getting a little bit bored by it.
In Springfield they had the municipal elections on the off year, so there was an election
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every two years, and everybody was—I mean, a city council race, a race for mayor was big
news, a lot of interest in it. A lot of campaigning, campaign parades and this sort of thing. Made
life interesting.
The Irish love to talk politics. If they’re not involved, they’re talking about it.

MO:

Did most of your classmates at law school feel like you did about McCarthy, or was there

a sizeable number of McCarthy supporters there?

JR:

Oh, there were a sizeable number, I think, of McCarthy supporters because these were

kids who were Irish Catholics, and that was their education, and there was what I thought was an
overblown fear of communism. I didn’t see this as a democracy versus communism fight; I
thought this was a McCarthy versus government fight. There were several of us that felt very
strongly about it that used to run over and watch the hearings when we could, at a bar across the
street. But I think most of them it just sort of bounced off. It didn’t particularly seem to concern
them.
I know in watching these things we’d make some comment about how outrageous it was,
and everybody in the bar would give us a dirty look. These weren’t law students necessarily. The
country was pretty well divided on that. I was always surprised that law students didn’t all agree
with me, but—

MO:

They should know better?

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

And right around the time you entered college, you married Joan Johnson; is that right?

JR:

Right, 1950.

MO:

And if I remember correctly, your courtship began in high school?

JR:

That’s right. When I returned to high school I met her. I was in at least one class,
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Spanish, with her, and she lived in my neighborhood, so she rode the same bus to school and I
got to know her and we began to date.

MO:

And you married in Springfield?

JR:

Yes. It was the summer between college and law school, July.

MO:

What was the wedding itself like?

JR:

Oh, a small affair. It was at the Sacred Heart church, which was our parish—actually her

parish. I think it had been my parish but they had broken it up. Dan Higgins was best man.
Then we went on a honeymoon to Amherst and stayed at the Lord Jeff Inn in Amherst,
and then drove on up to Boston, for no purpose other than to go to a big city, I guess. Oh, that’s
right, and a friend of mind, John Higgins’ then girlfriend was about to leave for a cruise to
Europe, and so there was going to be a big party to see her off, and so we drove to Boston and
went to that.

MO:

Your wife’s family was from Springfield, too?

JR:

They were from Springfield, yes. They were originally from New Hampshire, but they

had lived in Springfield for quite a period of time before I met Joan. Leonard was her father,
Ruth her mother. They are both dead now. Ruth died just a few years ago; Leonard several years
ago. She has a brother, Larry, and a sister, Carol, both younger than she is. Larry’s the youngest.
They live in San Diego.
Now, Joan’s father was a machinist and had a tremendous interest in television and made
his own television set at a time when hardly anybody had a television set. Wasn’t the best picture
in the world, but he got what channels were available.

MO:

He made his own television set, you say?

JR:

Yes. They had parts, and you could buy the parts and you’d put it together and tinker
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with it and make it work, and drive everybody crazy.
They were very nice people. Her mother was the mother of all her girlfriends. They all
enjoyed coming over to her house and telling her mother their troubles that they wouldn’t tell
their own mothers. One of those great listeners. Wonderful, kind person.
They then moved to San Diego, and we were in Oregon by then. Jobs as a machinist got
scarce in Springfield, so they moved to North Carolina, where there was more employment, but I
think it was probably more employment and lower wages. So they ultimately moved to San
Diego, and he opened a business of his own in San Diego.

MO:

Was this a machine shop?

JR:

A television store. Ultimately that didn’t work out, and he got a job I think as a machinist

again in San Diego. Then he retired and they lived in Ocean Beach, which is a little town outside
of San Diego. He retired probably several years before his death.

MO:

What was your relationship like with your in-laws?

JR:

Oh, we got on very well, before and after the marriage. I think there was some concern

that I was older than she was, by about three-and-a-half years, I guess, but that’s a long time at
that age. I had been in the service and come out of the service. But we always got along. As Joan
and I say, our in-laws were our best supporters: My folks just doted on her, and hers on me,
probably more than our own parents on us. They just really adopted us.

MO:

When you were going to college, then, did Joan live with you in Boston during the week,

or how did that work?

JR:

A little bit of both. We lived with her family right after marriage, that summer, and she

stayed in Springfield—yeah, that was my first year of law school. Then the second year of law
school, she came to Boston with me, and we lived on Commonwealth Avenue, a little further up.
Very close, as a matter of fact, to the Boston Gardens, in what are now very, very expensive
brownstone condominiums, and were expensive then for the times, but I got a job as a janitor on
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one of these brownstones at the corner of Commonwealth and Gloucester—I remember because
we were back there last October, and we went to check it out, see if it was still there—and we got
a basement apartment for $75 a month, and my duty was to be janitor to that building, and that’s
why we got such a remarkable rate. It was within walking distance of the school—long walk, but
walking distance to the school—so it was great.
Then the third year we lived in Winthrop, a place right on the ocean on Shore Drive and
Winthrop, and that rate was $75, and I was amazed—it was a bigger apartment up there on the
third floor—that I could get it so cheap, until the first nor’easter hit, and then I found out why. It
wasn’t a very pleasant place to live in the winter, but we survived.

MO:

So it was cold and drafty?

JR:

Oh, yes. We had one storm when they evacuated Winthrop, and it was terrible. I had gone

to work that day at Filene’s, and I went into the law library at the school, and it was bad. I could
barely get out of the apartment the wind was blowing so hard, but we didn’t think much of it. So
I went to the law library, and the headline in the paper was “Winthrop Evacuated.” I just got
back there just as fast as I could and spent on cabs and everything much more than I’d earned
that day.
I went out to Fort Banks because that’s where they said they evacuated people, to Fort
Banks, where I had been sworn in when I went in the Army, but I went out there and they didn’t
have any record. So I jumped in another cab and went home, and she was home.
Then we’d go home for the summers and for the Christmas holidays. We stayed with my
folks then, and I worked a lot during the holidays, 16 hours a day at the post office. It was a
wonderful job, and I was very grateful to the fellow by the name of Moriarity who allowed me to
stay on the clock. He just sort of took an interest in me for some reason—although you’d never
know it, he just ragged me all the time, but he let me stay on that clock as long as I could stand
up, and I made enough money to get by, coupled with the summer jobs.

MO:

I take it working those long shifts was okay legally-speaking at that time?

JR:

Yes. They used to have in the post office—it was almost a program that college kids
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would go to work during the Christmas holidays. It was sort of like a scholarship. That ended
sometime after Eisenhower took over. It was actually a program where you’d wait in line, and
you’d get hired and off you’d go, and it was a great thing for college kids. They stopped that, but
by that time I was fairly well entrenched in the post office, and I was always able to get in there
during Christmas, and a couple of years in the summer, which was wonderful because their
salary was much better than working for the water department, which was my other alternative,
fixing leaky pipes. The post office was easier, longer hours, and better hourly rate. That was
really living.

MO:

And what did Joan do during these years? Did she have a job, also, or was she—

JR:

I remember one year she worked for an insurance company and in the credit department

of a jewelry store, and she worked there until Jim, Jr. was born in ‘52. I don’t think she had any
jobs outside the home other than those. I know she didn’t in Boston. No, she didn’t in Boston
because we went back and we had Jimmy, the firstborn. Bill wasn’t born until just before I came
to Oregon.

MO:

And did she go to school at all past high school, then?

JR:

She did not, no.

MO:

Then after you graduated from law school in ‘54—

JR:

When I got out of law school I stayed in Boston, and Joan went back with my family, and

I stayed there for a month or six weeks or something between graduation and taking the bar and
did nothing but study for the Massachusetts bar and passed it. Those were times when about 30
percent was the average percentage passing the bar, so it was pretty serious business.
Although my friend, John Higgins, had moved to Oregon and I still had it as a glimmer of
interest in my mind, I did after all have a small family, so I came back to Springfield after I took
the bar exam, and I got a job with the Welfare Department as a caseworker and proceeded to
look for opportunities to practice law in Springfield, and they weren’t there.
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I did open an office in downtown Springfield that I shared with an older lawyer by the
name of Rufus Tilton, but by the same token I had a full-time job, so I was there only Saturdays,
so it was a pretty hopeless sort of thing.
Those were interesting times for lawyers. I came out of my office, and across the hall was
another law office about the size of mine, but it had the names of 16 lawyers on it. You’d go in
there, and they almost all had jobs elsewhere, but that was their law office. It was tough.
So I stayed there I think about a year, and I just got restless and thought that probably
Moynihan was right, that if you were—there were plenty of opportunities, there were
opportunities to go to work for this Milton Bradley Company, a major toy manufacturer, games
and things like that, that was headquartered in Springfield, and they liked to hire lawyers for nonlawyer positions. They thought that that training was pretty good for an executive, and maybe
you’d rise up in the ranks and so forth, but that didn’t appeal to me, not without at least trying to
be a lawyer. So I eventually decided to move to Oregon.

MO:

You said you worked for the Welfare Department as a caseworker. How did you find

that?

JR:

I found that pretty discouraging.

MO:

I can remember. Some of my friends do that now, and I wonder sometimes how they

manage to—

JR:

It’s probably a good job for a liberal young man to do.

MO:

You hear all about the problems today, drugs and homeless families and so forth, but

kind of people generally were on the welfare rolls then?

JR:

Well, I was in an area called General Relief. The General Relief is just anybody who

needs relief comes in, and I think at that time it was $30 a week or $35, something like that. But
the people who were on General Relief had to come in at least once a week and pick up their
money, and you’d say, “What have you been doing, and have you looked for work?” Then
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during the week, why, you’d drop in and visit them at home.
And I found out there were a lot of people who were deserving, and there were a lot of
people who were just—I was appalled at the fact that when I dropped in, why, the father was still
home in bed and hadn’t shaved and this sort of thing. So once a week they would come in at—I
think we opened at 8 o’clock, and they had to be there at 8 o’clock. So with a couple of them I’d
just have them come in every morning, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday
and get one-fifth of the weekly allotment at 8 o’clock in the morning, and I had a couple of them
just get madder than hell at me, said, “Christ, I don’t want to get up in the morning; might as
well get a job.” Good thinking.
But it was discouraging in the sense that you could see that their kids were going to head
right down that same path, and the reason I always thought that was that my father, who was a
dentist, after World War I they started the first welfare programs, and it was programs for veterans, to allow veterans to have medical and dental work done, and he did some of that dental
work. And he told me they’d come in and they were proud and embarrassed by the fact that they
had this dental work done at government expense. This was during the depths of the Depression,
but some of them then began to complain about the service. In other words, you couldn’t do
enough for them, which I thought was a pretty reactionary thing, but a lot of the same families
were on welfare when I became a caseworker that started out in those simple programs.
So I sort of buy into some of the theories about welfare. Although it’s absolutely
necessary, there are people who will take advantage of every type of program. That’s okay,
except the worst part of it is it just seems to pass down. Though you meet every day kids from
welfare families who just said, “Not for me,” and went out and did very well. So anecdotally, I
guess you can make an argument, I don’t know if it would ever be sustained. I haven’t seen any
studies really that went into it, but it is something that I felt was happening, and I thought it was
very discouraging to see those kids. I would not have kept that job, in any event. It just was so
discouraging to see. If the poverty was not their fault, it was bad, and if the poverty was their
fault—of course you could never say that—it was bad.
Now, the other areas of welfare weren’t as bad. Aid to dependent children and aid to the
elderly, these were more justifiable than General Relief, which was to families which had a
father, a wage earner, but someone just didn’t like earning wages.
I had one fellow who moved across town so he could get another social worker because I
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would visit him so often. So I just got his case transferred back to me, and I was right at his
doorstep. He got discouraged and got a job.

MO:

So you decided that the “go west, young man” advice was good advice?

JR:

Yes. And I remember it cost $35 to apply to take the Oregon State Bar. That was more

than a week’s take-home pay. So it was very serious; once you committed, why—
Then I had to start studying for the bar.

MO:

Did you start studying for the bar before you left Massachusetts?

JR:

Oh, yes. I went up on the third floor of the big old house we had, and I still had my bar

review notes from the Robinson Bar Review, and my law school notes that I kept, every course I
had over three years, and I just went through those like I had done studying for the
Massachusetts bar and got away with another one.
Towards the end, we were really—you know, “What have we done?” But I finally went
through with it. It was difficult because I had to come out here—at that time Bill was born. I
think he was born in June, and I must have come out here in probably July, and so Joan and both
boys had to remain in Massachusetts because he was not old enough to fly. In those days you had
to be either 60 or 90 days old to fly.
So I came out here just before the bar exam, stayed with John Higgins and his family,
took the bar exam, and then started looking for work, and it wasn’t all that readily available. So I
got a job at Title & Trust in Hillsboro, and I found an apartment in North Portland, on North
Alberta Street. Drove by there the other day, those apartments are still there.

MO:

Whereabouts on Alberta?

JR:

It was north of Alberta, Alberta and Vancouver, I think. The other side of Vancouver is

Northeast Alberta.

MO:

That’s near the neighborhood where I grew up, actually.
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JR:

It was right across from Jefferson High School. I think the main street there, where I used

to run out and catch a bus every morning to go to Hillsboro, I think that was Vancouver, but I’m
not sure.

MO:

So you passed the bar exam in Oregon, then?

JR:

Yes. It was tougher for me than the Massachusetts bar had been, and one of the reason

was they had some Oregon water law and timber law that I had no schooling in, but I read some
little “how to pass the bar” books on it. But I staggered through.

[End of Tape 3, Side 2]
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Tape 4, Side 1
1994 December 30

MO:

This is a continuation of the interview with Judge James Redden in his chambers on

December 30 1994.

JR:

We were talking about passing the Oregon bar, and I found also that when you take an

examination such as the bar examination the first time, you’re coming from three years of law
school examinations and the bar examination just flows from that, but for a whole year I hadn’t
taken any examinations, and I had one dickens of a time because it took me a paragraph to
express the thoughts that I expressed in a sentence a year before that. The words just didn’t leap
out.
So I was, as we all were, concerned about whether I passed or not, and of course by then
my family was out with me and I was working at Title & Trust in Hillsboro, and I thought,
“Now, wouldn’t that be preposterous to come all the way out here, bring the family all out here,
and then flunk this bar exam, and here I am 3,000 miles away from home?”
So at any rate, the day came and the results came in, and what we used to do then is call
the Oregonian, see if your name was on the list. So I called the Oregonian, and they said, “No,
but don’t get discouraged because not all the names are in.”
I kept calling back during the day, and I wish I could remember the fellow’s name
because he was just a prince, but my name was not appearing on these lists. He said, “Where do
you live?” And I said an apartment on North Alberta Street. So he didn’t find my name.
Finally I was just totally discouraged and thought I’d flunked it, my name wasn’t there. I
left work and came home, and all this crowd of my family and friends were all gathered outside,
you know, with signs, and they were jumping and laughing, and I said, “What’s going on here?”
Turned out this reporter down at the Oregonian finally called me out there, but I’d left, so
he called my house and said, “God, I hope he doesn’t jump off a bridge somewhere because I
just found his name.” Somehow he had been looking at the wrong group, and my name had been
on the list all along.
He finally got so concerned that he went looking at every name of everybody that took it
and found my name and called my wife. So they were all set to party by the time I got home, and
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I’ll tell you, I’ve never been so relieved in my life. It was a very bad day.

MO:

And you would have had to take another year to take it again; is that right?

JR:

I think it was. I think it was only an annual event then. Very discouraging.

MO:

So your wife was out here at that time, then?

JR:

Yes, she was here by then, and we lived on North Alberta for another year, and I got a job

finally, a job I wanted to do, which was a claims adjuster because I thought, you know,
investigating auto accidents, at least that’s some relation to the kind of law that I might end of up
practicing. But more to the point, you had some freedom. You were out on the road with a car,
and you could stop by a lawyer’s office and ask for a job, as well as settle a claim.

MO:

Gave you a little more flexibility than the title insurance job?

JR:

Yes. So I bought an old ‘49 Chevy and started settling claims for Allstate. Jobs were very

tight here, especially for a lawyer, and I wasn’t right out of law school and had a wife and two
children and was from an Eastern law school, but not one of the eastern law schools, at least as
they thought of it then, not an Ivy League, and the salaries that they were paying for the most
part weren’t enough.
I had an opportunity to be law clerk to Supreme Court Justice Warner. I applied for that,
went down and got interviewed, and he called me and said, “The job is yours if you want it.”
And I said, “God, that is so wonderful,” and I said, “Oh, by the way, what does it pay?”
I think it was $250 a month. I said, “I can’t afford that,” and he said, “Well, I was afraid
that would be the answer.”
And law firms weren’t paying an awful lot more than that.
Anyway, I finally heard of opportunities—you know, people said, “You don’t have to
look just in Portland.” So Joan and I drove over to Pendleton with both the kids, borrowed a
friend’s car, and drove over to Pendleton and interviewed with the district attorney over there,
who wanted to hire me as a part-time deputy, which paid very little, but gave me an office at the
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courthouse, and I could run a private practice out of that.
I gave that some thought, but we decided no to that, and it was right after that that he
called me and told me that the county commissioners had not authorized the new position, so it
sort of took me off the hook; I didn’t have to say no because the salary that the county would pay
was not enough to support a family, and of course the hope was that you would be able to
develop a practice, but a stranger in town is not going to do well the first couple of months, and
by then we’d starve to death.
So eventually I checked out other places and ended up in Medford. Got hired by Roberts
Kellington & Branchfield at $325 a month. They were nice people, a good firm. I got a raise to
$350 and then to $375 and then to $400, I think, every two weeks for a while, and it got up there
where that wasn’t the main concern, not eating, any longer.

MO:

Let me just back up for a second. When you worked for the title insurance company out

in Hillsboro, did that have a legal dimension?

JR:

It did. Researching titles, but it was not for me. I thought it was extremely boring. They

had a series of books at the title company, or you could run over to the courthouse if it needed
deep research. Mostly it didn’t. You just would check the last insurance policy. You know, what
title companies do is insure everything except that which may cost them money, so your job as a
title examiner was to find out if there were any problems with that title so you could exclude
them. It wasn’t very inspirational work, nor very interesting. Some people really enjoyed it. It
was just not the type of thing that I enjoyed. It did not pay particularly well, and of course for me
it was way out in Hillsboro, so I had to take a bus downtown to the Greyhound Station in
downtown Portland and then take a Greyhound bus to Hillsboro, and reverse that procedure
coming home, so it made a very long day.

MO:

The trip then must have been a good hour-and-a-half or so out here?

JR:

I can’t remember, but it had to be that long because you were going with the traffic in the

right direction, but it seemed to me to be a forever ride.
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MO:

And the Allstate job also had a legal dimension to it, the claims adjusting?

JR:

Yes. It was very popular for young lawyers, aspiring lawyers, to become claims adjusters.

A lot of them did it while going to law school. That’s why it was difficult for somebody who had
passed the bar to get a job because they knew what you were up to, but I finally talked one of
them into it, and then I did just what they feared.

MO:

They figured they wouldn’t have you there very long.

JR:

No.

MO:

You said that you had checked out this opportunity in Pendleton and you checked out

other opportunities and wound up—

JR:

I remember once we went over to Bend, just blind. Joan and the children stayed at Mirror

Park, which still is beautiful, but at that time it was a beautiful little park in the center of this
beautiful little town, and I was walking up the street and going into law offices and checking,
and came back they were just, “Oh, we hope you got a job, this is such a great place to live.”
Unfortunately I did not.
Bend was the only city in Oregon at that time that was losing population. It was really on
hard times, which is hard to believe at this point.
I had a fellow named Vorhees who was from Medford who was an adjuster for Allsate
but had a claims manager position, and he enjoyed it. He had been to law school, and I can’t
remember if he had passed the bar or what his status was, but in any event, he kept saying, “You
really ought to try Medford. The weather’s better, and it’s growing slowly but growing, and
there’s a lot to recommend it.”
So I finally went down there. I had talked to Dennis Lindsay here in Portland looking for
a job. They had no openings, but he also said Medford might be promising, and he said, “You
ought to see Bob Duncan down there. I don’t think his firm is hiring, but he knows what that
town’s all about.”
So I did that, went down, and Bob suggested that I go over to Roberts Kellington &
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Branchfield, and I did, and they hired me.

MO:

Backtracking slightly to Bend, did you by any chance visit Owen Panner’s law firm then,

or do you remember?

JR:

You know, I think I did. I think it was one of the firms that I visited. There weren’t that

many, so it probably was.
On the way to Medford I stopped in Roseburg, and I was alone this time, Joan didn’t
come down, and I started doing the same thing in Roseburg, walking down the street—and this is
a very difficult thing to do, anyway. It’s a dumb way to look for work, but that’s the way we did
it then.
As I walked down the street, I looked around and I said, “I don’t want to live in
Roseburg,” got back in my car and kept going to Medford. I’ve often told my friends in
Roseburg that story. They will tell me, of course, that they’re as relieved as I am.

MO:

So before you got the job in Medford, were you beginning to wonder about the wisdom

of coming west to find work?

JR:

I was pretty busy. The only time I really worried was waiting for the bar results, and then

when I thought I hadn’t passed it, I thought, “Oh, my god, what do I do now?” That was pretty
discouraging, but that only lasted a few hours.
I don’t know. I have told people this before, too; there was never a question in my mind,
and I think that’s the difference between what you read about what people go through today and
what I went through. It was tough, and I had lousy jobs and lousy pay, but never any question
that that future was there. Now I think they have real questions in their minds whether there’s
any future in any job that they’ll enjoy and that pays sufficient money. I never had any doubts.

MO:

When you went to work for Roberts Kellington & Branchfield, what sort of work did you

do at the beginning?

JR:

Oh, mostly research. They had quite a bit of litigation. They represented COPCO,
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California-Oregon Power Company, and that was their main client. They also represented the
United States Bank. They had offices over that branch, U.S. National Bank, and they represented
that branch, not the bank. Then they had the usual small town general practice, including some
trial practice.
I remember trying a case, as a matter of fact, shortly after I joined them with Bill
Kellington. You know, small town practice is a wonderful thing, and in this case neighbors had
been feuding forever, and one neighbor finally got the other one committed, and it ended up in
litigation, and we represented the plaintiff. It was the first case I’d ever tried, and I was trying it
with Bill Kellington. I didn’t try it; he tried it, and I was there.
I remember being scared stiff. I made one of the closing arguments, and I could barely
talk. The judge who presided over the trial was a brand new judge, as brand new as I was an
attorney. His name was Ted Goodwin, and he was from Lane County. He came down to try this
case because all the judges in Jackson County knew about this old family feud and were on one
side or another, so they had to get an out-of-town judge, and that was Ted Goodwin.
So we won the case, and then Ted Goodwin gave a Judgment NOV, a judgment
notwithstanding the verdict. In other words, he took the plaintiff’s verdict away and entered a
judgment for the defendant, which is a perfectly appropriate thing to do if you find that the case
should not have been submitted to the jury in the first place. It wasn’t the strongest case in the
world.
So we decided—Bill Kellington decided that rather than try the case again, which was
one option, we would appeal that ruling. So we appealed that ruling, and Judge Goodwin was
affirmed.
Many, many years later I was in Washington D.C. one day, and I was out of office then—
I was between the legislature and state treasurer; I was back there on some labor law forum, and
I dropped in to see a friend of mine named Wendell Wyatt, and Wendell said, “Hey, did you
know today is the day that Ted Goodwin is going before the Senate Judiciary Committee to be
interviewed for his appointment to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals?” He had been a Supreme
Court Judge in Oregon and a District Court Judge in Oregon and was on his way to the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals.
I said, “Let’s go,” and so Wendell and I picked up a couple of other legislators, Hatfield,
and Packwood, and then we met Goodwin, and we were walking down the hall and Ted said,
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“What are you doing here?”
I said, “I’m going to tell them about the first trial you and I ever had, Ted.”
That’s a great memory and a great story.
We tried a lot of cases, I did for them, but I was only with that firm for about a year or so.
It was very obvious there wasn’t going to be an awful lot of room for expansion or growth there.
George Roberts was getting old but didn’t want to retire.
So finally in talking to Hugh Collins, he suggested that we form a partnership, and that’s
what we did, and I moved down the street about a block, and he and I went into a practice that
lasted until I moved to Salem as state treasurer in 1973. So that was 17 years, something like
that. It basically was a trial practice, although small towns, you do everything: draft wills, write
contracts, real estate transactions.
We did a lot of insurance defense work, casualty defense work, including defense of
malpractice cases, defense of product liability cases, and they had employer liability at that time.
Not all employer injury cases went to workers comp. It was a jury trial type thing, and then they
finally changed the law. But during those years we had many cases we defended, and many that
we represented the plaintiff on. You’d take the first one that walked in the door. So we had a
pretty good plaintiffs’ practice, especially in that employers’ liability because we had a fair
amount of success, I guess, and the word got around.
During that period of time they began to appoint attorneys to represent defendants; that
was something new. Didn’t pay anything, but it was good experience, and I eventually defended
some fairly significant criminal cases, a couple of murder cases and others. But basically my
practice was civil in nature, mostly for the defendant, casualty defense.

MO:

When you were still with Roberts Kellington & Branchfield, you mentioned this one case

before Judge Goodwin, did you get involved in anything for COPCO at that time?

JR:

Yes. We had a trial for COPCO. There was a fire; it was a fire case. A COPCO power

line went down in a remote rural area and started what turned out to be a very expensive fire. The
State sued us, and they were very aggressive about it, and I remember doing the research on that
and writing the instructions, and doing quite a bit of investigation on it. That period of time with
Allstate did come in handy because I learned the lawyer who investigates the facts is—it’s pretty
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necessary, just as necessary as researching the law, in most cases.
We were able to get witnesses to testify to the alarming storm that proceeded it and that
knocked down the wires, and indeed it was, although not formally recognized as a tornado, it
was described as a tornado by many, so it was an act of God defense, and we prevailed.
As I say, the State was very aggressive. We thought we had a pretty good defense, but
they would not even think of settling. The lawyers probably wanted to go down to Medford and
spend a couple weeks.

MO:

And when you and Hugh Collins started your practice, was it difficult to get the practice

going in its early days?

JR:

No. Hugh had a fairly good practice going, enough to support him and the need to have

somebody else, and I think when I went in there the business sort of increased. I hadn’t been
there long, and I don’t think I attracted a tremendous number of clients. I did attract some, but I
think his clients realized that now he had some help and so they brought more business to him.
We slowly built up a trial practice that was a significant one, and we began—this was sort of my
idea, to try cases for insurance companies over in Klamath Falls, or go to Roseburg, or go to
Coos Bay, because some of these areas in Southern Oregon did not have law firms in small
towns that represented the insurance companies, the defense side of an auto accident, and they
would send lawyers down from Portland, and the lawyers routinely would get dumped on their
butt, get home-towned, as we’d say. So my thought was that if you go over to Klamath Falls,
they’re not going to home-town you because you’re from Medford; they might because you were
from Portland.
So I tried a lot of cases in Klamath Falls and in Roseburg, both civil and criminal cases,
so I got to know a lot of people in those towns. I even had a couple of jurors who ultimately went
on to get in an auto accident and came to see me. But I tried a lot of cases out of Medford compared to other lawyers in town, so it was a pretty lively practice.
My partner, Hugh Collins, had a client—I forget the name of the company—that insured
osteopathic physicians in those days, and he tried all of their lawsuits statewide for a period of
time, until suing doctors got so popular one person couldn’t handle it on a statewide basis. I
remember defending a chiropractor up here in the Portland area and a couple of osteopaths in
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medical malpractice cases.

MO:

When you first started the partnership, how did you decide to divide up the income?

JR:

Oh, we went through various phases. It wasn’t that big a deal, wasn’t that huge an

income, and we decided to split it, but then as the practice began to grow and we looked to take
other people in, we modeled it, I’m sure, on other partners, but it was basically fifty-fifty when I
started, and then as other people came in, it was the usual type of thing and adjusted every year.

MO:

Were there any of these casualty cases that you took during that early period that stand

out in your mind as particularly interesting?

JR:

I remember one, we represented a log truck driver—or we represented his estate. He got

killed unloading a load of logs at the mill, and we sued the mill. When you get a case like that,
you learn an awful lot about sawmills, loggers, and how you unload trucks and load them, and
cinch the load. So everyone was sort of an adventure, but I liked the malpractice cases.
Another case I sued a mill, Kogap, and I became a pretty good friend with the one who’s
running it now, Jerry Lausman, who’s the mayor of Medford. He always said I was forever suing
him. I had a couple of cases out there that were fairly interesting and lucrative, as plaintiffs’
cases.
I found every one of them interesting. That’s why I got a kick out of it when they sent me
the documents—when you apply for federal district court judge, why, you have to fill out tons of
forms, enough so that if I’d know about all of them I probably wouldn’t have shown any interest
in the job. But anyway, they wanted to know about your 10 most or 25 most or whatever
significant trials, and my reaction was, “All my trials were significant.”
But I had to go back to the law firm, because I’d been out of there six or seven years by
then, and go up into the attic and get the old file boxes out and try to remember. The ones I
reported on were the first ones I found. I don’t know if they were the most significant or not.

MO:

When they talk about significance, were they looking for cases that maybe set precedents

in law or this kind of thing?
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JR:

Yes, I’m sure they were. That’s just what they’re looking for, and most of the trials really

weren’t, though a couple of them turned out to be in a very minor way, but you’d establish some
point in law. But of course they were looking for I suppose constitutional issues, and you didn’t
see many of those in Medford, Oregon.

MO:

You’re probably being somewhat facetious about just picking the first ones you pulled

out of the box—

JR:

Right.

MO:

Was the case of the log truck driver one of the ones you used?

JR:

Yes. There was a very strong Mormon community in Ashland, and it was headed by a

fellow that I think they called the President. His name was Carroll Smith, and he through
litigation, got to know my partner, Hugh Collins. As a result he referred a lot of his flock to us,
and the Mormon Church would assume the responsibility of that litigation. You know, in an
instance like this where the young husband, father, was killed, they immediately made sure that
the mother and the family would never want for anything, but they would also take charge of the
lawsuit, pretty much, and make sure that everything went well. So we got quite a few cases from
them.

MO:

So you worked with the Mormon Church representing their—

JR:

They would refer individual cases to us. We never represented the Church as an entity, or

their legal work, but most of their folks came to see us if they had problems.

[End of Tape 4, Side 1]
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society. The date today is January

26 1995, and this is an interview with Judge James Redden in his chambers.
Last time we were talking about your law practice in Medford, and I think you had
described a couple of cases where you were representing the defense in personal injury cases.

JR:

Most of my work was—courtroom work, at any rate, was what we called casualty

defense, and that would involve anything from automobile accidents to slip-and-fall cases and
trip-and-fall cases and that sort of thing, and I defended a number of product liability cases, as
well, and represented plaintiffs in many of those same types of cases.
There used to be law on the books that a person injured at work could sue his or her own
employer, unless that employer had workers compensation insurance, and then they would rely
on the workers compensation insurance, but there was an exception where the employer might be
insured with workers compensation, but somebody from another employer who happened to be
on those premises could bring a straight negligence action, and we defended and we represented
plaintiffs in many of those cases.
I really enjoyed trial work. It’s a little more interesting representing a plaintiff because
we follow the system of a contingent fee, and you had your heart really in it, whereas as the
defense side, you didn’t get much, but you sure got something because the insurance companies
paid whether you won or lost.
My practice was fairly typical of the trial lawyers in Southern Oregon at that time. I tried
cases all over Southern Oregon, primarily in Jackson County, of course, Jackson, Josephine,
Douglas and Klamath, but also ventured into Multnomah County and the coastal counties.

MO:

It’s interesting that you make the point about representing the plaintiff perhaps being

more rewarding because I would have assumed it would be the other way around because you’ve
got the big insurance company with lots of resources—

JR:

Yeah, but they were cheapskates. They didn’t overpay lawyers ever. I mean, I had no
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real complaint. They paid adequately, but a plaintiff, of course, it’s either all or nothing, and if
the plaintiff lost the case, the plaintiff’s attorney had no fee. If the plaintiff prevailed and got a
large verdict, under the contingent fee system the attorney at that point would have gotten a third,
I believe, or whatever it was. So you could hit the jackpot.
That contingent fee arrangement has been going on for many, many years and it is always
under criticism and is under severe criticism, and some legislative chatter, both on a state and
federal level, even today. I think that contingent fees—myself I think they’re absolutely necessary because the average citizen cannot afford to pay a lawyer to get involved in complex
litigation on their behalf, and a lawyer can’t take a case for nothing. So it is the key to the
courtroom for many, many people.

MO:

Sure. And I suppose also because of the risk factor involved in terms of the all or nothing

aspect that when you do win one, you want to win a little bigger—

JR:

That’s right. And plaintiffs who come to hire lawyers understand that. It’s a contract they

enter into, and they understand it. So the ones that complain about it are not the plaintiffs’
lawyers and are not the defense lawyers and aren’t the plaintiffs themselves, but it’s the insureds
and some insurance companies who have that to point to as something very, very terrible. It
doesn’t encourage litigation—well, it does in the sense that people can afford it, and you know,
if people couldn’t afford to sue them, why, they’d be just as happy about that.

MO:

Right. One question that comes to mind with respect to you representing clients on one

side or the other in personal injury cases—I know that everyone is entitled to make their best
case under the law, but when you first decided to take a case, given your political leanings and
your social consciousness at that point, would that play at all in your decision in terms of
whether to take a case one way or another?

JR:

No. No. You’re absolutely right; under our system, everybody deserves representation.

Sometimes it all depends on who gets through the door first, and I think that’s pretty much it.
There is nothing on either side of the litigation bar, either defense or plaintiff, that is dishonorable or socially wrong in any sense. I think a lot of lawyers that get involved on the plaintiffs’
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side sometimes convince themselves that they are knights in shining armor, and it used to be fun
to remind them that it was very nice to have knights in shining armor, and I assumed that they
were waiving their fee, at which point their armor became a little tarnished.
No, I never had any problem. As a matter of fact in a couple of cases I represented oil
companies, I represented chemical companies, and I got a lot of kidding about that in later years,
you know, the great liberal Redden, when I listed my clients and some of the cases I’d tried, as
was required for my application and papers I had to file to become a Federal Court District
Judge, why, I really got a lot of laughs from people. I was then attorney general and thought to
be somewhat of a liberal, but many of my clients were certainly not seen as liberal. They wanted
me as their lawyer, and I didn’t complain.

MO:

We did talk about a couple of the personal injury cases last time. You mentioned in our

initial conversation that you also did medical malpractice suits?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

Were there any cases that stand out in your mind there that typify the kind of situation

that you dealt with in those?

JR:

I don’t know if there any cases that as I recall were major cases. I had gone into

partnership with Hugh Collins, who is still practicing law down there, and he when I went into
practice with him had several insurance company clients, and one of those insurance companies
insured the osteopathic physicians throughout the state of Oregon, which is a little unusual for a
Medford lawyer to have that account, but he did. So he and I defended a number of osteopaths.
We had one case I can recall, the first one I got involved in was the plaintiff had fallen
out of the bed at the hospital, at the osteopathic hospital. About as unglamorous a malpractice
case as you could have.
We also had one where the physician in charge had set a fractured leg in a woman by
rodding it; in other words, internal fixation rather than a cast. It did not heal, and he was sued,
and the test there was really was an osteopathic physician qualified to try that type of orthopedic
surgery, or should that person have stuck to the old rules of a cast. That sort of got interesting.
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That was in Roseburg.

MO:

And you were representing the doctor?

JR:

Yes. It was pretty hard at those times for a plaintiff to sue a doctor because you had to

have an expert witness, that is, a doctor, to testify against another doctor, and there used to be
what was called and very much was a conspiracy of silence. But we defended osteopathic
physicians, that is, the D.O.’s, Doctors of Osteopathy. The M.D.’s, the medical doctors, in the
Roseburg area were absolutely delighted to testify against their competitive osteopaths.
This group of osteopathic physicians in that area had a hospital—still do, I think—in
Canyonville, and they did an excellent business. They had a good practice, a good hospital, did a
good job. One thing that did was annoy every M.D. in Roseburg, so there were always a parade
of witnesses that would testify against an osteopath, whether he was negligent or not, it seemed
to me. I was a little biased.
A lot of those questions are really if you get two doctors, they just disagree on what was
proper. So we had cases that ranged from the very routine, like somebody fell out of a bed, to
some pretty at that time forward-looking treatment in a country hospital, and whether that was
appropriate for that country doctor to do and that sort of thing.
We also represented chiropractors, and I can recall coming up to this end of the state to
represent a chiropractor who was sued because his patient said that, although she had a plate, that
they in the chiropractic manipulations and treatment had injured her severely. That was Dr.
White, a chiropractor who had a very large hospital out in McMinnville somewhere.
Chiropractors were, quote, easy to sue because you could always get a doctor to testify
against them, too. But M.D.’s at that point were not easy to sue, until the osteopathic physicians
began to think, “Hey,” you know, “we’ll show those guys,” and they began to testify against the
M.D.’s, and pretty soon the gates broke and everybody was testifying against everybody.

MO:

So that’s a real change, then, that’s occurred since those days?

JR:

Yes.
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MO:

I think there’s a perception in the public’s mind as a result of some of the news coverage

of trials that there are people that almost make their living being expert witnesses, and you
question whether—

JR:

There certainly are. Even then there were, especially doctors that would testify for—well,

doctors that would testify for plaintiffs and for defendants, made a substantial portion of their
living testifying.
In later years, expert testimony in every range of lawsuits you see has gotten so carried
away, and to my estimation is somewhat ridiculous, so that you have people who retire from
their profession at an early age and begin to make their living testifying, and that’s all they do.
They testify, and they either testify for the plaintiff or testify for the defendant, and I think it’s in
many instances unreliable testimony, but a lay jury sitting there is sometimes dazzled. There’s no
question about it that lawyers, and I was one of them, go look for a saleable expert witness. As I
used to tell my partner, Lyle Velure, who’s now a judge, but when he came in with us and we
started trying cases together when he first started litigating, I said, “What we need is an expert
who can say bullshit politely,” and that was pretty much it in defending injury cases and medical
malpractice cases. When you’d be faced with some glorious expert witness who’d come up with
all sorts of theories, you’d have to have somebody who was capable of puncturing that balloon.
So there was quite a hunt for expert witnesses, and I think that’s still the case today,
although lawyers have upped their efforts a notch, and an expert witness just doesn’t get away
with it if there’s a lawyer that knows how to cross-examine on the other side, so it sort of
balances out, I think, after a while.

MO:

Another thing you mentioned in our initial interview was that you tried a couple of

murder cases. I believe one involved a young kid who robbed an elderly couple?

JR:

Yes. That was a very sad case. I was appointed to defend the kid. There were two

youngsters who lived in Grants Pass. I believe they lived with my client’s sister, but in any event,
the kid had grown up in Jackson County—was from California, had grown up in Jackson
County, dysfunctional family. He and his friend heard about this elderly couple that had sold a
small store and assumed for that reason that they would probably have a lot of money, cash, in
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their house.
They went out to that house and just forced their way in, and I think just totally panicked,
and they shot and killed both of them. Then they left, and they had told their two girlfriends they
were going to do this, that is, were going to rob this couple. They saw the two girlfriends
afterwards and admitted what had happened.
They went back home, and the girls told the police, as I recall, and they confessed to the
police who apprehended them. They confessed to the police on their way back to Medford. They
confessed to everybody they could find, and after about five, six confessions, why, I was
appointed to defend one of them.

MO:

So the defendants themselves confessed?

JR:

Oh, yes. They were about 15 or something like that. It was a tragic thing, and it never did

go to trial. I first concentrated on trying to keep them in the juvenile system. The judge ruled
against us on that. We plea bargained to the extent that they were each charged with only one
murder, which affected the length of the sentence. I can’t remember what the sentence was now.
As a federal judge—early in my career, so it was probably in the early ‘80s—I was
getting on the elevator here in federal court and this young man said, “Oh, hi, Judge Redden,”
and it was my client. He had been here to testify in a prison case that Judge Panner was trying,
and he was one of the witnesses. So I asked him how he was doing, and oh, he was out of jail
and living in California. He seemed like a fairly nice young man, but I’ve got to say I was happy
he was living in California again. So that was my client.
These things are all tragedies, and it was a terrible tragedy for the children of this elderly
couple, who came to court—the son, I know, came to court to watch the proceedings once at the
suggestion of the district attorney because he found out that I was representing him, and he
thought it was some sort of a volunteer thing or, you know, how people get upset about it, and
the district attorney said, “Well, this guy’s appointed. The judge called him up and told him,
‘Your turn.’“
So this son came and watched the hearings, and it made him feel better about, you know,
that there was a system and that it was going through it, and so he didn’t think that anyone who
defended somebody under those circumstances was necessarily a monster anymore.
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Then I had another case that I was hired on, and this case came out of Canyonville. It was
a husband accused of killing his wife, and they were both patients of this doctor that I had
defended in a medical malpractice case, and I defended that case. That did go to trial. I waived
the jury. There was a conviction. It was a sort of bizarre investigation where during the course of
it I visited my client in the Douglas County Jail and saw that he was just an entirely different
person. He didn’t recognize me. He was out of it.
I asked the jailers about it, and they said, “Yeah, he sure has been acting strangely.”
So I got him transferred to Salem for a mental examination, and for some reason, without
asking anybody, they put him under sodium whatever-it-is, but truth serum is the popular name
for it, to try to find out the reason for his psychosis, and he told a story about someone busting
into the house. He and his wife were heavy drinkers, and they had been drinking very heavily
again, as was their habit, and he told the story that he had gone into his room and fallen asleep,
his wife remained in the living room, and he heard something and woke up and found that there
was some—he described as a Hispanic gentleman who was beating his wife, and he said he got
there too late to save his wife, she was unconscious, and he killed this fellow and put him in a
sleeping bag and buried him up in the mountains.
So it was something, of course, to which you had to pay some heed, and we investigated
it as thoroughly as we could, including getting a couple of State Policemen and going up into the
hills that he described and taking him along, but his memory after taking that was very weak.
For a lot of reasons, they concluded that it probably did not happen. But anyway, I
defended him on first degree charges, and he was convicted by the judge. I’d waived the jury.
Later regretted it. I thought I’d do better with a technical defense to a judge than I would a jury,
but maybe it would have been the other way around. But he was convicted of manslaughter and
received a relatively light sentence. He and I have often wondered what really happened because
he doesn’t have any memory of it now at all.

MO:

So you stayed in touch with him?

JR:

Well, yes. Yeah, for a little bit afterwards. On one of the campaign trail years after, I was

out handing out stuff at a mill, you know, campaign material at a mill, and his son was there, and
we chatted about it for quite a while. They were nice people; they really were. There was a
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terrible alcohol problem.
I think those are the only murder cases. I had a couple of embezzlement cases that were
fairly notable, but most of my work was civil. Most of my criminal work was appointive. In 17
years, I tried a lot of cases.

MO:

So when you had this fellow transferred to the state hospital, he was having mental

problems related to the alcohol, was that—

JR:

I don’t think so, no. He had been dry; he’d been in jail for some time and he was dry. He

just had a psychotic episode. When they discharged him from the hospital he was, quote, cured
of that. It was just baffling, and I know, knowing him, he was not faking it.
The psychiatrist who applied this medicine turned out to be one who I knew. She did
occasional work for the state hospital and was convinced that he when under the serum was not
making it up, but could not otherwise explain.
I did not think, and I know I’m right on this, I did not think that would fly in front of a
judge or a jury as a defense, although one of the reasons I went with a judge is that I was able to
put that in, not so much as a defense, but as a “Here’s something, Judge, you ought to think
about” type thing, which I would not have been able to do with a jury, and something like that
might well have angered a jury, that we’d come up with something like that and not be able to
prove it and that sort of thing.
I had a statutory construction defense which I thought would work much better with a
judge, and indeed it did.

MO:

So when you say it’s a technical defense, you’re talking about getting into points of law

that might be totally lost on the jury or that they would ignore completely?

JR:

Right. Degrees of homicide and manslaughter and that sort of thing. I forget precisely

what that statute was, but I had spent some time looking for some help in the books, and I
thought I had found some, and it didn’t work. The judge didn’t agree with me entirely, but it was
a good verdict. I didn’t get an acquittal, but it was a good outcome, I think.
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MO:

You said that these embezzlement cases you had were notable. Can you tell me a little bit

about them?

JR:

Well, I had one that was a prominent Oregonian. He was somewhat prominent in politics.

He was at least a contributor to many Democratic candidates, including myself. He was charged
with pledging bogus stock to get loans, and several of the banks were across state lines, and so he
had carried the stock across state lines and pledged it to banks, and the funds were used to
finance everything he did, I guess, but he did make contributions to several Democratic candidates, including myself.
So he was prosecuted by the feds, and I didn’t want to take the case because I don’t think
it’s a good idea to defend your friends, and I was still under the assumption that he had some
money and he was going to hire and planned to hire very prominent attorneys. It turned out he
didn’t have any money left, so I defended him because he was a friend, and we did find some
limited amount of funds, but it was a loser.
But I was convinced that the federal prosecutor, who was then my friend Sid Lezak—was
in a spot. Sid was a Democrat, and this fellow was a prominent Democratic contributor, and if
Sid had not prosecuted to the fullest extent, there would have been, Sid thought, real criticism. I
thought it was nonsense. It was a case that should have pled out, but we tried it, and he was
convicted and served a very brief sentence.
Our defense was mental incapacity, insanity defense, and under the federal law, it was
close. But again, we did not think that a jury would go for an insanity defense because I think
they are accustomed to insanity being in a murder case, where somebody goes crazy and kills,
where this is sort of a pattern of behavior that isn’t consistent with mental defects, but in this
case we thought because of several psychoses with alcohol and amphetamines and personality
disorders might very well do it. It did not, but again, when the Court—which was Federal Court,
Judge Kilkenny, sentenced this individual, he sentenced him to Springfield, the federal
psychiatric hospital-jail combo, and he was treated, and he certainly straightened out. He was out
of incarceration in a relatively brief period of time, and is still to this day a productive citizen.
That was a fairly prominent case.

MO:

And what was his name?
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JR:

I’d just as soon not mention it.

MO:

Okay. Was that your first appearance in federal court?

JR:

That was my first and only appearance in a Criminal case in federal court. I had a

personal injury, just a fairly glorious automobile accident involving a truck and a car in Klamath
County. I represented the plaintiff and filed in Klamath County, and much to my dismay the case
was removed to federal court, and at that time when you were transferred to federal court, why,
that meant Portland. We tried that case and settled it mid-trial.
But I avoided federal court if I possibly could. The rules were strange and different. At
that time they had what they called Monday call, Judge Solomon presiding, and every case he
had, everybody had to show up on Monday, all the lawyers, to give him a progress report. Well,
that meant for us poor souls from down country, why, we spent Sunday afternoon driving up
here, spent Sunday night here, most of Monday in court waiting for our turn to get yelled at, and
then jump in our car and drive back to Medford. It was very expensive and very tough on the
lawyers.
So the only time I came into federal court was when somebody hauled me in on diversity,
and after I got caught a couple times I began to get a lot more careful about how and who I sued
and where.
But it was ever-increasing, and about the time I became a candidate for statewide office
and stopped practicing law, I was down to San Francisco I can recall once taking a course in
federal practice and procedure because it seemed inevitable, but the problem generally was
geographic. It was a pain in the neck, and we referred a lot of our cases so somebody up here
would go to Monday call for us. Occasionally you could get away with that with Judge Solomon,
or sometimes he’d insist he wants to see the lawyer that’s going to try the case.

MO:

So from your characterization of these Monday calls in front of Judge Solomon, it sounds

like he wasn’t necessarily your favorite judge at that time?
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JR:

Well, he was tough, but at that time federal court was really overloaded. I think it was

just he and probably Bob Belloni trying to carry the whole load, and they didn’t have a good
system. They didn’t have a good system, and they didn’t have enough judges, and unless you
keep the cases flowing, you really get in trouble. I think it was just a common sense thing, he’d
get the lawyers in there and say, “We’re going to trial, we’re going to trial, we’re going to trial.”

[End of Tape 5, Side 1]
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JR:

They were badly understaffed at that time, and that was probably the easiest way for

Judge Solomon to keep these cases moving because lawyers, unless somebody’s pushing them,
why, they’ll slip that one behind and they’ll handle the matter where they’re getting pushed by
some local state judge.
I think there may have been ways that would have been more considerate of lawyers, but
there had to be some system like that devised to keep those cases moving. Now we’ve got a full
complement of judges and magistrate judges. Since I’ve come aboard we have started what I
wanted to start the day I came aboard, which was a direct assignment system where when the
case is filed it’s assigned to a judge for life, and that judge has responsibility to move it along,
and we do it by telephone conferencing and all sorts of things. So we haven’t had to haul people
in statewide. That’s something nobody ever thought of then. I would have been delighted to pick
up my telephone in Medford and explain to Judge Solomon that I had somebody’s deposition to
take, but the technology wasn’t that perfect because they didn’t have speaker phones.
Anyway, there were a lot of reasons they did things the way they did, but we’ve certainly
improved the federal court system immensely and made it, as most lawyers would tell you, a lot
more user-friendly.

MO:

I guess Judge Solomon had a reputation for being pretty tough on attorneys that came

into his courtroom not prepared, too?

JR:

That’s right. Absolutely. I joked about it with him afterwards, but that was true. You’d

come in and your knees would be quaking.
Gus generally would get on one of the attorneys. I don’t know what his point was, but it
was sort of to keep people off balance, and I think always in the back of his mind it was to make
it slightly unpleasant so that you’d settle the case, and if he thought this one was probably the
one that was holding out, why -. In every instance it was the other attorney, but you were still—
there was no favoritism to me, just he had the impression, I guess, that the other one was the one
that was holding out, or the other one had said or done something in some other case to offend
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him or something. But yeah, he made life interesting for lawyers.

MO:

And did you know this about him before you appeared before him?

JR:

Oh, yes. Oh, yeah, he had a reputation that was worse than it should have been, actually.

He wasn’t near as bad as the stories.

MO:

Another question I was going to ask you was just how the legal community in Medford,

or even statewide, how tightly knit was this community? Were you all, you know, colleagues
and friends regardless which side of the fence you were on?

JR:

Oh, yes. I think statewide they were. It was always the case in Oregon, when I first

moved out here I heard about it, that lawyers would handshake; in other words, you’d call up a
lawyer if your client came in with a summons and complaint and you had four days before you
had to appear, you’d just call the other lawyer on the other side: “I just got the file, and I’ll get
back to you. Would you give me another ten days?” “Sure.” You wouldn’t bother to write a
letter.
And in Medford and down in Southern Oregon, it was very much like that. As I say, I
tried a lot of cases out of town, and frequently we’d settle the case during the course of the trial,
and I would socialize with the lawyer on the other side, we were friends. I would notice
sometimes that clients got upset. They needn’t. That’s just part of the ritual, and it really is good
because you would know what kind of case that person would be willing to settle and one he had
to try, or you had to try, or something like that, and you saved a lot of times.
But we were a very close group. Medford had a reputation of the best bar in the state,
Jackson County did, and I’ve always said it was because there were a couple, three lawyers who
were leaders down there and were excellent in all aspects of their practice, and others who
wished to compete had to raise themselves to that level. I think Otto Frohnmayer was one. My
partner Hugh Collins was another. There was an attorney down there, not as popular as those
two, but equally as good, Phil Lowry, and they sort of set the level, I think, and the rest of us
struggled to meet that.
As a consequence, that was an excellent trial bar. They didn’t try many cases when I first
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went there, but the trial and the litigation developed apace, and we had some excellent trial
attorneys. Bob Duncan was another one who was excellent, an excellent trial attorney.
So if you were going to do any phase of the practice of law, and we were able to get
involved in almost every phase in a small town, you’d better really make every effort to be good,
or you just weren’t going to hack it. So it was recognized statewide as an excellent bar, and to
this day it is, and to this day the federal bar in Portland, where the federal practice always was—
now it’s spread out a little more, but mostly in Portland—is done by a relatively small group, if
you look at the bar as a whole, and federal judges who visit here for trial purposes or sit on
appeals here are very complimentary toward the Oregon bar, at least the federal bar that does
most of the work in federal court. So it is a cohesive group. Even big as it is, it has an excellent
reputation, and boy, that makes a difference to a judge, I’ll tell you.

MO:

And by federal bar you mean just the attorneys that—

JR:

That do a substantial portion of their practice in federal courts. However the system has

grown up, it has split, where a lot of lawyers—I said I tried to avoid federal court, and I think
lawyers still do that, and some who represent a lot of corporations who are out of state and
therefore diversity of citizenship takes hold, you know, and they find themselves in federal court
all the time, those are the ones, too, that will bring you into federal court—especially if you’re a
country lawyer who’s never been there before, they want to entertain you a little bit.
But they are by and large very good, and I think Gus Solomon is one that should be
thanked for that, and all of his “you’d better be prepared” speeches were met. To this day, they
don’t mess around in federal court, and we’ve got a lot more power than a state judge has, much
of which is we’re not elected, but we can be demanding, and we are.

MO:

This is a subject we may talk more about when we get to talking about the District Court,

but you said that one of the reasons you didn’t want to come to federal court back in those days
was because the rules were strange, and I’ve read a little bit about that, and apparently there was
some dissention on the federal court as to whether or not the new rules were a good idea. These
would be the rules that were adopted in the late 1930s?
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JR:

Yes. The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, I forget when they were adopted, they were

always a little bit strange, and we tried to learn them in law school; they were taught in law
school. But they would impose on top of that local rules, and they would impose on top of that
customs, and the local rules were ridiculous. If you went to federal court, your pleadings had to
look different, and you’ve got to get them two inches down from the top of the page and one
inch, and you had to do this, you had to do that, and you had to put a blue cover on it, and if you
didn’t do those things, the consequences were pretty grave. I think in great measure they wanted
to discourage people from litigating in federal court. They didn’t have enough judges to handle
it, and that may very well have been part of the problem.

MO:

What would happen if you didn’t meet all the rules?

JR:

Well, it never happened to me, but I guess that cases were dismissed, or they wouldn’t

accept papers for filing, and you know, maybe a statute ran. But at the very least you went back
and had them typed all over again. Just generally very strictly construed, which was unnecessary,
I thought, in a lot of cases.
And then the customs; for instance, Monday call. Very expensive for any lawyer, and
doubly so if you’re talking about mileage and a hotel bill added on top of it. So it was a place to
avoid, and most downstate lawyers did, and the only time they got in federal court is when they
saw some advantage to it or were hauled in by one of the Portland firms.

MO:

When you’d travel up here, did you make the trips often enough so that you had a

favorite place to stay or anything like that?

JR:

Oh, yes. I was in Portland frequently for trials in state court and the few that I’ve

mentioned here in federal court, and also for other types of business, depositions and politics,
and the place that I stayed almost invariably was the Congress Hotel, which is long gone.

MO:

And your partnership with Hugh Collins grew to how many attorneys?

JR:

It was four when I left. Hugh and I were in partnership for years, and then Brian Mullen
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came into partnership with us. Then he left, and then John Ferris and Lyle Velure came in, and
that was the four of us, and we had a couple of law clerks and investigators, too, on the staff, and
of course each of us had a secretary, so it got to be, for Medford, a fairly big and expensive
practice, in terms of overhead.
Then after I left I think they hired two people. Yeah, when I left they hired two people. I
like to tell them they needed two to replace me. They eventually broke up within, I don’t know,
five or six years, but it grew into five or six people, but when I left it was four.

MO:

And when new people came on board, how did you decide on compensation? Did you

just divide it up equally among all the attorneys or—

JR:

No. I think we always started out at a salary level, and I think there was a profit incentive,

and quickly—not like the big firms up here, quickly moved into partnership status. I mean, in a
small firm like that it isn’t that significant, you know; just “Come on aboard and help share my
losses.”

MO:

Well, maybe before we leave this topic and start talking about your political career, I’m

wondering if there are any other cases that came to mind when you were thinking about the
interview today that you thought we should talk about?

JR:

None in particular. I recall defending an accident case in Grants Pass where the young

plaintiff was riding down a hill with his buddy, and he got down to the bottom, and they were
speeding down the hill on bicycles, and they were hit by a lumber carrier, and the young fellow
who turned out to be the plaintiff lost a leg. They brought an action, and we were hired to defend
that case, and much to our amazement we prevailed the first time around, but there was a
reversal. We tried it the second time, and there was a mistrial, and we tried it the third time, and
we lost the case and paid $60,000. I think I was relieved. I knew that ended it.
The plaintiff was represented by Bob Duncan, who was a good friend of mine, who was
totally shattered by losing it the first time. It was, you know, two small towns, and everyone
assumed that was the best case in the world that anyone ever had, and I was sure impressed with
myself for winning it, but eventually Bob did prevail, and I was sort of—it did not disappoint me
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greatly that he did.

MO:

Was that because you had some sympathy for the victim?

JR:

Oh, sure. You can’t help but have it. I forget the amount of the verdict. It was either

$30,000 or $60,000. It was okay for that day. It was not outrageously high, and it wasn’t low,
either. But it was an amount that in my mind I thought we should offer in settlement, and my
client, the insurance company, and my partner, who helped me try the case, or I helped him or
one thing or another, felt that it wasn’t worth that much and that we should prevail.
So when eventually after all that a jury came in with a figure that I had thought was fair
for years, it didn’t bother my ego—though getting reversed did because Duncan has never let me
forget it.

MO:

The other question about cases that you may have tried during your practice would be

whether you felt that any of them were precedent setting or broke new ground in law?

JR:

You know, when I filed those documents and you have to include your ten most

important cases or some such foolishness for federal court purposes, for this appointment, I can
recall coming up with some that arguably set precedent, but I don’t recall any that were actually
precedent setting that went to the Supreme Court or anything of that nature.
The Simmons case, which is the injury case involving the young kid, is in the Oregon
Reports, and there are several others that were appealed by one side or the other and made law of
the time, but not earth-shaking precedents, you know. It established that a juvenile riding a
bicycle on the road must follow the same rules as an adult driving an automobile and that sort of
thing, but even then I wouldn’t term it as a precedent setting case like those I see going through
this court.

MO:

Well, then, let’s move on and talk about your entry in Democratic Party politics. I really

got the impression from looking at your scrapbooks that you must have become active in the
party almost right away, and that you played a real role, in Jackson County, at least, in the ‘58
race for governor.
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JR:

I moved to Jackson County in 1956, in late summer. Adlai Stevenson was running for

President again, against Eisenhower. He was one of my early, and still is one of my heroes. I
thought he was a remarkable person and would have been a great President, although there was
no chance in the world he would ever defeat Ike, in either the ‘52 or ‘56 race.
So when I got to Medford, I was interested in the Stevenson race, and I dropped by the
headquarters and mentioned it, and because of that, or maybe in addition, there was a family
down there, Ed and Mary Kelly—Ed Kelly was a lawyer who later became a judge, and Mary,
his wife, was even more active than Ed was, and they were Democrats. Ed was one of the few
Democratic lawyers down there. Another one was Tom Reeder, who’s still alive, he’s retired
now, and another was Bill Deatherage, who still practices down there, and another one was Bob
Boyer, who is deceased.
But in any event there were just a very few Democratic lawyers who were willing to take
any real part in party activities down there, and so I was a live one. When I showed any interest
at all, I ended up being party chairman, which is not the best job in the world, but I enjoyed it. I
enjoyed it and I met a lot of people.
When you go into a small town like Medford, you’re not going to pick up any great
clients by being an active Democrat. You’d be much better off going on the Republican central
committee, but that wasn’t to be. But it was interesting, and as a result from the time I moved
down there I met people that were active in politics and who have since gone on to be very
active, and have retired and have been close friends for a lifetime.
Bob Holmes was a candidate for governor then, and he won a two-year term. Somebody
had died, and he ran and won. He upset, I think, Paul Patterson. Maybe it was Elmo Smith. In
any event, he defeated I guess Elmo Smith to everybody’s surprise, but it was just a two-year
term because he was filling out decedent Paul Patterson’s four-year term, and he was running for
reelection against Mark Hatfield, who was Secretary of State.
I can recall just being very bothered by Bob Holmes at one juncture. He came down to
Jackson County, and this was in an election year, the fall or late summer of election year, and he
was staying out at an old motel near Ashland called the Supreme Court, that’s why I remember
the name. It’s a place where he went every year and stayed there every year to go to the Ashland
Shakespearean Festival.
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So I was Central Committee Chairman, and as soon as I heard he was there, I said,
“Okay, we’ll get an appearance here before the Democrats, got to do this and do that.”
“Oh, no. I’m on vacation.”
I just really got ballistic because I thought he was in trouble, and he was, it turned out. He
and I laughed about it later. After that he went up north, and he wanted to know who that
Democratic Chairman down in Jackson County was that was pro-Hatfield or something. I had
blasted him for not playing the game. I was irked. I thought it was really dumb, but I did support
him very strongly. He was a great guy.
But that’s the way he and his supporters viewed politics, you know. “I’m on vacation,”
and I knew enough about politics to know, you know, if you’re coming to this community, which
you don’t visit very often, and you’re the governor of the state, even if it wasn’t an election year
you’re going to do some public thing, and certainly an election year ain’t no time for vacations.
You can go to Shakespeare and campaign there if you want, but in the daytime you’re going to
campaign with us. But for whatever reason, he didn’t, and that led to a lot of laughs for years to
come between Bob and I.
And then that race really got ugly at the end, and I was County Chairman during that
election period, and I remember one day I called over to Ed and Mary Kelly’s house, because
Wayne Morse was there, and Wayne Morse was staying with them as a house guest, and Wayne
Morse was going to speak that evening—this was just before the election—speak that evening at
the Esquire Theater, which has since become famous because of this speech.
He spoke at the Esquire Theater, which we had rented as our Democratic headquarters. I
walked in there, and I don’t know if I’d ever met Morse before, but he was very friendly, but
quite—arrogant is almost the word; that’s a little too harsh—man, and he was in the living room,
and he was striding back and forth, and I noticed that he had a copy of Oregon Reports in his
hand. He was striding back and forth, and I remember he would call me “Redden,” not Jim or
James or anything else, but “Redden.”
“Redden, tonight I’m going to give a speech that’s going to turn this election around.”
And I heard that, and I looked at that book in his hand, and I knew exactly what was
going to happen. One of the leading cases in Oregon in the area of negligence or contributory
negligence was somebody or other versus Mark Hatfield. Mark Hatfield as I think a 17-year-old
had been involved in a fatal accident, and every lawyer in Oregon knew it because they’d read
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that report, and it was far from any secret. I don’t suppose the general public knew it, but it was a
case involving a 17-year-old driver who probably was going too fast, but it was a child dart-out
case, and the child darted out into the highway, and the car struck him, and he wasn’t an
experienced driver, and that was about the worst you could say about him. I mean, it was a tragic
thing.
And Wayne Morse was prepared to expose that great fact before America and the state,
and his theory was that Hatfield had testified that his view was obstructed by some bushes, but
during the course of trial, you know, they measure and do this and do that, and then they can
multiply the feet by the miles an hour and all this great stuff, and in the Supreme Court,
Hatfield’s attorney was urging the Supreme Court to find that the youngster was contributory
negligent as a matter of law, which meant no recovery at that time, or that Hatfield was as a
matter of law free of negligence. They argued that the view was obstructed by these bushes.
Well, the bushes were there. The Supreme Court said, “Well, when you measure it out and do the
speed, da da da, they don’t factor in on it. He should have been able to see the child, and
therefore there is some negligence on his part and we can’t blame it all on the child, and the
verdict stands.”
Well, that Wayne Morse was going to say was perjury. I thought it was a mistake, and I
thought politically it would be very damaging to Governor Holmes, and it was obvious that
Governor Holmes knew nothing about this, and I proceeded to try to convince him that perhaps
he ought to think it over, and he said, “No, it’s already done.” He said, “I was in Klamath
County last night, and I gave this big speech,” and he said, “I don’t think there were any
reporters there because I haven’t heard anything about it.” And I hadn’t heard anything about it,
either.
There was no turning him around. So that night in the Esquire Theater I sat next to a
woman named Alice Rutter, who was the wife of a doctor down there, and she was known in
some book after that as “the woman in the Esquire Theater.” I said, “Just listen to this speech
before. I’ll be interested in your reaction.”
I think Bob Duncan was there, and I warned Bob what was going to happen, so I think
Bob knew it and tried to talk Morse out of it. I didn’t tell many people because I was sort of
hoping, I guess, that he wouldn’t do it, but anyway, he did. Alice Rutter, a good Democrat, just
got up and marched out of the theater. The audience was stunned. And of course that was
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covered by the reporters then. It went statewide, and of course Hatfield had his response. He’d
had that response ready ever since he went into politics because he thought someday somebody
might want to bring that tragedy in as a campaign issue, and of course it caused the absolute
opposite reaction to what Morse thought. I don’t think Holmes had a chance at that point, but if
he did, that neutered that.
As I recall, I went on and took off some ads that Morse had taped as follow-up to that on
the local TV or radio station, and it caused a lot of dissention. He was furious with me for years
because I didn’t agree with him on that. He got mad at me a lot. He was very helpful in my race
for state treasurer, but he was a man with an immense ego, and unlike McCall—Tom McCall had
an immense ego, but Tom had a great sense of humor that went with it, but Morse was not
famous for his sense of humor, and he was pretty tough to put up with.

MO:

And Morse was furious with you just because you disagreed with him on this?

JR:

Yes. And that I took those ads off, too. He was sure that this would save the day for

Holmes, and in his mind he saw himself as a hero coming to the rescue of the Democratic Party.
He had been campaigning nationally for other candidates for the United States Senate, it was not
an election year for him, and he came back to Oregon to find polls showing Holmes way behind,
and there’s an incumbent governor losing a race to a very young Mark Hatfield, shouldn’t be in
his mind, and I’m sure that he had had this case in the back of his mind for some time.
But it was a case that we used to sort of joke about, you know, in a political context, but
nobody but Wayne Morse would think it would worry anybody. He was convinced that he was
going to save the day, and I’m sure it did anything but.

MO:

So the ads that you took out were an attempt to sort of distance the whole campaign from

Morse’s remarks, then?

JR:

No. No, they were follow-up ads on that theme. I remember going out to the radio station,

and not all Democrats thought I should do it, but I felt as I was Chairman -. I forget exactly what
they were, but I do remember doing that, and I do remember that he was upset that I would do
that.
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MO:

But over the years your relationship with Morse continued to be up and down?

JR:

Yes. When Jack Kennedy ran for President in 1960, he decided to run and he knew the

only way to get the nomination is by running in every primary that was available. There weren’t
a lot of them. Oregon was a very important one because they were limited in number, and he
announced that he would run in every presidential primary except where there was a favorite son
running.

[End of Tape 5, Side 2]
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke with the Oregon Historical Society continuing the interview

with Judge James Redden on January 26th.
I think we may have missed your last sentence.

JR:

Kennedy announced he was going to run in every presidential primary race in the United

States, except that he would take what was then the usual common courtesy and not oppose a
favorite son, a favorite son being a candidate from a state who was not a serious candidate for
president but a candidate that thought he could win in his own state and therefore become a
mover and a shaker at the convention. It used to be fairly common.
So he specifically indicated he would run in Oregon unless Wayne Morse was going to
run as a favorite son, and Wayne Morse announced publicly he was not going run as a favorite
son. Jack Kennedy announced, therefore, that he was going to enter the Oregon primary, which
he did.
Then several months before the primary Morse announced that he was going to run as a
favorite son and urged Kennedy to get off the ballot. Kennedy was no dummy, and he knew he
was on strong grounds because the deal had already been struck, and he knew that he would have
an opponent that he could beat, or should be able to beat, that he should have a contest out here,
and I don’t think there was anyone else seriously contesting Kennedy in Oregon.
In any event, he did not withdraw for obvious reasons, and he said, “I had already
announced, I’m committed, and I’ve got support staff, I’ve got a committee, you said you
weren’t going to run; I’m sorry, I wish you wouldn’t, but I feel obligated, and I have a duty to
stay in the race,” and he did.
I was one of those who had pledged to help in the campaign for Kennedy, and we had a
meeting, myself and Bob Boyer, a Democratic lawyer in Medford, we had a meeting down there
with some of Kennedy’s folks. I can’t remember the chap’s name that became fairly famous in
his own right. He was still around helping Bobby Kennedy run for President. But he was there at
the meeting, and we were trying to figure some way to get around the Wayne Morse on the ticket
without being nasty.
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It occurred to me, and I think to everybody, that the message we had to convey to
Democrats was, “Let’s take Oregon politics seriously.” In other words, Wayne Morse is running
just so he can be a big man at the convention, where Kennedy is running so he can get a boost
actually to be President of the United States. At that time Wayne Morse certainly was not
admitting that he had hoped this would launch him to the presidency, so we could say that.
We formed an organization called TOPS, Take Oregon Politics Seriously, and that was
the theme of the campaign. Campaigns then were a lot different than they are now. There wasn’t
an awful lot of television or radio campaigning and so forth.
Many people did what I did. They committed to Kennedy when he filed and Morse was
not going to run, and a lot of Wayne’s very, very close allies—and I wasn’t really in that group,
but I would have supported him—but a lot of them of the really devoted followers of Wayne had
committed to Kennedy and stuck with Kennedy, and he did not forgive them.
I can remember one meeting he came down to Jackson County and just really chewed out
a guy by the name of Red Norton, who was really devoted to Morse, he thought Morse was next
to God, and Mary Kelly did, too, but these were people that had committed to Kennedy, and he
just cut them off. I mean, he just would not forgive or forget. It was amazing, and I was one of
them. I was very upset, not so much that he got back in the race that was his option, see what
happened, but that he would cut his friends. But you know, after it was all over, why, he was
back again with those people. But he would go through that. I mean, he tolerated no divergence
from the gospel. He was something else.
Anyway, so he got mad at me over that, and there may have been some other things along
the way. I think the Boardman bill was another thing.

MO:

He was involved in that?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

We’ll talk about that when we get around to Boardman. I guess also at this point—I don’t

know if you’ve seen the latest Oregon Historical Society Quarterly, but there’s an article in there
about the Neuberger-Morse feud?
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JR:

Yes.

MO:

Did you observe that at the time?

JR:

You know, Neuberger was elected to the Senate when I still lived back east. I was

coming to Oregon, but it was in all the newspapers back there because it was such a close race,
and it was days before they figured out who won, so it got a lot of publicity.
By the time I got to Oregon, fairly soon after that, it was common knowledge that the two
of them were feuding, and I was just barely getting into politics then and more worried about
getting a job than I was about who was feuding, but it was very public that they were feuding,
and I don’t think that any of the stories really went into depth on it, but generally speaking Morse
was the one who was blamed for their feud, and perhaps took more of the blame than he should
have. There were more people angry, particularly Republicans, at Morse than they were at
Neuberger, and this was a good way for Republicans to slam Morse by siding with his younger
Democratic associate, to the detriment of the state.
Reading that article, I was surprised to find out all that was behind that. I had no idea.

MO:

I was, as well. It could almost be a plot for a Hollywood movie.

JR:

I know it. I know it.

MO:

I guess the Republicans had reasons to be a little bit prickly about Wayne Morse at that

point?

JR:

Oh, yes. They hated him. Morse had taught my partner, Hugh Collins, at law school, or

was the dean or something, but he said he would never listen to Wayne Morse give a speech. He
said, “That guy, every time I listen to him give a speech he convinces me.” But of course Morse
left the Republicans and became independent, and then a Democrat. Well, they never, ever
forgave him, and I don’t think the Democrats would have, had the situation been reversed.

MO:

Right. That happened right around the time you moved here?
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JR:

It was right around that time. I remember first hearing of Wayne Morse when I lived in

Springfield, and he gave an anti-McCarthy speech in Hartford, Connecticut, that I either heard
or—I think it was on television. I thought, “This is one of the greater people of all time.” I just
hated McCarthy, and here was a Republican standing up to him.
I forget the year he switched parties. I think he was disappointed in not getting a vice
presidential nomination—probably in ‘52, it might have been, and went back to the Senate as an
independent. I’m not sure of the year, but it was just about that time. He was a new Democrat.

MO:

Now, that’s the second reference you’ve made to Morse’s presidential ambitions. You

said earlier that in the ‘60 race that you kind of dropped the hint that maybe he was interested in
being more than a favorite son?

JR:

Well, I don’t know. He was always seen in the context of a favorite son, and I think his

position was, “Well, I was asked if I would run as a favorite son, and I said I would not. I’m
running as a candidate for President.”
But I think that Wayne Morse got in figuring if he defeated Kennedy he would be
seriously considered as a presidential candidate. I think that was his hope. Being a favorite son
wasn’t that big a deal. I mean, he might be able to wield some power at the convention because
of that, but, you know, little old Oregon, he wasn’t going to wield an awful lot, we didn’t have
that many electoral votes. But he was a United States Senator, and he would have wielded
power, anyway.
As the story was told to me, the reason for his leaving the Republican Party was he was
disappointed in not being tapped as a vice presidential candidate by I forget which president,
probably Eisenhower. That was the reason Republicans gave for his leaving the party. I’m sure
that that was not the reason he gave.

MO:

And later on, if he did have ambitions in the ‘60 campaign, presumably that was also

perhaps to advance his chances of becoming a vice presidential candidate?

JR:

It might have been. It very well might have been. No question he was ambitious, and
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that’s fine.

MO:

But he wouldn’t have had much of a chance of becoming the presidential nominee, I

wouldn’t think, coming from Oregon.

JR:

No, I don’t think so. There weren’t that many votes, and I don’t think he probably would

have had much of an opportunity to be a vice presidential candidate because of his personality.
You could never convince him he was just vice president.

MO:

Now, you said that he was helpful in later years in your campaign for state treasurer, was

it?

JR:

Yeah, that was in 1972, and I got on the ballot very late in the race, in September, as a

matter of fact, on Labor Day, and I had to put together a campaign and really scramble, and
Wayne gave some speeches on my behalf. He was running himself for Senate against Mark
Hatfield. He had been defeated by Bob Packwood.
Wayne Morse wasn’t going to carry me into office on his coattails, for sure, because I
don’t think anyone but Wayne thought he was going to win. Nonetheless, he was helpful with
advice, and on one occasion I recall Gene McCarthy was coming to town, and he and Gene
McCarthy were going to go over to Portland State University and each of them give a speech to
the students over there, who of course dearly loved Wayne Morse and Eugene McCarthy and
couldn’t care less who the Democratic candidate for state treasurer was.
So Wayne called me up and said, “I want you to come over; come out to the hotel and
meet me and Gene, and then we’ll go over, and we’ll make you give a speech, too, and we’ll
endorse you and say what a hell of a guy you are and get that student vote for you.”
Well, it’s probably a little dubious whether that worked, but it was really nice of him. It
was very helpful of them. I went up there and I met Gene McCarthy for the first time. I was not a
fan. I didn’t tell him that, but I had not been a fan for some time. But he was there, and Wayne
Morse was trying to convince Gene McCarthy that while he, Gene McCarthy, was in Oregon that
he, Gene McCarthy, should come out loud and clear for George McGovern, who was running for
President. Gene McCarthy refused because George McGovern was not pure enough or
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something or other, not a good enough Democrat, and I thought to myself, “I’m right in not
liking that guy.” Because early on I had been a fan, but it just seemed to me that he was another
one of these self-centered purists that did more to hurt his cause than to help it.

MO:

Let’s backtrack to the Hatfield race for governor, that first race, which is where our

departure here on Wayne Morse took off from. You gave the account of Morse dropping the
bomb at the Esquire Theater and what happened afterwards, and I think you’re right, Hatfield’s
staff was totally ready for that attack.
But let’s talk for a minute about Hatfield at that time. Now, he was on a meteoric rise, I
think would probably be the only way to describe it: I think one term as a legislator, then one
term as Secretary of State, and then bang, he’s in the State House.

JR:

He was a state rep. for a term and then a state senator, I think, for half a term, which

would have been two years, one session each, I think, and then was elected Secretary of State.
He was Secretary of State when I arrived in Oregon, and there were lots of stories about him.

MO:

What did you think of Hatfield at that point in time?

JR:

I had never met him. I don’t know that I had any ideas. I mean, I thought all Republicans

were less qualified to be governor than Democrats. I thought that Bob Holmes should have been
reelected. It wasn’t a question of liking or disliking Mark Hatfield. He certainly was a person to
admire.
I remember he came down to Medford at a time when I was trying to get Holmes to come
down and speak, and he gave a speech out in the park, and he warned Republicans that they’d
have to work very hard because of the bottomless pit of dollars available to Democrats in the
campaign. I have kidded him about it since. I think he was probably just stuck for something to
say.
I probably thought he was too young, although he was older than I was. There was a bit
of a hassle on him becoming the Republican candidate. I guess it was Sig Unander’s turn. Sig
was treasurer. Hatfield announced he would not run. Sig Unander as treasurer was the designee,
and the powers that be that controlled the Republican Party pretty much were very concerned
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about Unander. They were very concerned about his ability to win that race, and they thought
Mark would have a better chance, so in went Mark and ran, and of course won.

MO:

Did you have an appreciation at that time of who these people were in the Republican

Party that were the powers that be?

JR:

Yes. Glenn Jackson was one of those. At that time it was COPCO, which later merged

with PP&L.
At that time the Republican Party was a very cohesive group. Utilities, farmers to a lesser
extent, railroads to a diminishing extent—you know, the establishment was all Republican, had
been for years. It was a Republican state, and they pretty much designated who was going to run.
It wasn’t quite that simple, but still to this day I’m told that unless the Republican establishment
wants you to run, why, you don’t run. I think in this day and age, where individuals with wealth
can buy television time, they don’t pay much attention to the party structure, but it used to be
very important, especially to Republicans, and if you were the designated candidate, it was your
turn, you got financial support. If you weren’t, you did not. And on the side of the Democrats,
you did not, either way, so they did have an advantage.

MO:

In particular Paul McKee and Pacific Power were involved in the financing of Hatfield’s

campaign at that point.

JR:

They had a very heavy hand in it, and they still in the legislative days were probably the

most powerful lobby, utilities.

MO:

In fact, I believe Jack Lansing was very active in Hatfield’s campaign.

JR:

Oh, yes. He was a very active lobbyist in those legislative years.

MO:

Did you know him at that time?

JR:

Oh, yes. Oh, yes.
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MO:

Even before you were in the legislature, then.

JR:

Yes. Good guy.

MO:

Well, you’ve already made some remarks that imply that the situation wasn’t quite the

same on the Democratic side, but you described how Republican nominees got their backing and
came to be on the ticket. How did it work for the Democrats in those days?

JR:

Well, we didn’t have that kind of cohesive group. The Republicans were backed by

business, and business always had an interest in who held office, the tax structure, the tax
system, the business climate. The other side of the coin normally you would think would be labor
unions, and though they’re often described as “those rich labor unions,” they didn’t have any
money, and they were certainly far less cohesive. I mean, your average union member does not
have the same interest in the legislative process as does your average business person. They just
don’t, and it’s a fact of life.
So the Democratic Party as such was unable to raise very much money, and big
contributors were very rare. There are very few wealthy Democrats, or wealthy Democratic businessmen, and the few that did exist were almost driven out because everybody would come
running to them for support.
I’m amazed lately, since I’ve left politics, to see Democratic gubernatorial candidates
raising a million dollars. Things have changed dramatically, I think, with the onset of the PAC’s,
where an organization seems to be set up just to supply both sides with all the money they need
in order to make sure that they’ve got the ear of whoever it is that does end up winning.
In those days, when I was in politics, money was very hard to come by, particularly for a
Democrat.

MO:

Do you think the role of money in political campaigns has changed since those days?

JR:

Oh, yes. It went from the status of a problem to a disgrace. I think it’s awful. When I had

dropped out of politics, I was interviewed on television, and I still have the tape somewhere, but
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I recall saying that was one of the major reasons why I dropped out. It wasn’t the major reason, it
was just one of many, but it was a significant one.

MO:

That campaigns had just gotten too expensive or—

JR:

They’d gotten too expensive, and you spent your time raising money and being sure you

didn’t offend people who might be a source of campaign funds, and you just realize this isn’t
right. I was always for some sort of campaign fund limitations. It was bad enough then.
I waged some campaigns, and I always had a bare-bones budget. I think when I ran for
attorney general we were able to demonstrate you could finance a campaign and get $50,000 for
a primary or $50,000 for a general election, getting it ten bucks at a time. We got a few
substantial contributions, maybe $2,000 or $2,500 or something, mostly from unions, but it was
hard raise money, and we spent months—while theoretically you’re campaigning, you’re really
going from one rally to another and some fundraiser, and driving your friends crazy to come to
another fundraiser. It just was unpleasant. I didn’t like it.
I remember once Neil Goldschmidt told me he thought that he was going to run for the
Senate and I ought to run for governor, but he said, “The first thing you’ve got to do is learn to
raise money.” And it was true, I hated it. I just hated it. I hated to go to somebody and ask for
money. I don’t criticize it. Some people are able to do that, and I think it’s wonderful, so I don’t
criticize them at all. I just found it something very, very difficult to do, when I did it for myself.
When I did it for somebody else, raising money for somebody else wasn’t near as bad.
It was hard to raise money, and now it seems to be a lot easier, and that’s got to be
unhealthy. The costs now, the money that’s involved now, it’s more than getting their ear or
getting their attention, it seems to me, and I think the American public agrees, it seems so to
them, too.
When I was in the legislature, at least the early legislatures, the lobbyists down there
never contributed to campaigns. Now they fund them. They had to pass rules that you can’t take
money for them during the session, so everybody lines up the day before it starts and lines up the
day after it ends to collect. It’s crazy. They need more and more money, and the money just
keeps pouring in. They need so much money for a campaign that they become very dependent on
certain interests—and it’s not always Republicans, Democrats might be, too. It might be Oregon
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Education Association, or it might be Association of Oregon Industries, but if you know that
those bucks are going to decide a race, you know how you’re going to vote.
It may not be that bad, but it sure appears to me to be an unhealthy situation. I think
everyone agrees, but the Congress of the United States has absolutely refused to reform itself in
those regards because they don’t know what would happen, except maybe they’d be home. And I
think the state legislature is pretty much on that path themselves.

MO:

Part of my question is not only about the amount of money that’s spent on campaigns, but

whether or not the influence of money in a campaign has changed, or do you think it always was
important?

JR:

Oh, it was always important, but I think it’s much more important or much more

influential. It used to be said that campaign contributors—some people just contribute, when
you’re talking about ten or fifteen or a hundred bucks, they do it because they hope you win. But
those who give the larger campaign contributions of maybe a thousand or two thousand wanted
access. They wanted to be able to go in and talk to you.
Now people are contributing ten and fifteen and PAC’s a hundred thousand dollars on a
legislative campaign. My first one was I think something under $1500. I don’t know what the
last election campaign down in Jackson County was, but I’ll bet it was closer to $150,000 or
$15,000. When those campaigns cost big bucks like that, you’ve got to get big bucks from
somebody, and those people want more than just access. They expect you to support their causes,
and it may be a cause that you would support anyway, but by God, you’re going to support it.
You’ve just got to do it or they’ll go somewhere else the next election if you want to hold your
job, and most people seem to want to.

MO:

So it really exerts an influence not only the election but on what happens afterwards.

JR:

Right.

MO:

Back to the governor’s race in ‘58, which I did want to ask you a couple more questions

about. One was that I noticed in some of the clippings here in your scrapbook that you accused
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the Hatfield team or maybe Hatfield himself of McCarthyism.

JR:

I did? I flipped through that scrapbook when I was waiting for you, but I suppose that

was—that was an accusation that flew back and forth pretty readily, I guess. I was county
chairman at the time. I don’t know what offended me so greatly. Do you remember?

MO:

I don’t recall. I might be able to find the article. I imagine that was real fresh political

capital at that point?

JR:

Oh, sure. I’ll have to send a copy of that to him and ask him if he remembers it.

MO:

It actually is contained right in this first set of clippings, this exchange between yourself

and Senator Lowry?

JR:

Oh, yes. Phil Lowry.

MO:

Right. And you’re quoted in one of the articles as saying, “The attacks made on the

Congressman from the Fourth District and on the greatest governor in 20 years,” must be a
reference to Holmes, “are born or fear and desperation,” Redden said. “The Republican
campaign of lies, slander, and McCarthyism has less than a week to go.”

JR:

Well, my goodness gracious sakes. Pretty harsh words. I don’t recall that specific thing,

but I know that Phil Lowry and I really got into it, and he was just offended that any Democrat
would have the temerity to speak up. We enjoyed that. I enjoyed that. I was very young, and I
think I very much enjoyed seeing my name in the paper.

MO:

And you were the County Chairman at that time?

JR:

Yes. That was part of the job.

MO:

Right. I think Lowry uses words in his article on the same page, something about the
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young, ambitious Democratic Chair?

JR:

Immature. Immature.

MO:

Can you give me a synopsis of why you thought Adlai Stevenson was such a great

candidate?

JR:

Oh, I think he was an idealist, and I think at that age, so was I. He was sort of the guy

who would rather be right than be President, which is probably not a very good idea when you
want to get elected, but -. He just gave remarkable speeches. I met him a couple times, and he
was a very modest guy, unassuming. Brilliant mind. I just thought he would be an ideal
President—which may not be the case, of course, you never do know.

MO:

Right. What did you think of Eisenhower’s presidency?

JR:

Oh, you know, in looking back on it I think it was a successful presidency. At the time I

know I was critical of it, but I was a Democrat. But I think whoever was President during that
eight-year period was going to be a successful President. Those were eight good years. There
was prosperity and no war. I think Eisenhower, in looking back on, did a very good job
considering his non-political background in governance. I was very disappointed that he didn’t
fight McCarthyism more, or Senator McCarthy, but basically I thought he turned out to be a
good President.

MO:

Of course, those were also the post-war years when the Cold War was really establishing

itself, I guess you’d say.

JR:

That’s right, and I think people were comforted by the fact that we had a General in

charge. I was comforted, in fact, by Eisenhower once he got out of the military was less than
totally militaristic. He was the one who said “Beware of the military-industrial complex,” and he
was far less a warrior than I was afraid he would be.
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MO:

I guess that was in his farewell message just as he was leaving office, and I suspect he

maybe was motivated by concerns at that time with the turn the arms race had taken.

JR:

That’s right.

[End of Tape 6, Side 1]
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MO:

I wanted to ask you more about the 1960 presidential campaign for Kennedy. I noticed in

your scrapbook you have Christmas cards from then Senator Kennedy and—

JR:

He came out to Oregon early in the campaign. I lived in Medford, and I was probably

County Chairman. He came to the Pear Blossom Festival Parade in April or some such—well, at
any rate it was not very close to the election, but he came out. Obviously he was running. He had
run for vice president the previous convention in a race against Kefauver, which he lost at the
convention.
So Joan and I met him and Jackie at the Medford Hotel, and I know that we’ve got a
photograph taken of the four of us somewhere, and we’ll be darned if we can find it, but anyway
-.
So we got somewhat involved in his campaign, my wife more so than I did because she
was a volunteer and went door to door and that sort of thing, and was glad to spend her time
doing that. I didn’t have that kind of time, but we both supported Kennedy, and I know there
were a lot of people who were concerned, when the race got going they were concerned about his
religion. Medford was and still is fairly conservative.
But we were very strong supporters of Kennedy, and I had voted for him for United
States Senator, the first time I voted, I think—the first time I voted in a statewide race in
Springfield. It was his first bid for the United States Senate. He ran against Henry Cabot Lodge.
But I’d never met him until he came out here. And of course we had something to chat about:
“Oh, yes, I’m from Massachusetts,” and he knew somebody I knew and that sort of thing.
But there was not, as you might guess, any great drive for Kennedy for President centered
in Medford, Oregon. In the primary race, there was, and that’s the one I described where it was
more of a psychological battle, and he came out to Oregon to campaign, but I don’t know that he
came down to Medford again. I think he did. I think he came to Medford twice, once that first
time that I do remember early in the campaign, and then I think he did during the campaign itself, but naturally when he was running for President out here he spent his time in Portland and I
suppose Eugene, and then California and so forth because that was a bigger and better plum.
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But what they did in Medford basically was a door-to-door type of a campaign, both in
the primary, but more in the general election, the primary being it’s going to be decided—was by
popular vote then, you voted for your selection, and the delegates to the convention were bound
to vote for the winner, and that was all of them then. They modified it later. So it was winnertake-all, so the primary race was pretty important, too, and the campaign was fairly heavy
statewide, but it was more of a door-to-door type thing.

MO:

Did your impression of Kennedy change at all as a result of meeting him face-to-face, or

was there enough actual exchange between the two of you to really influence you?

JR:

Kennedy came to Oregon with a little bit of baggage, in the sense that he was the son of

Joe Kennedy, who my folks I remember were not particularly fond of. I had voted for Kennedy
gladly. He was sort of a war hero and all that stuff.
He had some political battles with a fellow by the name of Foster Fercolo, who was a
Democrat from Springfield, Massachusetts, and someone that I knew and that my father knew
even better, a family friend type of thing. So I wasn’t really one who was ready to swoon over
the guy, but after I met him, I was impressed. He was really an intelligent guy, as everyone has
since learned, and my admiration grew and grew, and when he was finally elected President, I
was a very committed fan, and glad that we had done something for him.
I was still torn—as you’ll recall, Adlai Stevenson was still flirting with the nomination,
and that was sort of tough. I was sort of jumping—but it became obvious that Adlai would not
win the nomination, and if he did, he couldn’t win the general, so let’s stop messing around, and
when Kennedy finally got the nomination, why, you know, all doubts removed and full speed
ahead. I was a great admirer of his.

MO:

And of course he ran against Nixon in that election.

JR:

The world’s scariest election.

MO:

You mean the election itself?
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JR:

Yes. He peaked too soon and almost lost.

MO:

And of course there were charges afterwards that maybe some things happened in

Chicago that shouldn’t have.

JR:

Could be. I had heard a story that they made a deal in Chicago between the Republicans

and the Democrats that the Republicans wouldn’t raise the issue of the vote in Cook County,
which carried the state for Kennedy, if the Democrats agreed not to raise the issues of several
state and local elections the Republicans had stolen downstate. I don’t know if that’s true. If it is,
we got the best of that trade.
That was perhaps Nixon’s finest hour, rather than to challenge that in court and tear the
country apart, he conceded the election. But it was that close; I mean, if there were shenanigans,
that would have been enough to swing it one way or another.

MO:

Then Kennedy went on to a successful presidency, at least in terms of winning the hearts

of the American people.

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

Since you knew him personally, I imagine the news of November ‘63 must have had an

even greater impact on you.

JR:

We were in special session of the legislature at that time, the day of his assassination, and

the impact on everybody was so enormous that I don’t know that it was more so with me than it
was with others. I couldn’t say I was personally acquainted, other than having met him and
talked with him. I’m sure that he wouldn’t have recognized me or remembered, or probably he
would not have.
But in any event, it was a day that none of us will ever forget. We were in mid-session.
We were debating the Boardman bill, as a matter of fact, in special session, and it was a very,
very difficult debate. Clarence Barton was Speaker. He wanted the measure debated and voted
on that day. When the news came down of the assassination and many of us were urging him to
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end the session, for God sakes, and I was really furious at him. I remember going down in the
press room and saying to him, “You’ve got to do this,” and he said, “That’s what I’m down here,
announcing that I am going to recess.” And I said, “Okay, good thing.” But for a while there the
advocates of Boardman thought if they could vote that day they had the votes, and if they didn’t
vote that day, why, there might be a shift in those votes. But you know, to have something like
that, political considerations, when the President of the United States has been assassinated—
Joan was home in Medford and was coming up to watch the Oregon—Oregon State
game, and of course did not. It was a long drive home to Medford. It was a terrible time, just
terrible.

MO:

What did you think about the subsequent events?

JR:

Oh, yes. We were driving to church Sunday and heard on the news that Jack Ruby had

shot Lee Harvey Oswald. My kids were very young at the time in the back seat, and they said,
“Good,” and sort of cheered. I said, “My God, time for a little lecture.”
Those were bizarre days. Changed the course of history in this nation, I think, forever and
not for the good. Coupled with the other assassinations, it’s made a big difference.

MO:

In what ways, do you think?

JR:

Oh, I just think it’s turned people off to government. I think it’s responsible for a lot of

people’s sense of hopelessness, when they had had hope. A lot of people firmly believed in him.
He was young, and so the young were excited about having somebody like that in the presidency.
The same with his brother, the same with Martin Luther King. I think those things just turned
people around, and they just walked away from government. For a lot of other reasons, but that
was—I think for a lot of people, boy, they just stopped being interested.

MO:

It sort of undermined people’s faith in government, you think?

JR:

Oh, I think so.
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MO:

To this day, of course, if you believe the polls, a majority of people believe we haven’t

really found out what happened there, even.

JR:

Of course they never will be satisfied that that’s what occurred. I’ve read a lot about it,

and I think that that is what occurred. I don’t see the conspiracy theory. I think it’s pretty much
fallen apart. I watched JFK, the movie, and it was bizarre. Frequently the most complicated
things are really the most simple or most stupid. I hardly think our government killed our
President.

MO:

Well, we’re getting on toward noon. Is this a good time to break?

JR:

Yes.

[End of Tape 6, Side 2]
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke with the Oregon Historical Society interviewing today Judge

James Redden in his chambers. It’s February 1st, 1995.
One of the things we were talking about last time was the governor’s race in ‘58, and
you’d explained to me how Jack Lansing and some others had gotten together and decided that
Sig Unander wasn’t the strongest candidate the Republicans could field in that race.

JR:

I was fairly new to Oregon at that time, and I don’t know just who it was, but they had

quite a—oh, I think Glenn Jackson, probably primarily, who at that time was CEO of COPCO,
California-Oregon Power Company, which was headquartered in Medford and latter merged
with PP&L, and he became a CEO of PP&L. He was probably the leading figure in decisions
like that.
But it was the Republican hierarchy that decided that they felt Holmes could be defeated,
but they didn’t think Sig Unander could do it. Sig was treasurer, and Hatfield was secretary of
state. As I recall, Hatfield had said that he did not intend to run for governor, that it was in effect
Unander’s turn, and then changed his mind and decided to run, and there was a little bitterness,
and they did oppose each other.

MO:

In the primary?

JR:

They both ran in the primary, and Hatfield won easily.

MO:

Did you know Sig Unander?

JR:

No, I didn’t know Sig. I met him afterwards because he was indeed treasurer, and he was

still treasurer in my first session. But I did not know him well.

MO:

When you met him afterwards, it was still just a casual acquaintance, then?
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JR:

Yes. I never did know Sig very well. I remember during the Hatfield-Duncan senate race

Unander came out for Duncan. He came to Medford to give a speech, and I met him then, but he
was still bitter.

MO:

Sounds like it.

JR:

I don’t think it was a very successful campaign ploy, but you take what you can get.

MO:

Were there problems with Unander and Hatfield working together when they both were

in the administration, then?

JR:

Oh, I don’t think so. There never was any real need for the secretary of state and treasurer

to work together. They each ran their own departments, if they ran them at all. And really, you
know, the governor never worked with either, but the Secretary of State and treasurer were together on the Land Board and still are, and on the Board of Control in those days; that’s been
abolished. Board of Control ran the institutions, and the three of them were the Board of Control,
and the three of them even today, of course, constitutionally serve on the State Land Board.

MO:

Really? Still, you mean?

JR:

Yes. There still is a Land Board.

MO:

And Unander and Hatfield were both members of it?

JR:

Yeah, they had to be members of it. As Secretary of State and as Governor, Hatfield was

a member of the Land Board.
History would indicate that the Land Board was pretty inactive then. I don’t think they
did very much. I know when I became treasurer and went on the Land Board, it was just sort of
getting awake and being seen as an environmental position, control of navigable rivers. But I
think in the days earlier than that it was pretty much left to the Division of State Lands to do
those things, and the Land Board would meet and say, “How are you?” So I don’t think they did
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very much.
The Board of Control was fairly active. I can recall they would take different positions on
prisons and issues like that, and that was a more publicized board, but I don’t think it—and one
of the reasons it was abolished, I think, was because of the disputes that arose in the Board of
Control, and they just thought the Bureau of Prisons—or whatever they call it now, the
Department of Corrections—could do a better job running it than three statewide elected
officials.

MO:

Well, you’ve told me a little bit about your work on behalf of Kennedy in the primary,

and also you were involved to some extent, I guess, in that governor’s race in ‘58 and a couple of
other races in Jackson County.

JR:

I can remember one, Gordon Hudson, a druggist, ran for the senate against Eddie Durno

and was thought to have no chance, and my wife and I pretty much ran his campaign and
cobbled together a few dollars, and he almost won, which would have been the upset of the year
in Jackson County. It upset the Republicans no end that anyone would even run against Eddie
Durno, who was quite a popular figure down there, but I think we ran that campaign on
something like $350.

MO:

How did you run a campaign in those days?

JR:

Oh, it was basically very simple. We went door to door. We had pamphlets printed up or

simply cards printed up that we would hand out to people going door to door. And you’d raise
enough money to buy a few newspaper ads, and if you were really ambitious, why, they had one
television station down there, and you could get on television very, very cheaply with—we used
to call them the eight-second spots, I suppose they were ten-second spots, where you actually got
eight. Radio was very cheap, and if you raised a little money you’d use all of that.
Medford is a small town, and the races then were limited to Jackson County, and so you
just did a lot of door to door, and went to all the grange meetings and this meeting and that
meeting and that sort of thing. It was tedious, but it was not expensive like it is today where the
candidates get to stay home but spend $100,000 to get to the legislature.
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MO:

That’s right. I guess politics has changed in the intervening 30 years.

JR:

Right.

MO:

Tell me a little bit about your own race for the legislature in ‘63, starting off with the very

beginnings of the idea that you would even run.

JR:

Well, it was my idea all along not to run. I was of course in the practice of law at that

time. The legislature paid $600 a year. My by then two partners, Hugh Collins and Brian Mullen,
especially Hugh Collins, did not take well to the idea. I would be gone for six months, not
contributing to the firm, and actually taking from the firm in the sense that I would not be trying
any cases, producing any income.
They were not particularly interested in politics. Brian was a little bit, and I think he—he
worked on my campaign, he enjoyed it. But I just as a practical matter could not see how I could
afford to go to the legislature, but at the same time I was County Chairman, and Bob Duncan had
decided to run for Congress in the Fourth District, following a session which created an
additional legislative slot in Jackson County. So it meant we had gone from two representative
slots to three in Jackson County, and we had always had trouble filling even two slots with
candidates. The Democratic Party was just unable to, and there were very few people who were
qualified who could afford it, at least on the Democratic side. You never wanted to leave a position blank, otherwise they could concentrate on the one seat, and that was held by Bob Duncan,
and we always had to find somebody to run for the other seat. One year Mary Jane Duncan, his
wife, ran just to take the heat off Bob’s seat. She won an ulcer, but not the race, but she ran a
credible campaign and diverted some attention and some Republican funds and protected in that
sense Bob.
Well, the next time around they had three seats, and we still had no more candidates, but
we dug around and we got some good candidates. Bob Duncan, as I say, was running for
Congress. He talked City Councilman Al Bradford, who was a barber, into running, and we all
talked another fellow, Charlie Crary, who was a union official, into running. They were both
very qualified candidates, personable and so forth, but we could not find a third candidate to run.
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So my friend Bob Duncan began to work on me, and finally what it boiled down to is I
said, “Well, you go up to filing day, and if you -”—we were working on several different
candidates, and we were going to fly them up there if they could take it, and I said, “If you come
right down to it at 4 o’clock on filing day and you don’t have a candidate, file my name, and I’ll
just fill the ballot slot, but don’t expect me to campaign very much because if I win I’m
doomed.”
I’ve always advised everybody ever since that, “Don’t you run unless you’re prepared to
win because you might just win, and then that’s going to ruin your life.”
But that’s what happened. On filing day they didn’t come up with anybody else, and
Duncan filed my name, and I had signed the form, of course, and I was in the race. What Bob
and I still fight about is the fact that he came up with the campaign slogan. You used to have
campaign slogans then, and I didn’t know anything about campaign slogans and whether you had
them or not, but somebody came up with the idea that Bob approved of “Get Ready with
Redden,” which I thought was probably the worst slogan anyone has ever used, and we’re still
fighting about it.
So I was the third Democratic candidate, and in the primary there were just three of us on
the ballot, and I came in third, and I think that was because of the slogan. Fortunately we didn’t
have slogans in the general election.

MO:

Oh, you dropped the slogan for the general election?

JR:

That’s right. We didn’t have to have slogans.
So it was no contest in the primary, and when the general election began to roll around,

what happened was I became more and more competitive as it came along, and my theory was I
did not want to get embarrassed by the three Republicans just beating the three Democrats
decisively. I decided the best thing for me to do was campaign enough to come in fourth, and so
I did that, and I was able toward the end to raise a little money, put on some TV ads and some
little newspaper ads and so forth.
And as John Dellenback, who was one of the Republican candidates, always told me, I
came up with just a great pitch that I’d give at all the grange meetings and all the public
statements I’d make and so forth. I would just point out the fact that none of the other candidates
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were talking issues. And John said after the election, “You never talked any issues, either.”
I said, “Oh, yes. That was my issue.”
Anyway, it was a long, long night, and I started out the early returns in sixth place, six
out of six, and worked my way up into fourth place, and I was just absolutely delighted. Al
Bradford and I were watching the returns together, and then it became apparent that it looked as
if one of us might very well make the third spot.
It got closer and closer, and I was running against then—although there weren’t position
numbers, but the Republican who was edging me out was Al Dumas, who owned the laundry
down there, a very well known businessman, nice guy. As the votes kept coming in, I kept
crawling into a lead, and finally won it, I think, by 221 votes.
The interesting part of that was that that decided control of the Oregon house for that
session. Had Al Dumas won, it would have been 30-30, and this gave the Democrats control of
the session by 31-29. So it was a significant win for the Democratic Party, and it gave control of
the house.
Then I really had to do some scrambling, and I was still trying to figure out how I could
gracefully get out of it because I was really concerned about the finances of it, but very
fortunately a fellow by the name of Dick Eymann was in the legislature at that time, and he once
again put on the ballot the question of whether legislators could get a pay raise. Their pay was
$600 a year, locked into the constitution. And so they’d try year after year after year to change
that, and of course the public would vote it down overwhelmingly, though the outlying counties,
like Jackson County, realized the problem, and they voted for it because they knew that Salem
and Portland would send legislators there for $600, but nobody in Jackson County unless they
were fairly wealthy could afford to serve. So they were sort of friendly toward the proposition.
But Dick Eymann came up with the idea of putting it on the ballot in a different way, and
he put it on the ballot, “Should the method of payment of legislators be like every other state
employee?” And the public, of course, said “You bet it should,” and they voted for that, which
meant the legislature set their own pay. And the first bill that passed in the ‘63 session was a pay
raise all the way up to $250 a month and a $20 per diem.
In those days it was quite common, I guess it still is—in those days it was not only
common but necessary that the spouse would work as secretary, and they got a salary that was
comparable to, maybe slightly higher than an average secretary because if you weren’t hiring
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your wife you had to hire somebody from the market where you were hiring them for six months
out of two years. So that salary was pretty good, and we also got a $20 per diem, so I threw all of
that into the pot with my partnership, which didn’t make much of a dent there, but kept things a
little happier, and we staggered through the session with no financial problem.
It was after the session that you had to go home and catch up on all those cases, and
before I went to the session trying a bunch of cases steadily through November and December to
get them out of the way. The judges were very helpful and would set my trials ahead of other
trials just so I could dispose of them before the session started, and then would be cooperative
when I came back and I’d start trying the cases that had piled up.
So financially it turned out to be do-able, but only because of that raise.

MO:

But still a hardship?

JR:

Yes. If it hadn’t been for that raise, I don’t know what I would have done. Staggered

through one session and quit, like a lot of people did. I mean, in the old days I guess they’d give
you stamps so you could write your constituents, and the poor legislators would sell those
stamps.

MO:

Sounds pretty rough. Even in those days, $600 for a year was—

JR:

Well, of course it gave the lobby quite the upper hand, you know. If you ate, they fed

you.

MO:

But there wasn’t even as much money being thrown around by lobbyists back in those

days?

JR:

Oh, no. As a matter of fact, my third session, 1967 session, was the first time active

lobbyists in Salem were ever thought to be appropriate contributors, and by ‘69 they had to pass
a legislative rule that you could not accept contributions from lobbyists during the session, and
that avoided the fundraisers that started in the ‘67 session, which were started when the
Republicans held a major fundraiser during the session to which they invited all the on-the-scene
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lobbyists, and others, too, for of course a ticket price that was fairly substantial for those days.
We were pretty horrified by it, but decided the only thing to do was hold our own, which we did.
Then everybody sort of agreed this was not good, and so they have outlawed that. But
that started really the idea of those active lobbyists contributing to campaigns. I’m sure there
were contributions made, and I know the Oregon Medical Association, for instance, had a
lobbyist down there, and they always made a modest contribution to candidates, but it wasn’t the
big bucks that began to develop in the late ‘60s and then forward.

MO:

Backing up to the race again, the three people that won were Lynn Newbry—

JR:

No, Lynn won the senate seat. It was John Dellenback, who was a Medford attorney and

had been in the legislature the previous session, Ed Branchfield, it was his first session in the
house. Ed had been a former law associate of mine. His firm, Roberts Kellington & Branchfield
had hired me.

MO:

That was before your partnership with Hugh Collins.

JR:

Yes. And he won the election, and I won the election. Crary and Bradford and Al Dumas,

who were the three who lost that election, they were—Jackson County was really fortunate, I
thought, because if that had been reversed, they would have had three good legislators up there.
Jackson County was known in those days as sending some excellent legislators to Salem. Bob
Duncan had been up there, Phil Lowry had been up there, just in my time. Eve Nye was another
one. They were good folks. They were dedicated people, and as I said, in ‘61 and before they
made quite a sacrifice, given the salary they had to put up with.

MO:

Now, during the race you said that you were really trying to just run a credible campaign

and come in fourth, partly because of the pay issue. Was there ever a time when you really
thought, “Well, hey, this might be kind of interesting, to go to Salem”?

JR:

Oh, yes. No, I knew that I would thoroughly enjoy it, and I thought I’d probably do a

fairly good job, and I like politics. But it was impractical.
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Of course, as the campaign came down to the election day, why, I got competitive. I
know that labor had a poll and they didn’t tell me directly about it, but they told Bob Duncan
who said, “What’s going on here? You’re in last place, and it doesn’t look good, and labor
doesn’t want to contribute any money.”
And I said, “That’s okay in Jackson County.” But I thought, “Oh, my God,” you know,
“I don’t want to be embarrassed,” and so I really started kicking the campaign into gear, which
probably turned out to be just about the time to do it, anyway, because nobody had been paying
any attention till Labor Day or thereabouts.
We did a lot of door to door. Joan and I campaigned extensively door to door. I think we
were the first ones in a state legislature race who had ever campaigned door to door. Some of the
other candidates started doing a little door to door at the end because they got a little alarmed. It
was very effective. If you do it now, they’ll say, “Oh, not another candidate.” But in those days
it was unusual, and it turned out to be very effective. They thought, “Gee, he took the trouble to
come out and hand me a card.”
We never spent a considerable amount of time. We didn’t go in and talk issues or
anything. We’d knock on the door, “Hi, I’m Jim Redden, I’m running, and I hope you’ll consider
voting for me,” and hand them a card. Then there would be a little chitchat back and forth, but
mostly they were impressed that somebody—
And then I noticed a real phenomenon is that I began to buy a few of these eight-second
spots on television, and they’d say, “I saw you on television.” So people were a little more naive
then, and it was a little more fun campaigning.
Joan and I had a lot of friends who went out on our behalf, and going door to door is not
the easiest thing in the world. Once you get into it, knock on the first few doors, it gets easier and
easier, and it was fun. And it worked enough so that I won the third slot.

MO:

So it sounds like you had Joan’s support in terms of your political career, then?

JR:

She was about as enthusiastic as I was, but the kids were very upset because we told

them, you know, “You’ll just move to Salem during the school year and have the last half of the
school year there,” and they did not want to go. They were of course quite young. They always
threatened to get my bumper stickers and put one under stop signs so they’d read “Stop Redden,”
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but they never got that desperate. And they never really thought I would win and I told them I
didn’t think I would, and then they woke up the next day and found I did, and I think they were
into the competitive aspect of it then, of course, too, and off we went to Salem.

MO:

You must have had a sense of satisfaction to have actually won that election.

JR:

Oh, sure. Sure. It’s not fun losing.

MO:

The other thing I noticed when I was reading the clippings, and you just referred to it

yourself, this notion that Jackson County was the kind of place that was small enough so that
probably everybody sort of knew everybody else, and it sounds like from what you said, and also
from the what the Medford paper said in their endorsement of you, that really all of the
candidates running were pretty good people.

JR:

Yes, they were.

MO:

In fact, I think the Medford paper—I’ve forgotten the name of the editor there, Eric—

JR:

Eric Allen.

MO:

Eric Allen, yes. He wrote an editorial I guess endorsing you, as well as—I forget the

other two that he endorsed, but he said that the other candidates were all good people, as well.

JR:

I think he endorsed Al Bradford and Ed Branchfield and myself.

MO:

That’s right. In his endorsement of you, he said—I believe he couched his endorsement

of Bradford and Branchfield in terms of they both had great experience that would serve them
well in the legislature, and in your case the editorial said not because of experience, but because
he’s concerned for the human condition. So apparently you’d already made a mark, at least with
Eric Allen, at that point.
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JR:

I guess.

MO:

The Ashland paper didn’t welcome your candidacy with quite the same enthusiasm.

JR:

No. Ed Roundtree, I think, was the editor over in Ashland. He was really a nice guy, but

very conservative, and he loved to write the real strong editorials, you know. He was either
strongly for or strongly against. But that’s right, and the fact that I don’t think he endorsed one
out of a hundred Democrats, why, it really didn’t mean much if you were a Democrat and did not
get endorsed by Ed Roundtree because everybody knew you weren’t going to, anyway.

MO:

I would imagine the Ashland paper wasn’t that big a paper, either?

JR:

No. No, it wasn’t.

MO:

What kind of person was Eric Allen?

JR:

Eric was a nice guy. We became pretty friendly. He was a liberal Democrat. He was the

second Eric Allen who was editor of the Medford Mail-Tribune, which had been a Pulitzer Prize
winner. It was a newspaper with a great reputation at that time, and I think a better newspaper
then. As I read it now, it doesn’t seem to be the newspaper it once was. He was a good editor, I
think, and he was not afraid of aggravating people, which he did quite regularly. He didn’t mind
getting denounced, which he was quite frequently in letters to the editor challenging his
editorials and so forth.

MO:

And you knew him personally at the time?

JR:

Yeah, I met him when I was County Chairman, and I’d be rushing press releases up there

and talked to him. He liked to talk to all the candidates, all the politicians, all the county
chairmen and, you know, drop by and have these discussions, and he really appreciated it, and I
did, too. He was a very interesting guy. So we became pretty friendly.
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MO:

The other thing I noticed in the clipping, you were quoted as deploring the lack of public

interest in the legislative race. Was that a heartfelt realization of yours at that time?

JR:

Oh, yes. I think we were all concerned about that. There were some major issues that

were facing us, the deficit and that sort of thing, have to pass a tax bill and all those things, but
really the public had very little interest in the legislative races, and I think what we were trying to
do at that time was to get people to register, Democrats, of course, and get them to vote, and so I
was more trying to stir up Democrats, of course, then I was Republicans. And partly, of course,
you’re trying to think of something to say to get in the papers.
It was, and of course it still is to this day and always has been a matter of disinterest.
There’s more interest in Jackson County than there is Multnomah County because it’s smaller
and people get to know each other. But I recognized some really crucial business the legislature
had to do, and you just couldn’t get very many people interested in it.

MO:

I wondered what your perceptions were then versus now with respect to public interest in

politics in general, or whether it’s always been the same.

JR:

I don’t know. I sense probably now that there’s more interest in legislative races in the

sense that they’re spending a lot more money and they’re a lot more controversial, and they’re
running on social issues which are very controversial, and people feel very strongly one way or
the other about all of these issues, and state legislators are taking on national issues. So there
may be more interest. I don’t know whether it generates a better legislative process or not, but
there probably is more interest today.

MO:

It was probably less shaped by the media in the early ‘60s, but today the races are based

so much on perceptions and on an image that’s been constructed by, you know, an ad campaign
or whatever.

JR:

Oh, yes. Well, as I say, I don’t know whether legislative candidates still bother to go to

grange meetings or door to door. They probably don’t. They get a lot of money, enough to buy
TV ads, and that’s what they do. And that’s the way you campaign, by slogan. It’s always been
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that way; you had a billboard with a slogan on it, or you had a little newspaper ad, didn’t ever
say anything except your name and the job you were running for and the party you belonged to.
But there were opportunities where you’d go to grange meetings, or you’d go door to door, or
you’d contact people and they’d ask questions and you’d have to answer them, and they were
curious. But it was probably a small amount of people that were.
Today, I just think it’s—I mean, we talk about going on TV, it might have been five
times during the course of a campaign, where now you live on it. You don’t see many state
legislators on TV in Portland, and you didn’t then, but in Jackson County I imagine there’s just a
slug of them.

[End of Tape 7, Side 1]
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MO:

It sounds like things have changed in terms of the expense of these races and certainly the

role that the media play, but it also sounds like in some ways maybe they haven’t changed that
much, in that you commented on the lack of public interest then, and maybe there’s more interest
now, perhaps generated by all these millions of dollars that are poured into these races, but I
guess my question is whether you have any concerns about the democratic process, either then or
now or for the duration, when voters do have really so little information to help them make a
choice. I mean, how well informed is their vote, really?

JR:

Oh, I don’t think very well informed, and I think that politics is in a much sorrier state

than it was. Like professional athletic endeavors, I think money has ruined the game.
It used to be you could run a campaign for state legislature in Jackson County, which is
the same as probably all the small counties, for somewhere between $350 to $1500. I don’t know
what they cost now, but it’s probably ten times that much or more. It used to be a campaign
contribution would be $50, and you know, if that person who contributed $50 called you on the
phone, you’d certainly want to talk to them, but you’d talk to anybody. But now, when the
campaign contributions are tens of thousands of dollars, you wonder who’s really voting, and I
think people are very suspicious of it. They’re turned off.
There are ballot measures to control spending. We’re getting to a system now in Oregon
with those measures that were on the ballot about campaign funding restriction is going to pretty
much limit it to wealthy people running, or people who know wealthy people. Corporations and
unions can’t give, but individuals can.
I think money has tainted the whole thing, and I think the worst part of it is that the
people sense that it’s not healthy, and frankly it isn’t healthy. What I see in Congress is a group
of people who are afraid of the voters rather than want to represent the voters. For instance,
crime bills: No member of Congress dares vote against a crime bill, no matter how stupid it is
because they’ll get killed in the next campaign, when a candidate will run against them as weak
on crime and run a bunch of campaign ads showing the revolving door, you know, and all this
stuff. So they feel pretty obligated to just make the crime bill as palatable as possible because
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they’re going to have to vote for it.
And here we go again. Now the good aspects of the last crime bill are going out in favor
of even more jails. I mean, the same old—more mandatory minimum sentences, although you
can prove they never work and never will. It has become a media event. The campaigns are a
media event. The sessions especially in Congress but also in the state are a media event. It’s the
best press release and the best slogans and the toughest bills against crime, they’re popular now.
We’ve got a legislator down there who introduces I guess record numbers of bills, and he’s
proud of that. You put in more bills, why, that makes you a good legislator. That’s not
necessarily so.
But most of them are tough on crime in one aspect or another even in Salem. It’s I think a
little more scary on the national level, and you know, those are the visible ones, like issues on
crime, but there are other issues that the business community is very interested in and is very,
very determined to get legislators to vote their way.
In the state of Oregon there is a guy who has contributed $750,000 to Republican
candidates and causes, and as I understand it, when he comes down to Salem the Republican
legislators gather around unto him, as the federals do around Rush Limbaugh.

MO:

Who are you referring to?

JR:

Well, locally it’s Hemstreet, runs the Shilo Inn motels.

MO:

Right. Willamette Week did an article on him a little while ago.

JR:

Did they? It’s a very public thing. Nothing wrong. He apparently was involved in a

lawsuit which he thought was unfair, and so he’s contributed money to candidates who are going
to pass “you lose, you pay,” that is, if you’re going to sue somebody, if you lose you have to pay
the legal fees. So that means somebody of modest means who gets in an automobile accident is
not going to sue. No way they can do it if they’re going to have to pay the insurance attorneys at
the end of the road if they lose, and you can always lose a lawsuit. So these are sort of shortsighted things, but the Republican legislators down there have got to listen to him.
I don’t want to be too critical, but I think that’s the posture it is in, and it’s worse on the
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national level, the things I think that we don’t see. Medical care, for instance, the Clinton
medical care bill was opposed by I don’t know how many different lobbyists and millions of
dollars spent on TV ads just to defeat that bill, and part of it was just to discredit the President
and his wife, just so that the bill would look vulnerable, and then when they thought they could
defeat it, they wouldn’t even compromise it. So the further that Senator Mitchell would go
towards Dole, the further Dole would go to the right, and they defeated the bill entirely, and for
all intents and purposes the public was happy. You’ve got to figure that something that the public
demanded one year and was glad to see not pass a couple years later, something is a little bit
fishy.
We got no medical bill, and it was mainly because it was opposed by powerful lobbyists.
There were lots of reasons to vote against the health care bill because it was complex, just like
voting against a complex tax measure, but what people have to keep in mind is that the lobby
interests against the health bill are not necessarily healthy, but they are wealthy, and against tax
measures, there’s a lot of money against tax measures and against property taxes and so forth.
Money is very much a control, and the reason it is is because as a practical matter these
candidates are not going to win election or reelection without really healthy financing. So unless
they’re personally wealthy, they’ve got to be careful of the way they vote, and I think it’s gotten
to be that way.
I remember when I dropped out of politics to become a federal judge, I had an interview
down at Channel 5, and I gave as one of my reasons the fact that I was sick of this money and
politics because by then an office-holder spent an inordinate amount of time raising money.
I saw the figures the other day. Those who announce their candidacy for President have
to raise $200,000 a week, every week between now and election. It’s incredible. You know, how
can they be free? It’s a shame. We’ve got to have public financing, and we’ve got to have some
public participation. The public’s got to wake up to these things. They complain about it, but
they get snookered every time.

MO:

You point to another issue, too, and I’m wondering if this has changed over the years, the

issue of people attacking the Clinton health bill because they thought strategically in terms of
wounding the President that it might be a place where he was vulnerable, but maybe it didn’t
have that much to do with the merits of the bill itself. Is that a force that you’re concerned about,
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also, the politically strategic move as opposed to a move that maybe would be more in the public
interest?

JR:

Oh, yes. He has had a remarkable presidency. I don’t think he has had a day of

honeymoon. They got on him from the get-go, part of it his fault. He promised that he by signing
just a document was going to allow gays in the military, and that backfired on him badly, and he
had to scramble for that. Then he came up with too ambitious a health bill, except that’s what the
public seemed to want. But they did, I think part of the attack on Clinton was to kill that bill, and
part of the attack on the bill was to weaken Clinton. There’s no question that strategically the
Republicans, and particularly in the Senate, but overall, would deny the President legislation,
vote no on popular legislation, just so he could not get credit for it.
Republicans for three or four sessions tried to pass a crime bill, and they could never get
it passed. But there they were, voting against the crime bill that was very similar to the ones that
they had fostered, and they used the argument: “Well, this prevention is not good.” Crime
prevention is not good? They just voted against it; did not want it to pass because they didn’t
want him to take credit for it. But there was just too much momentum behind that bill, but there
are other bills that they just flat out voted against and killed so that the President couldn’t say, “I
did it,” and then now that they’re in control of Congress, why, they’re putting those same bills in
again.
I think the power game in Washington D.C. has gotten out of hand. I think it’s tied to
money. But they are as a group more interested in who controls than in what happens, and I think
the public senses that, and that’s why they sort of drop back. The one they’re going to get angry
at is always the President because they can focus on him. But he’s taken some terrible hits, I
think unfair ones, which have just been sort of accepted by the press, like “ho-hum, so what,”
and been given very little credit for a lot of real accomplishments. I don’t know, it just seems to
be nobody cares to set the record straight in the public media.
Then you’ve got the Rush Limbaughs on the talk shows that have found a fountain of
money.

MO:

That’s another recent phenomenon. I guess it’s to the point now where this sort of super-

conservative talk show host has become a real economic entity in the broadcasting marketplace,
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and so even if a station is particularly associated with right-wing politics themselves, the
management of the station, they know it’s going to help the bottom line if they get somebody
like a Rush clone on.

JR:

Absolutely. I noticed the other day where they had hosted the talk show hosts in the

Capitol building. Gave them their own space down in the basement when the House was voting
on one of their elements of the contract. I’ve got to wonder, what, at taxpayer expense? Can’t
they afford their own studios?
And then of course the successful Republican candidates went back to Washington D.C.
and hosted a dinner for Rush Limbaugh, and they all got up and praised him and thanked him
and said, “We wouldn’t be here without you,” and made him an honorary member of Congress. I
mean, this has got to be something ridiculous. I wouldn’t care if it was a liberal or a
conservative; I mean, what are these people thinking of? Who was elected and why were they
elected? It’s just incredible. Politics is unrecognizable. Maybe it’s a fad.

MO:

Of course it’s always been true, I guess, that the strategic is at play. I noticed in looking

at the notes of the ‘63 session and also, for that matter, even earlier in the governor’s campaign,
you yourself raised the issue of McCarthyism in the same breath as Hatfield, probably because
you knew it was an issue that was still alive at that point—

JR:

Oh, sure.

MO:

—and to associate the governor with it—I mean, then the secretary of state with it would

not be a bad idea from a strategic point of view. And I noticed also in the ‘63 legislature that the
Democrats passed a resolution, I guess, criticizing Antoinette Hatfield because of some remarks
she made about Lyndon—

JR:

That was a bad mistake. That was Lyndon Johnson’s inauguration, and some comment

she made, immediately Beulah Hand, who was a member of the legislature circulated a
resolution or something, which I foolishly signed. Yeah, that’s—
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MO:

So to some extent these forces have always been there.

JR:

Oh, yes. I think they’re better financed, and our instant and constant communication all

contributes to it. It’s always been politics, and they’ve always played that game that way. It does
seem to me, however, that legislators—you know, if somebody had a good plan or a good idea,
you did not block it just because that person was a member of the other party and would get
credit. As a matter of fact, it used to be the theory, you know, one of my favorite sayings is that
there’s no end to what you can accomplish, especially if you don’t care who gets credit.
So the Tom McCall years were great. If you had an idea and tried to get somewhere with
it and couldn’t, why, you gave it to Tom, and he’d get there and take all the credit, and I’d say,
“What the hey; who cares?” But you know, we did not try to block programs of a governor
simply because he was of the other party. We may have voted against them because we thought
they were a bad idea, like sales taxes or something like that, which Democrats were then opposed
to. But just to wound the governor, who would be of the other party, wasn’t thought of. I think
it’s different now, and I think that’s true on the national level, or at least it’s enhanced more.
Everybody seems to be really interested in power and control, and it seems to sort of be getting
out of bounds.
But you know, you have to understand whenever any 65-year-old ex-politician looks
back, why, it was certainly a lot better back then.

MO:

So you won the race in ‘62 and were on your way to Salem, and your kids were a little

upset by that because they had to move up to Salem. What happened once you got there? What
was your perception of the legislature once you were actually there and on the floor? What did
you see that surprised you, and what did you see that you expected?

JR:

Well, I was of course excited about the whole prospect of it, and I had had obviously no

experience whatsoever in it. I was very much impressed by it, sort of overwhelmed by it. I was
appointed to some committees that were good committees to be appointed to. I was vice
chairman of a couple of them, Judiciary and State and Federal Affairs, and also I was on the
Constitutional Revision Committee, which were good appointments for a lawyer.
The first thing that struck me about the legislature was it seemed to me that we did
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absolutely nothing for the first couple of weeks, and sessions after that passed special rules,
where bills could be introduced pre-session, that is, by state agencies and by interim committees
could be introduced, and so they were all ready for first reading on day one. But it’s the
committee organization that makes the legislature go, so people would get up there on day one
and begin to think about what bills they wanted to put in, and in a couple of weeks they’d begin
to put in bills, and there would be a first reading and a second reading and referral to committee,
and finally the committees would begin to meet. But we didn’t do, it seemed to me, anything for
two or three weeks. My ambition at that point was to get that session over with as quickly as
possible, but that didn’t work out, and no freshman sets it, but I was hoping it would be a very
quick because of the financial part.

MO:

And it went on to be one of the longest in history.

JR:

Yes, it was the longest one in history up to that point. But I thought we just wasted a

tremendous amount of time.
The end of the session, it’s still a problem, is always hectic, getting close to sine die day,
and some bad things happen on bills that get passed or don’t get passed just because of the
tremendous rush of bills. It’s always been a problem to organize this thing so it balances. It never
really works, but they have taken steps to make sure that when you get there on day one that your
committees are meeting and listening to witnesses and they’re testifying about bills, and you
don’t wait until day one to start the introduction process.
I still remember being upset about that, and so were many other freshman legislators, and
some who weren’t necessarily freshman. I could have said, “Okay, I’m going to go home and try
a couple lawsuits; when you people get ready, let me know.”
But I was generally favorably impressed, and I was very impressed by my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle. The veteran legislators, in quotes, were very helpful to the freshman.
Speaker Barton gave me seat number four, which was the—in most legislative bodies, for
instance, in the state of Washington, was the key seat for everybody to have because it’s right in
front of the speaker. And the reason he did that, he told me, “I’m giving you that seat because I
want you to move the previous question.” I didn’t have a clue as to what he was talking about,
but of course I wasn’t going to admit that. So I dove into the rules, and it said the motion is shall
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the question before us now be put. So I thought, “I don’t know if I’m supposed to stand up and
say that.” He said, “When I pull my ear, you move the previous question.”
So I waited, and he pulled his ear a couple times, and I pretended I didn’t see it, and
pretty soon somebody would pop up and move the previous question. So I learned the magic
words then, and we’d limit the debate by moving the previous question. Finally, of course, I got
caught on that and the Republicans made a big to-do out of it, and everybody got a lot of laughs
out of it.
Then I got to be vice chairman of a couple of committees, which wasn’t a very significant
thing, but the committees I was on had some of the most challenging legislation. For instance,
the Judiciary Committee, at least back then, Speaker Barton, who was a lawyer, referred the
really tough legislation there. It was not necessarily partisan and usually wasn’t partisan
legislation, but that had to deal with constitutional issues and so forth, and it was fascinating
stuff.
Then I was on Constitution Revision, which was designed simply to come up with a bill
to revise our constitution, which we did. That was a joint senate-house committee. State and
Federal Affairs was one of the Speaker’s committees. He put bills there to make sure they got out
of committee or make sure they never got out of committee, and that was lively. That was a
lively committee. Monty Montgomery, who was Minority Leader. Bob Smith and Rich Kennedy
were on that committee and we became good friends. But it was a partisan committee and for
that reason sort of fun.

MO:

How did you settle into life in Salem? Did your kids get used to the idea of the move?

JR:

Oh, yes. We rented a house. There are always houses and apartments available because

people would take a winter vacation just to rent their homes to the legislators. We rented a place
off of Market Street and near a school, and the kids went to school nearby, and I just drove to the
office every morning.
We started very early, once the thing got rolling. My first committee was 8 o’clock, and
that got to be five days a week because we got so busy we’d fill in those early morning holes,
and then the session, that is the floor, would not start considering bills until 10:00. That was
when we got busy. That all moved up and got heavier once the session moved along. So it was a
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lot of work.
Once the session got rolling, I was out of the house by 7:00 and maybe not back till 5:00
or 6:00. Social life was always busy, though. We’d always get together with our friends in the
evening. It’s quite a party atmosphere, frankly. And we resolved a lot of legislative issues outside
that Capitol building.

MO:

How did Joan enjoy it?

JR:

Oh, she enjoyed it thoroughly. It got tougher for her as the sessions went on. One session,

the last one, ‘67, the session went on and on, and the people decided to come back early from
wherever they went because their daughter had decided to get married and they wanted to use the
home for a reception, and we had to move into a motel. So I had to go down to the office on that
Saturday, and I said, “I’ll be back in a few minutes, I’m just going to check my mail, and then
I’ll help you move our few things.” It was a furnished house. So off I went, and ended up
spending that day, Saturday, rewriting the Beach Bill while Joan moved us. As a matter of fact, I
got in my car when it was all done and drove back to the old house before I realized, “My God, I
was supposed to move today.” So it was not easy on her or the kids, and she was glad frankly
that that was to be a last session. I decided I wasn’t going to run again. I was not happy about it.
By then I was pretty much of a legislative animal. I really enjoyed it.
It was fun. She was my secretary. She got very involved in the legislative process, as all
the secretaries did, because we had no offices then; our office was a desk on the floor of the
House of Representatives. Our secretaries had no offices. They sat right next to us. There was a
typing room which the 60 secretaries could use, lining up for the, I don’t know, 15 typewriters
that were available for them. Our constituents weren’t very demanding, fortunately, and we did a
lot of business by phone. But when somebody would call me during the session, I’d be tied up on
the floor and didn’t want to leave the debate, so Joan would take the phone call, and that was fine
with them. They just, “Oh, hi, Joan, tell Jim this is the way he ought to vote,” or so forth because
it was a friendly atmosphere. Just “This is Mr. Redden’s secretary” wouldn’t have gotten very
far, but they all knew Joan and would just as soon talk to her.
We both thoroughly enjoyed it. The kids missed their friends, but I think in a sense it was
a pretty good adventure for them, in a lot of ways.
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MO:

During that six months, then, that you were up in Salem in ‘63, did you often make it

back to Medford, or did you try to stay in touch at all with your law practice?

JR:

I tried a little bit. Towards the beginning we went home as many weekends as we could.

The kids wanted to. But it got to be tough. I mean, that was a long drive, and once the days got to
recessing at 4:00 or 5:00 Friday afternoon, to drive home and then, you know, turn around and
head back up again at noon Sunday didn’t make much sense, and so we didn’t.
Then I began—Joan and the kids didn’t want to make that trip, so I made a few trips back
and spent a couple days in the office just working on files. I’d go through a file and leave a
memo, dictate a memo about what had to be done to get this ready for trial. But the trips got
more and more infrequent because there just wasn’t time. We began to meet on Saturdays,
anyway, towards the end of that session, and that was pretty much the pattern for all three
sessions.

MO:

I noticed a couple of things in your scrapbook that were funny. This is going back to the

campaign, I think. There was a fairly flattering write-up on you and your candidacy in the
Medford paper, and someone with the initials RMJ sort of—

JR:

Oh, yes. Ron James.

MO:

He was a good friend, was he?

JR:

Oh, yes. Very close friend. Ron was an orchardist. Subsequently, after my legislative

career was over, I guess, he began to think about going to law school, and I encouraged him to
do that, and he did. He sold his orchard and went to law school and returned and had a very
successful practice of law. He’s retired now.

MO:

I figured he was either a very close friend or an enemy.

JR:

He would bless me with those analyses very frequently, and that’s one of the ones I kept.
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MO:

Also, you had a letter of congratulations from Governor Hatfield at that time?

JR:

Oh, yes. We all got that.

MO:

And he mentions in the letter that he sends along a copy of some 10-year projections, I

guess, that his office had prepared for the state. I guess he was trying to give you the benefit of
his take on certain long-term issues. Do you remember that?

JR:

No, not particularly, but we got tons of mail. The governor would send that, and then

every agency—Higher Ed. sent books down. We wondered whether we were going to be able to
carry them all up to Salem.

[End of Tape 7, Side 2]
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke from the Oregon Historical Society continuing the interview

with Judge James Redden in his chambers on February 1st, 1995.
I noticed also you had a very warm letter of congratulations from Al Dumas, who was
one of your opponents in the race.

MO:

Yes. He’s the one I edged out; it came down to Al or I, and they were still counting votes

the day after election. I had to go to Roseburg, had a lawsuit up there, and I didn’t know if I’d
been elected or not when I left. Apparently I dropped him a note from Roseburg, and he responded with that very kind letter, and by the time he sent that letter, why, we both knew what
the final result was. But it took a couple days of counting.

MO:

Let’s talk a little about some of the major issues in that legislative session. You

mentioned the tax issue as being a really big one. Can you tell me the background of that?

JR:

Well, as I recall the figure, it was $60 million. The budget would be out of budget by $60

million if the governor’s budget was accepted. So the governor put in a budget, and also his
projections of income, and there was a $60 million difference there, which meant, uh-oh, taxes.
Some of the older, and wiser maybe, political folks in the Democratic Party said, “Why
don’t we just adopt his budget and pass the tax bill that he has recommended and go home?” But
being Democrats, they couldn’t resist. They had to review both the budget and the tax bill, as
they should have, very carefully.
So what they did is the Ways and Means Committee, primarily, and the legislature as a
whole took a long hard look at every single budget, and people were getting pretty offended,
some of their projects were getting cut, but the legislature did a very responsible job on it, and
they were cutting all the budgets. They called the Ways and Means Committee a bunch of meat
ax experts or something like that, and so they got tie clips in the form of a meat ax and continued
whittling away at the budget.
But in spite of that, there was still a shortage and a tax measure was needed. So the Tax
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Committee labored long and hard and came up with a tax bill that was very similar to the one
proposed by the governor, but different enough so that Governor Hatfield could say, “That’s not
my tax bill,” which he did. He did not veto it, but he would not sign it. His feeling was that it
would not get referred. We did not put a referral tag on it. We didn’t think the people could get
the signatures to refer the tax bill. So he took the safe course of saying, “It’s not my tax bill, but
I’m not going to veto of it.” Of course it took the Democratic votes and a few Republicans to
pass the thing.
Actually, it was a pretty good tax bill and it would have done the job. Hatfield had asked
for essentially a net receipt tax, which is a fairly progressive way to tax. I thought it was a good
idea. We modified that; that is, the legislature modified it somewhat, added a cigarette tax, which
I think did pass and was not referred. But the tax measure itself, somebody grabbed onto it and
referred that thing, and they had the signatures just like that. It was amazing because I thought
everybody in the state—and of course you get that thought, especially your first session, that
everybody’s paying attention every day to what the problems are, and that you really needed this.
Anyway, I went home and I campaigned for the thing. None of the Republican candidates
would, of course. Some of the Democratic candidates did. I thought it was a good tax bill, but the
people didn’t, and they dumped it hard, and that necessitated a special session.

MO:

Now, the cigarette tax that the Democrats added was something that it appeared you had

a special interest in, too?

JR:

Yes. I was a smoker then. I sponsored the cigarette tax, and somebody else sponsored it,

too. Joe Rogers, I think, sponsored one, and there was some dispute about which one they would
take, and I can’t remember now whether it was the bill with my name or the bill with Joe’s name
on it, but they were essentially the same, anyway. I think we passed it in both the House and the
Senate, did not put a referral on it, and the people didn’t refer it. We were the only state, I think,
in the nation that didn’t have a cigarette tax. That raised a little bit of money, but it didn’t match
our deficit.

MO:

And the deficit was the result of just inadequate income to the State?
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JR:

Yes. The state was growing, the budget was getting higher. We were dependent on an

income tax. The economy wasn’t all that good, and so people’s payments on their income taxes
weren’t all that high. It was not a graduated income tax, graduated enough; it peaked out I think
at nine percent, it wasn’t very progressive, and it just wasn’t doing the job. There was no talk,
very little talk in ‘63 that what we ought to do is get a sales tax. Even the governor thought we
ought to just tinker with the income tax. I think a sales tax bill was introduced, but that was just
so they could talk about it, and nobody was very serious about it.
Anyway, we campaigned, and it did lose, and there was a special session.

MO:

And the special session you had to readjust the budget to meet the revenue?

JR:

Further adjustments of budgets. But we had done a pretty tough job on a lot of those

budgets, and they cut them even more and balanced the budget, and we crossed our fingers and
tried to go home.
As it turned out, President Kennedy announced that he was going to reduce the federal
income tax to get the nation out of the doldrums, and it did in a big way. Oregonians’ incomes
went up, and the money was rolling in by the time the 1965 session started. I can remember
Monty was the speaker by then, sent him a note saying, “How come at the last session we did
nothing but struggle, struggle, struggle, and this session the money’s just coming out of our
ears?” And he sent it back and said, “Good management, I guess.”

MO:

He did become Speaker in the ‘65 session, but in the ‘63 session he was the Minority

Leader, and you were on committee with him and got to know him, apparently. Can you give me
a profile of Monty Montgomery in those days?

JR:

Monty had been a Democrat, as I recall. He was from Oklahoma. I don’t know how long

he’d lived in Oregon, but he was from Eugene and he had an insurance business. He was a very
affable guy, had a good sense of humor, very bright. He was, as I said, the Minority Leader, and
I was on the State & Federal Committee with him, and then I was on an interim committee with
him, Interim Committee on Insurance, which was a very active interim committee, proposed a lot
of good legislation dealing with the insurance industry, all of which passed in the 1965 session.
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So we worked together from time to time during the regular and then during the interim sessions,
and were pretty good friends by the time the ‘65 session started.
He was easy to get along with. He was partisan, but not so you’d notice. He treated
everyone fairly. He was a very popular Speaker among Republicans and Democrats. Good guy. I
enjoyed him personally and politically.

MO:

I take it he was a more moderate or liberal Republican stance, then?

JR:

Oh, yes. The Republicans and I think the Democrats were all fairly moderate in those

days, compared to what you see today, certainly.

MO:

No Rush Limbaughs in the legislature at the time?

JR:

No. We used to say you’d come to the legislature liberal or conservative and take one

look and slide to the middle. You just couldn’t get anything done if you were going to be too far
out on either wing.

MO:

Another thing that came up in the ‘63 session was a bill on capital punishment. That was

when the state abandoned capital punishment?

JR:

Yes. I had always felt very strongly on that issue, and I determined when I was running,

and then after I won, that I would introduce a repealer. Capital punishment was in the
constitution, and so it required a vote by the legislature and statewide. In other words, it’s a
matter that had to be referred to the people. It’s remarkable to think about. We got it by the
House. Don Wilner worked on it hard on the Senate side. It was referred to the people, and they
repealed it. And it wasn’t put back on the books until very recently. Times were very different
then, but I suppose if I hadn’t been a freshman legislator, I’d have realized I could have never
done that.
It had a lot of opposition, but a lot of support, too, but when it would come down to the
floor, how to get it out of committee, and I was on the Judiciary Committee, where we thrashed
through it. It was opposed by Bud Lent, as a matter of fact, ,who was Chairman of Judiciary, but
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it was a bill that was bound to get out of committee, and it would get out of committee, and
somebody would take the floor and rather than debate it, why, they’d have some reason they
wanted to re-refer to committee.
So they began to re-refer it to committee, and I think it came down to the floor three
times. Finally I think somebody got up on the floor of the House and said, “Okay, this the third
time this has been before us. We’ve probably got the votes to send it back to committee, but
Redden’s got the votes in committee to send it back down to the floor again, and we’re going to
have to listen to his damn speech all over again,” what they called the Rodriguez speech.
The Rodriguez speech was a case in point from Springfield, Massachusetts, when I was
going to law school and living in Boston. I guess it happened after I got out of law school during
the year I remained in Springfield. There was a fellow who could not speak any English and was
accused of murdering another Hispanic. His interpreter caught my attention because it was Ed
Smith, my Spanish teacher. He was tried and convicted, and Ed Smith was very disturbed by it
because he did not think he was able to convey the feeling of this guy, and he was sentenced to
death. It turned out somebody else did it, and that was discovered, and so that was my example
of what a terrible thing could happen.

MO:

Discovered in time?

JR:

Yes. That’s right.
So they were going to have to listen to the Rodriguez story again, and they said, “We

might as well vote it out of here.” But we wore them down.
It went over to the Senate side, and by then I had begun to realize it had some problems.
The Senate was a lot more conservative, but it did go through the Senate, and I did some work
with some senators and some work on some senators over there and we ironed out the
differences and they passed it. I think probably a lot of people who voted for it thought that it
would not pass, but it did—I mean by the public. Very receptive to it.

MO:

It’s amazing to think that today.

JR:

Well, it got on the ballot just a few days after a Deputy Sheriff in Lane County had been
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killed in the line of duty. I thought that would kill it.
But crime just wasn’t as a big a problem, and it wasn’t the same type of crime. A murder
was usually a crime of passion. Now it’s crazy out there, and the public thinks the only way to
stop crime is capital punishment. They’re wrong, but God bless them, I can understand why they
feel that way. It’s never been a deterrent, still isn’t a deterrent. But there’s such utter frustration
out there now that they would never repeal capital punishment in my estimation in this day.

MO:

You mentioned that Don Wilner, on the Senate side, led the fight there; is that right?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

What sort of person was he?

JR:

Don was a State Senator from Multnomah County. He had been in the House and in the

Senate, I think, before I went to the House.
He was one of those in the legislature that truly was a liberal. From Multnomah County, I
guess you could be a liberal. He felt very strongly about the capital punishment bill. He was a
member of the Judiciary Committee, and I think it was quite an accomplishment to get that out of
committee and onto the floor, but he did it. He was prepared to let the thing die—even I agreed
the only crime punishable by death would be treason against the state, and I thought it was fairly
safe to leave that in there. Don wanted a purer version of no capital punishment for everybody,
and so we had a little talk, and he realized, as I realized, that if you could get this bill through,
that’s nothing to worry about.
So he got it through the Senate side. I don’t think it had to go to a—I think that was
another concern, if they changed it over in the Senate that maybe it would have to go to
conference committee, so I think Don agreed to just keep the same one and pass that sucker, and
that’s what we did.

MO:

You said that capital punishment was an issue that you were engaged with or concerned

about even before you were in the legislature, and you mentioned the Rodriguez case. What was
that why? Is that the root of the philosophy about it?
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JR:

Oh, I’m sure that one of them, and just the other things that I read about capital

punishment. It always seemed to me that those favoring capital punishment have the burden of
proving that it does something good for society, and I don’t think it does anything good for
society. New Mexico is a state—I guess now it’s Louisiana that has more people on death row
and more people in jail percentage-wise and population-wise than any other state, and it’s the
crime capital of the planet. There are no statistics to show that those few states who had capital
punishment had less first degree murders. They didn’t. Frequently had more per population. So
there wasn’t really any deterrent effect.
And when you consider that plus the chance of a mistake, or just the problem that I see in
having state-sanctioned murder, I’m just opposed to it. Our constitution here in Oregon says that
it should not be retribution but rehabilitation. I still don’t see how you rehabilitate somebody by
killing them, but crime has gotten meaner, and people feel that we need meaner laws to handle it.
I don’t think we’ve seen any demonstrable evidence that it works anywhere else. Of course in
Oregon we haven’t zapped anybody for years, but we’ve just put another one on death row.

MO:

Just yesterday or the day before.

JR:

Those cases will begin to flood into federal court here probably in about a year. They go

all the way through the state procedure and maybe to the Supreme Court and get rejected, and
then they start in the District Court and go all the way up to the Supreme Court again on habeas
corpus capital relief, so it’s a very expensive thing.
There’s all sorts of fuss again in Congress now, the contract on America is to limit the
rights to file habeas and that sort of thing. I just don’t think it’s an effective way to deal with our
problems. Congress obviously disagrees with me, and they passed 60 new crimes. I’m very much
in a minority, I think, today.

MO:

Did you ever see the movie Thin Blue Line?

JR:

I never did.
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MO:

That’s an interesting documentary on the capital punishment.

JR:

I’ve heard the phrase “the blue line,” and that’s the police effect which guards the

citizenry from the criminal element, and I always talked about the other line, the thin black line,
which is that line representing the judges who protect society from government.

MO:

Your colleagues may not have been too enthusiastic to listen to the Rodriguez speech

again, but maybe the first time you gave it it did make an impact on a couple of legislators
because I noticed that Bob Packwood and Grace Peck both wrote you very nice notes about that,
I think.

JR:

That’s right. It was a debate I worked on as something I felt strongly about, and

apparently it was an influential argument. You know, so often you’d realize that somebody
would present the bill, but its fate was predetermined, and it wasn’t often that you had the feeling
that you passed the bill by the debate that ensued. That was one, I think, that did pass by the
debate, those speaking for it. And those speaking against it had a tougher road to say it was okay
to kill people, I guess. That wasn’t popular then, either.

MO:

I’ve heard a few stories about Grace Peck. I’ve heard about the candy jars.

JR:

Yep. That was good for five pounds a session, I think.

MO:

What kind of a person was Grace Peck?

JR:

Oh, Gracie was always interested in legislation with a heart, as she would say. She was

liberal. She was very concerned about poor people, particularly poor women. She represented her
district very well, I think. She was, at that time at any rate, a very strong Catholic, and so, boy,
there were bills to legalize suicide, for instance, she violently opposed. Anything approaching
easier divorces or that sort of thing she was very much against. But she generally would be found
on the side of every liberal issue.
She was Chair of the Health and Welfare Committee, I think—I don’t think it was called
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that. Dealt with those issues, until she became in the minority, and she always remained a
member of that staff. She’d drive you nuts in a lot of ways because as you were trying to listen to
somebody debate a bill you were going to speak on, she’d come over and start talking to you
about, “This debate isn’t—”
“Gracie, Gracie, hush.”
You always knew where she was at, and I don’t think she had an enemy in the world.
And in her way she was effective because she was persistent, and her heart truly was in the right
place. I think every legislative session should have at least one Gracie, and that’s what even the
most conservative member of the legislature thought in those days.

MO:

Of course she was very impressed by your defense of the capital punishment bill, and

Packwood was, also. Maybe you could tell me something about Bob Packwood in those days.

JR:

Bob was a freshmen with me and then served three sessions, as I did. I’m pretty sure,

although I’ve heard him speak for capital punishment since, I’m pretty sure I had his vote, that
he was opposed to it then. A lot of people have changed their mind on that.
I think in our first session Clarence Barton, a Democrat, was Speaker, and he was not
going to honor Bob with an appointment on the House Judiciary Committee, and he gave him
what I think he thought were appointments that rather slighted him. He had Local Government
and some other committees. He did not want to further Bob’s political career, I guess, as a
promising young Republican.
So Bob had a lot of time on his hands and proved that Barton was mistaken. He should
have put him on Judiciary with the rest of us so he had to work ten hours a day because Bob very
soon—you know, he was a great organizer, both for himself and for his party, and before that
session was over, he had formulated plans, he had started the Dorchester Conference, and he and
I think Monty Montgomery and Vic Atiyeh were the active participants. The session ended, and
Bob Packwood was paid by the Republican Party to recruit Republican candidates and to provide
the funds for it. I mean, he was a campaigner and organizer from the word go.
I’ve always told him, “We should have kept you busier,” and I think that had quite a bit
to do, really, with their taking control of the next session. I mean, they went out and they
recruited candidates that were good candidates, and they promised them funding, and the funding
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came from business interests who wanted to do away with the inventory tax and wanted a sales
tax for property tax relief. Both those issues were very dear to the Republican business
community, and they were willing to fund the effort to recruit candidates and to offer substantial
help to candidates who agreed with them on those issues. That’s what happened in the off
season. That was Bob Packwood’s job.
In 1965, of course, they were in control of the legislature, and by then Bob realized that it
was just as well not to be on these hard-working committees like the Judiciary; you were better
off to have plenty of time. Of course the Speaker was a Republican then, and he agreed with
Bob, and Bob I think was Chairman of Local Government, which is a fairly busy committee, but
it wasn’t the workload committee, and he had plenty of time to continue to organize, and he did a
wonderful job for himself and for the Republican Party and Republican legislators. The
Democrats copied him as much as we could.

MO:

Did you have much of a personal relationship with Packwood in those days?

JR:

Oh, yes. He’s one of the few that was younger than I was. I think he was just 30 or

something, and I was 33 or something like that. So we were of an age and in the same profession.
A little bit different background, of course. I don’t think Bob had practiced law or tried cases or
anything, but he was with one of the big firms in Portland.
He was sort of quiet. He was a quiet legislator. He occasionally went to some of the
social events. He was not out on the town very often. Very serious type of a guy. The latest
scandals which have afflicted Bob you would not dream of. He was a bachelor in those days. He
finally married Georgie I think between the ‘65 and ‘67 session. He was married to Georgie
when the ‘67 session started.
He was a very effective legislator and effective organizer, and of course organized
himself into the United States Senate at a very young age, which amazed every one of us,
including himself, I think.

MO:

And brought down one of the major political figures in the state at the same time.

JR:

Yes. He had a program whereby the telephone company would send one of their
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executives from every community, together with that executive’s wife and maybe the children,
and they would send them and this person or persons would be an intern to Bob Packwood for a
week, and you know, they’d work with him, they’d follow committees, they’d dine and so forth
together, and by the time that session was over, Bob had a network of supporters statewide. It
was remarkable. We never knew what hit us.

MO:

Back in ‘62 I was attending school at Reed College, and at that time, it was a short phase

in my life, but I was a member of the Young Republicans, and I remember Bob Packwood
showing up to talk to us. He must have been running for his first term then.

JR:

He would touch all the bases.

MO:

Okay. Thank you again for a good interview.

[End of Tape 8, Side 1]
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MO:

What did your parents think of your entry into Oregon politics?

JR:

Well, my dad had passed away by that time. My mother was pleased. She thought we’d

enjoy it. She came out in one or two of the sessions and stayed with us in Salem for a couple of
weeks and went down and watched the sessions, that sort of thing. She enjoyed it.

MO:

We talked a little bit about the ‘63 session last time. There was a narrow majority in the

House on the Democratic side, which I guess was reversed in the next session, so Clarence
Barton was Speaker of the House in that term. We didn’t talk about him last time. What kind of
person was he and what kind of relationship did you forge with him during that first term?

JR:

Oh, we were friendly. Clarence was an unusual person, I think. He loved the legislative

process. He was an attorney, but one who didn’t practice law. He owned a title insurance
company down in Coquille and represented that district down there in the House, and he had
been there—oh, I don’t know, two or three sessions before he succeeded Bob Duncan as
Speaker.
At Bob Duncan’s recommendation, I voted for Barton. It wasn’t anticipated there would
be a race for that position, but there was. I think Bill Holmstrom was the main candidate against
Barton, and it went many, many ballots before Barton finally won.
Clarence was the type of guy that would never do anything directly if he could figure out
some way to do it indirectly. During World War II, he had been in the OSS, which became the
CIA, at least this was the story, and he learned all these nefarious ways of accomplishing things,
and so you never knew what he was driving at. I mean, he’d just sort of come around the corner.
We always used to tell him, “Clarence, if you’d just tell us what you want, why, we’ll see if we
can handle it for you.”
He was unpopular with the Republicans. I think that he was a tough speaker, and I think
there had been some wounds from previous years, some partisan wounds from previous years.
I thought he was a pretty good guy. He was a good speaker, a forceful speaker.
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MO:

Maybe we could take a minute or two to talk about a couple of the issues in the ‘63

legislature that you got involved in. It was sort of hard for me to judge from the clippings and
from the legislative journals for that session how important any given issue was or how big a role
you played in them, but there were a few that caught my eye. There were a couple that wound up
becoming issues in your subsequent campaign in ‘65 for the legislature, your support of them,
and a couple of them are forward-thinking given the times, and that was the anti-pollution bill
that went through the legislature at that time. I was surprised in reading some of the articles just
to see 30-some years ago just how much consciousness there was about the problems that could
be caused by pollution.

JR:

It was just coming to fruition, I think, in the early ‘60s. One reason I was interested in it

is when I first moved to Southern Oregon, I was appalled at the wigwam burners. I don’t know if
you have ever seen one of those critters—

MO:

Yeah, I have seen one.

JR:

—but they were essentially big furnaces that sat out next to the highway usually, and the

sawmills would put all their scraps—now, they subsequently because of the changing laws have
turned those scraps into profitable business, but at that time they thought it was more profitable
just to burn them. So they would burn them, and these huge clouds of smoke would come out,
and clinkers that would, you know, damage automobiles. It was just a ridiculous thing, but
anytime anybody raised an objection to them, why, everybody began finger pointing and talking
about jobs and one thing and another.

MO:

And they threw away the energy, too, right? They didn’t use the heat from it?

JR:

Oh, yes. It was incredible. It was just plain stupid. That’s one of the things that got me

interested in the pollution issue, and it wasn’t too far a step from there to get concerned about big
city exhaust and what was happening to the rivers and the streams in Oregon, and certainly those
early bills didn’t prevent pollution, but we did get a start. I think Oregon benefitted by the strict
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antipollution laws we’ve had, which I’m sorry to see are up for grabs again. I think people think
maybe we don’t have enough pollution.

MO:

I guess some of the bills you passed set up authorities within the State that could do

pollution inspections?

JR:

It was the—I don’t know if it was remaking of an agency or creation of a new agency,

but we did; we gave powers to the State to regulate and prevent pollution, and people would be
amazed at how little power existed before that and really how relatively tame this was, but it was
an introduction of the State controlling pollution because the cities and counties obviously
weren’t getting the job done.

MO:

And I believe that Mr. Travis who ran against you in ‘65 made this an issue in the

campaign and said that it was unnecessary and that the mill owners could do an adequate job
themselves of taking care of their business. Did he get very far with that?

JR:

Well, I won by a much bigger margin the second time than I did the first, and I think that

may have been the reason.
I think there was a lot of feeling in Southern Oregon and in Jackson County perhaps in
particular that because the timber industry was the base of the economy, as was the pear industry,
and the pear growers used to burn rubber and oil and everything else in trying to prevent the frost
from damaging the pears, and there was just so much pollution in that valley, but it was all
related to the economy, that it was somehow okay and that the public accepted it.
Well, I don’t think the public did accept it, and I probably wasn’t as aware as a lot of
others that you could criticize polluters and still win elections, and I think that it demonstrated
that there was a lot of interest among the people, even the loggers and the millworkers and the
pear growers and everybody else that pollution was bad, we were endangering our economy in
many ways, as well as our health and the beauty of the valley. So there was a lot more support
for controlling pollution, and I had sort of inadvertently tapped into it, I think.
It was automatic, at least for Republicans and the Chamber of Commerce types to attack
that approach, and that’s what Travis did, and I think the answer to it was that the public not only
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wasn’t angry about my support of antipollution measures, but was supportive of it.

MO:

Another issue that did come up that we just touched on briefly last time, and I think you

told me that it maybe didn’t amount to too much, but actually there was quite a bit of back-andforth in the newspaper about it, and that was the legislature’s attempt to cut funding for civil
defense here in Oregon, and that was, I guess, a struggle between the legislature and the
Governor’s Office, too. Can you tell me a little bit about what you remember about that?

JR:

My recollection is vague. I think that we had concluded that Civil Defense as an agency

had seen its best day in Oregon. It dated back, I suppose, to World War II, where they had a civil
defense to go out and spot bombers and whatever they did then. It sort of got into the budget and
stayed in the budget, and it was sort of organized then to function during natural disasters, and I
guess it was the October storm or major storm that occurred before I went in the legislature, it
must have happened in ‘61 or ‘62, the Columbus Day storm—

MO:

Right.

JR:

—and apparently the civil defense agency did not function, or did not function well, and

that issue was brought to light by the budget proceedings. They weren’t, as I recall, going to fund
them or weren’t going to give them much or wanted to abolish them, and it got into be, as you
say, a dispute between the legislature, the majority of whom wanted to abolish it, and the
Governor’s Office, who did not. The governor did not want to see it abolished.
It was the type of issue I think that gained more attention than it deserved, but then it was
just 20 years away from the war, and that was pretty much of a sacred icon, I guess, in state
government to have a civil defense agency. So as I say, I think it got more ink than it deserved.

MO:

There was one article that pointed out that Hatfield’s office went ahead with letting a

contract to build some new structure for civil defense that in fact was cut out of the budget that
the House passed, and Hatfield went ahead anyway, and there was a little bit of comment about
that at the time. Do you remember that?
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JR:

No, I don’t recall that. That was basically the beef between the Ways and Means

Committee and the Budget Committee and the Governor’s Office, and other legislators, of
course, were involved in it, but it was a budget issue, and I did not serve on that committee.

MO:

Another one that looked like an interesting issue—and I believe you may have been the

sole sponsor of this; it was House Joint Resolution No. 11, which set up some sort of
commission to investigate the rate practices of the Public Utility Commissioner.

JR:

That was part, I believe, of the Democratic Party platform was that they wanted a study

of the difference in rates throughout the state of Oregon, and it sort of tied into the public power
dispute because at that time the state of Washington, for instance, was a public power state, and
you drove up into Washington you would see huge billboards saying, “Welcome to Washington,
a public power state,” and “Welcome to a public power community,” and of course Washington
was growing hucklety-buck.
Oregon is mostly private power, but even within Oregon the rates differed dramatically.
There were power rates in Medford, in Jackson County, Southern Oregon that were far higher
than they were in Portland at the time. The power company down there was COPCO, CaliforniaOregon Power Company. Later was absorbed by PP&L, and the rates I think have leveled out
somewhat, but the rates down there were—well, they were frankly astronomical compared to the
rates in Portland.
What I did is put in an HJR or HJM, whatever it is, but it’s a method by which you’d ask
the legislature to authorize an interim committee, and an interim committee is just simply that,
it’s a group of legislators from both the House and the Senate that would study these issues
during the legislative interim.
I put in that measure at the encouragement of Clarence Barton because it was part of the
platform, and he knew that I was pretty upset about the differential in power rates, which I
thought made it difficult for Southern Oregon to compete for industries if they had to pay those
very high bills. I know that when I first moved down to Medford they were a shock to me.
Then as the bill progressed—I put it in at the last minute, and Clarence Barton I think had
a change of heart for some reason, I don’t know why, but he withdrew his support, and so I tried
with Elmer McClure, who was an old Grange—he was a Democrat, an old populist, sat right
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behind me, old Grange member and a public power advocate. He and I tried to urge the
legislature to create this interim committee, and we actually made a pretty good case for it, I
thought. You could tell from the reaction that there were a lot of people who really didn’t want
anybody to talk about that. They were screaming “witch hunt” and everything else.
I was told just about the time that that bill got active that COPCO was going to reduce
rates across the board by ten percent, so the interim committee never came about, but obviously
it got us some relief down there. It just didn’t make any sense, except that’s the way it evolved.
The story is, and I’m sure it’s true, that Glenn Jackson, who was CEO of COPCO, in his early
days went down to work for them, and he went through the rural countryside of Jackson County
and gave electric lamps to the housewives and farmers’ wives and so forth throughout the valley.
Of course they had no electricity, and they began then to drum for electricity.
So COPCO then built this system down there that perhaps had miles and miles and miles
of lines to serve one person. Well, it was a very expensive way to dispense electricity, and the
rates were high. But even as the system grew and grew more and more profitable—that’s what it
was, it was profit. The rates were really very high. To this day they’re probably higher down
there, but with the merger with PP&L I think it’s a statewide base and they’re a lot more
reasonable than they used to be.

MO:

I would have thought if the rates were that high that it would be pretty fertile ground for a

PUD organization. Were there any attempts down there?

JR:

No. I was sort of baffled by it all when I first moved out here, but there was the public

power state of Washington, and I thought, “Boy, that must be pretty good.” And then they had
ads; they call it the Iron Curtain, the public power Iron Curtain and the private utilities have all
these ads in the newspapers here in Oregon that it was sort of a communist threat, you know, to
get this public power, and if everybody would really be a good sport we’d go private and it
would be all right.
I think most people favor private enterprise in this country, but the difference in the
growth in Washington and in Oregon, and the difference in the cost of this power, was very
significant, and of course in a sense was unfair because it was subsidized public power versus
non-subsidized private power. But I think that the people in Oregon were indoctrinated and
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convinced, maybe correctly so, that private power should be given a chance, and the PUD’s
really never did get much going for them down here, except in the most rural areas.

MO:

I think some of that difference also has its roots in the way the two states handled the

formation of a PUD. I think it Oregon it required two votes of the people, whereas in
Washington you only needed one to authorize the formation of a PUD, and so it made it easier to
organize and get them off the ground in Washington, I think.

JR:

There wasn’t much—certainly no feeling in the government that we ought to have

PUD’s, in the legislature. I mean, there was no force to create them or to liberalize the laws to
the extent Washington had it. The private utilities are a very effective lobby.

MO:

One argument I’ve heard on the side of private power is that—you used the word

“subsidized” with respect to public power, and the private power advocates make the point that
an entity like PP&L pays local taxes and plows money back into the community through those
taxes that the PUD of course doesn’t have to pay taxes.

JR:

That’s right. They’re on the other side of the Iron Curtain. Those are the ads—you know,

and certainly there is some truth to it. There are some inequities, private versus public power.
We’re paying for some of them now. The federal government now has the nerve to say that we
ought to pay for our power out of Bonneville. How can they do that?

MO:

That’s right. You mentioned Elmer McClure’s name and Clarence Barton withdrawing

his support. Another name that was associated with your efforts on that resolution was Ed
Whelan?

JR:

Yes. Ed at that time was of course a legislator and was also a labor leader. Originally I

think his union was the firefighters, and he became president of that and then became an officer
of AFL/CIO and was in the legislature earlier than I, but he was active in that.

MO:

And maybe around that time or a short time later—by the time of the ‘65 legislature,
James A. Redden, 149

anyway, he was described in an Oregonian article as being the Executive Director of Multnomah
County AFL/CIO labor council. What sort of person was he? Was he somebody that you got
support from in your first term?

JR:

Yes. Ed was an excellent legislator. He had support on both sides of the aisle. He was

very influential as a legislator. He very seriously studied the issues. He was not particularly
partisan. Now, you have to understand, to compare the Executive Director of the AFL/CIO of
Multnomah County with somebody who owned a business that didn’t want to get it unionized,
they were going to have differences, and we had both in the legislature. But from the standpoint
of being obnoxious about your partnership, Ed was not one of those, and he had the respect of all
of us. He was a good legislator.

MO:

I don’t know if it was Ed Whelan that this reference was to, but again in your ‘65

campaign I guess Travis at one point levels the charge at you that you’re a tool of the Multnomah
County union bosses?

JR:

Yeah [laughing]. I thought that was rather rude. I remember that. Of course there wasn’t

any support for labor down there, but Ed Whelan called, as did George Brown, who was also a
labor official that lived in Multnomah County. I don’t know what his title was. I think he was
maybe the head of statewide AFL/CIO. But they asked if there was anything they could do for
me in the election, and I said, “Yeah, endorse my opponent,” but they didn’t want to do that.
I don’t think anybody—it was a weak charge, and I don’t think anybody took it seriously.
As I recall, I had some fun with it, too, but I can’t remember the details.

MO:

Was it true, though, that Whelan was somebody that you really counted on in that first

session, or spent time with in terms of was he somebody that you worked with a lot?

JR:

I had, I guess, a pro-labor record compared to a lot of legislators, and compared to John

Dellenback and Ed Branchfield. I had always had an interest in organized labor and some
sympathy for it, and I found it natural to be supportive of labor on the few issues that were
important to them, although I was from a county, Jackson County, which had a very small and
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barely noticeable labor organization base. But I don’t know that I needed, you know, Ed Whelan
to tell me.
But you know, I looked to a lot of legislators, especially my first session. For instance, Ed
Branchfield, if you were concerned about how to vote on school issues, Ed Branchfield had a
great background. He had been the attorney for the School District in Jackson County, and he
knew the law inside out on school boards, education, and all that stuff. Carrol Howe was another
one on education. Legislators on both sides of the aisle, in other words, that you’d go to and ask,
“What about this? What’s really behind this?” or that sort of thing. I could name a lot more of
them, and Ed was one of them on a lot of issues.

MO:

So you sort of figured out who it was that had knowledge of a particular issue or area—

JR:

Sure. Right.

MO:

—and maybe would see things in a similar light to yourself?

JR:

Well, just they knew something about it. You know, would I be making a mistake

supporting or opposing this and what’s it all about. You know, it’s amazing that a lot of bills on
these issues just remain in the legislature for decades, and legislators have been there two or
three times, know where the bodies are buried, they know what’s behind it, and you can save
yourself an awful lot of time sitting down and talking to one of them. You may not be persuaded,
but it was a lot safer than talking to the lobbyists on one side or the other, frequently, who would
put a favorable spin to it. Another legislator could sit down and be quite frank with you as to why
they were supporting it.
I noticed as I progressed in the ‘65 and ‘67 sessions, freshman legislators were coming to
me, not to ask me how they should vote, but to ask me what I knew about this issue.

MO:

There’s also a news clipping in your scrapbook that announced your naming of Al

Bradford, Thomas Reeder [?] and William Deatherage as interim successors to your House seat?

JR:

Yes. That was another—this is growing out of World War II, or the atom bomb scare, in
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case of a national and statewide disaster they passed a law saying that everyone who held public
office should appoint anywhere from one to three—

[End of Tape 8, Side 2]
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society continuing the interview

with Judge James Redden on February 8 1995.
So if you were killed, there would be somebody there to take your seat?

JR:

That’s right, and I told them this was patronage. This was patronage; they got appointed

to this important position which would get their name in the paper once. It was later abolished,
after legislators and former legislators, including myself, made some glorious fun of it, and it
finally was abolished.

MO:

Any particular reason you chose these three people?

JR:

Oh, they were friends, and they were active in the party and active in my campaign. Good

friends.

MO:

As you say, it would get their names in the paper at least once.

JR:

Right. They were pretty excited about it. [laughs]

MO:

Another one I noticed was that you got involved in I think it was more than one bill, there

were some bills relating to sex offenders and some provisions where they could be incarcerated
essentially as—I guess as a result of psychological examination or something—

JR:

Right, without the formalities of trials. Yeah, they grew out of an interim committee that

functioned between the ‘61 and ‘63 sessions, an interim committee on whatever it was that was
put into existence because there had been a series of child abuse crimes. We’ve recently seen a
repeat of that sort of thing in the state of Washington.
So this interim committee, unfortunately without an awful lot of legal support, met and
had hearings, mostly in the Portland area, and drafted a series of bills. The key one would have
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allowed for civil incarceration of any individual accused of being a sex offender or abusing a
child sexually, and it would require, as I recall, before we really amended it, it would require
simply a couple of neighbors getting together and going to the authorities and saying, “My child
said that this adult did such-and-such,” and that person would be civilly committed, period.
Bang, it’s over. No trial, no fuss, no bother.
There were a series of bills to satisfy the emotions people had, written by well-meaning
legislators who really hadn’t given it a constitutional look. On the other hand, they felt these bills
will be introduced and they’ll go to the Judiciary Committee, and they’ll straighten it all out.
George Van Hoomisen, who had been a legislator and was then Multnomah County
District Attorney, jumped on the bandwagon of these bills, though I don’t believe he’d been on
the interim committee. We had hearings, and we had them in the daytime, and then we finally
started holding them at night, and George would engineer busloads of people to come down and
testify on the need for these. I can remember some of the testimony, a woman sitting there and
she had a cure for these sex offenders, and she whipped out a straight razor. A lot of very, very
emotional testimony—for good reason, of course.
But the testimony went on and on, and then we would ask George Van Hoomison, who
was encouraging all these people and was the district attorney and of course a lawyer and a
former legislator, didn’t it seem to him that these were patently unconstitutional, and he would
say, “Well, that’s what the judiciary committee’s are for,” and then he’d get on his bus and lead
his troops back to Portland.
So there was an immense amount of pressure on those bills because everybody always
wants a simple answer to a complex problem, especially if it’s an emotional one like child abuse.
Eventually the package passed, although it passed with protections, and those bills were opposed
strongly by psychiatrists, even state psychiatrists in the State of Oregon because they had no
known way of treating these people, and there was no way they could say magically they should
go in, and now they should get out.
Anyway, those are still the law of Oregon, and I think it works about as well as
legislation like that can do. But as I say, the state of Washington went through a series of terrible
child abuse crimes, and they passed some very tough legislation, as has Oregon recently, and this
is to identify sex offenders when they’re released from incarceration, they must sign up and tell
where they live and so forth, and there’s been a lot of press about that and whether that is
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constitutional and fair and proper and one thing and another. So it’s a subject matter that is very
high on people’s priority list.

MO:

Have the more recent laws been tested in court?

JR:

You know, I don’t think they have. I don’t think they have.

MO:

I noticed with respect to those first bills that you actually cast your vote against at least

one of them, and explained your no vote, according to the House Journal, anyway, as that the
treatment was seldom effective and that commitment amounted to a life sentence, and you
referred to another house bill that referred child molestation cases to the Circuit Court, directly to
the Circuit Court, and you thought that that would bring some remedy, I guess.

JR:

I forget the details of it, but I know that I started out very much opposed to that particular

bill. We did build some safeguards into it, but it seemed to me it still depended upon somebody
to say, “Oh, look, they’re cured.”
In any event I did vote against it. I was one of the few that voted against it, although I
think that a lot of the defects in it we had cured by amendment. I thought it was an unnecessary
law, and as a matter of fact probably was because I think we already had the power to do what
that bill purported to accomplish, but it was the sort of thing that if we didn’t vote out, even if it
didn’t do anything you’ve got to vote it out so that you can go home and say, “I did something
for you, folks.”

MO:

Another issue that appeared to be a major issue of the session, although I don’t recognize

any of its provisions in state government today, so it must have either been drastically modified
or perhaps never made it—well, it didn’t in fact make it in the ‘63 session as far as I could tell,
and that was the question of constitutional revision. There was apparently a bill that would have
revised the state constitution to eliminate all elective state offices except for the governor,
apparently, was one of the provisions of it?

JR:

Yes. I forget all of the contents, but some sort of a movement in the ‘61 legislature led to
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the creation of the joint committee on constitutional revision and that committee was chaired on
the House side by John Dellenback, and the Senate side—I forget who chaired it. I was a
member of that committee, as were a number of other lawyers and legislators who had some
sense of the constitution.
The general idea of it was to eliminate all of the state agencies, sort of to revise the
constitution to eliminate inefficiencies. There was a lot of it that I disapproved in, and most
members did. One thing was that the only elected official would be the governor, running in
tandem with the lieutenant governor, and that the secretary of state, the treasurer, the attorney
general, labor commissioner, all those other offices would be appointed. Legislative offices
would, of course, be elected.
I felt, and all of us did, I think, that for a state the size of Oregon that was not healthy
because the office of secretary of state, and to a lesser degree the treasurer and the attorney
general and so forth, got statewide recognition by campaigning statewide, by serving in a
statewide elective office, and would be known to the voters, would have a record, good or bad.
The voters would at least know something about that individual when and if they decided to run
for governor.
The response to that was, “No, this will make the legislators more visible, and the
legislators will then be natural candidates for governor,” which I think was nonsense because of
the turnover in the legislature and because of its part-time nature.
There were good parts to the constitutional revision, I thought, which eliminated a lot of
these state agencies like the Creeping Red Fescue Commission, and sort of started all over again
about how to handle that sort of thing.

MO:

Was that a real commission?

JR:

Oh, yes. I don’t know how many of them were.
But we labored mightily, and then it became apparent towards the end of the session that

the Senate wasn’t going to vote for it, anyway, so the House just said, “Oh, the heck with it,” and
we just met separately as a committee, at Chairman Dellenback’s suggestion, and decided we
had put that much effort in and we would pass something out and send it to the House, and if it
passed then it would go over to the Senate and let them worry about it.
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It needed a majority vote plus, I think it was three-quarters or two-thirds or something
like that and we got the votes and sent it over to the Senate, where they promptly killed it with
the excuse that, “I haven’t heard from any of my constituents that they want to have this here
constitution revised,” and it wasn’t.
There was also in following years, I think in ‘65 and again in 1967 they took another run
at it, but it never had much of a head of steam because we always knew the Senate wasn’t going
to pass it, and the public, after some initial display of interest, seemed to have totally lost interest
in whether there was constitutional revision, and we’ve survived pretty well without it.

MO:

I noticed another side issue on that bill that when the House did pass it that they put a

rider in it that it wouldn’t come into effect until 1967 because it did away with the term
limitation on the Governor’s Office, and I guess that was probably partisan politics because you
didn’t want Hatfield in there after a second term.

JR:

Or it may have been that there would be a question of legality as to whether you could

grandfather in somebody. In other words, I don’t think there was any conflict or discussion of
that in a political sense. It was just that it was probably when somebody runs for governor under
a constitution saying two terms and you’re out, that if you didn’t put that clause in that
individual, Hatfield in this case, ran again, there would be a constitutional challenge after the
election to see if he could do that, and it would be a mess. I think it was just automatic that you
had to do that.

MO:

Another bill that actually was a significant one that came out of the ‘63 legislature and

wound up having a life for decades after that as an issue here in the state is what at that time was
referred to as the Space Age Industrial Park, but it was the Boardman bill.

JR:

Yeah, that happened in the special session. We were called back into special session

because the tax bill had gone down to defeat, and that meant we had to go back and cut the
budgets further. It was a pretty brutal special session. We did some real damage to the state, but
necessarily so because at that moment we were facing a substantial deficit.
But in any event, at the end of that we had about wrapped it up when a joint session of
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the legislature was held, and Senator Wayne Morse and Governor Hatfield, for the first time in
history, I guess, came and addressed the legislature and told us the importance of this Boardman
Space Age Industrial Park. This was a plan that had been discussed, I guess, for a long time. It
was to set up a space age industrial park in Boardman—which, incidentally, I drove through last
Sunday and didn’t see anything except potatoes, but they thought there should be a space age
industrial park over there and we’d leap into the 21st Century, and it was magnificent talk.

MO:

And they had a contractor, too, that was all ready to sign?

JR:

They had a contract and a lease, and Boeing was going to come in and get all of this

property for little or nothing and start the Space Age Industrial Park, except there were no
guarantees that anything would happen.
It sounded good at first, but as usual there were some legislators, Sid Leiken, who was an
excellent legislator from Douglas County, had been familiar with this project and had heard
about it and was very suspicious of it, as were some of the other legislators, and so we opposed
it.
It went first to Ways and Means, and that’s where the battle was, and in the meantime the
special session that should have ended didn’t, and we continued to wait for Ways and Means to
get involved with this, and I am convinced to this day that it would have been dumped in
committee and dumped by the floor if it hadn’t been for Howard Morgan. Now, I’ve got the
greatest respect for Howard, and his heart certainly was in the right place, but Howard, who had
been a former legislator and former chairman of the Democratic Party, went to Ways and Means,
as I recall; anyway, he jumped into the fray. He was a very highly partisan figure or seen as such,
and he immediately turned this into a Republican versus Democratic fight, and that was a fight
we couldn’t win because although we had more registered Democrats in the legislature, their
registration was about all about them that was Democrat. So it did get into a partisan fight, and it
was unfortunate.

MO:

And Morgan was against it, then?

JR:

Yeah, Morgan was opposed to it for all the right reasons, but he just polarized the
James A. Redden, 158

situation, and we simply did not have the votes. Just as it was coming to a head, and as a matter
of fact, I think the debate had begun on it, or was about to begin, President Kennedy was
assassinated, and there was even a fight where the proponents of the bill urged that we go ahead
with the debate, that we not recess immediately, and a few of us went ballistic. I remember
chasing Clarence Barton down into the press room, ready to debate with him whether we should
or not, but Clarence just turned to me and said, “You’ve won, you’ve won, I’m going to
announce that we’re going to recess,” which was a very wise thing to do. We were in no shape to
debate anything.
In any event, after—I forget, I think it was two weeks—we came back and debated the
Boardman thing. But things really hadn’t changed. It was an excellent debate, and I think the
pros and the cons really agree with . I think I led the debate for the opponents, but I don’t say
that the debate was great because of that. It was just excellent, reasoned debate that you see in
the legislative process at times. The real rap against it was that the lease really didn’t require
anything of Boeing. We had to borrow money from the Veterans Administration fund to finance
part of it—I mean, it was the most one-sided lease you ever did see because Boeing, I think,
thought, “Well, if they want us to turn that desert into a space age industrial park, we’ll take a
look at it, but they’d better give it to us and do this for us and do that for us,” and so forth.
The fact of the matter was, you know, you just don’t grow a space age industrial park,
and the opponents of the bill turned out to be right. I can recall the Oregonian was very, very,
very strongly for the space age industrial park, and they editorialized, and even after I left the
legislature, I said something somewhere in a speech, it had to be ‘68 or ‘69, and I took a crack at
Boeing Boardman; I probably said, “Where is it? Where is our space age industrial park?” And
they whacked me again: “The trouble-making Medford former legislator, blah, blah, blah.”
A couple of years ago, why, a big Oregonian story came out exposing the space age
industrial park that never came to be, and they wanted to investigate it, and what happened, and
how could this ever have happened. Institutional memories are short.
But it was a significant episode, and the significant episode, I think, of the ‘63 session,
and maybe the competition was the budget-tax, but it was very interesting to see where people
went and theorize as to why they went that way. A lot of them were loyal to the governor, who
had gone for it, and the Republican administration.
In the House they had the votes because we could not hold our 31. We lost I think five,
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and the Republicans lost two or something like that, and the balance was that it passed. We
thought we might turn it around in the debate, and I think we changed a few votes, but by then I
think everybody was sort of sick of it, bruised by it, and wanted to get it over with. We might
have beaten it had it not been for the assassination. I think things were a lot more up in the air
before we went home for a couple weeks. Everybody came back, and the fight had pretty much
gone out of everybody and they just wanted to go vote and get out of there. It was a very bad
time to be in politics.

MO:

It I think was seen by the Governor’s Office as one of their major initiatives in the

beginning of Hatfield’s second term. Sam Mallicoat was one of the—

JR:

Yeah, Director of Economic Development or something like that.

MO:

That’s right. Did you know him?

JR:

Yes. I met him there. As I say, it was a good fight. Warren Nunn, Travis Cross, Sam

Mallicoat, they lobbied us. They knew there were some problems with it, but from their
standpoint they had more or less committed that they would do this thing. They had some hope
for it. I had heard very little of it, but there apparently had been much talk of it. I don’t remember
where Wayne Morse got into it, but he wanted to get some credit for starting it, and Hatfield of
course wanted to.
It would have been a wonderful thing if they somehow could have created some
industrial space age park out there for the space age and that sort of thing, and Boeing was right
there and perhaps capable to do it, and it was imaginative. But there just wasn’t that much hope
for it to come up with a fair contract or a fair lease, but you could sure see why once down that
road, why, a governor or a senator pretty much had to make every single effort.
I have talked to some of the proponents of that bill several times since, and we still get a
lot of laughs out of it.

MO:

I imagine Morse’s support was fairly crucial because he was on the Democratic side by

that time, so he might have swayed a few Democratic votes?
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JR:

He wasn’t really a factor. He made his speech and then left, and from there on it was the

governor and his folks who were pushing it. I know I never heard word one from Morse, and I
don’t think any of the other Democrats got lobbied by him. I don’t think he fought for it, in other
words, for whatever reason.

MO:

Well, it sounds like he didn’t need to.

JR:

Right.

MO:

You mentioned that the lease was quite favorable to Boeing. I read those Oregonian

articles a few years back, and it was a very long-term lease, for one thing, 80 years, and it only
provide the State I guess the opportunity to revise the rent paid by Boeing for that piece of land
about once every ten years, and in the interim it doesn’t even look like the State has taken all the
advantage they could have of even that because according to the Oregonian, anyway—

JR:

I think Boeing leased out its land ultimately to potato growers.

MO:

It looked like Jack Simplot over in Idaho must have taken over that land. It wasn’t a

tremendous amount of money involved, but the Oregonian pointed out that Boeing was
apparently paying the State $66,000 a year rent and was making a million a year rent off of
Simplot, and was just sort of the middle man in this transaction.

JR:

It truly was ridiculous. But, you know, the hurly-burly of that special session in Ways and

Means where most of the action was, and I didn’t get to read the lease until we did recess after
the assassination for two or three weeks. I read that lease, and I was just flat-out amazed. I just
couldn’t believe we were doing that. There was just no reason for it.
But I don’t want it misunderstood; there wasn’t any graft or corruption involved, but it
was just this political thing, “We’ve got to say we’ve accomplished this and get out of here.”
Boeing was smart enough to say fine but, you know, all the risk was on the State and all the
profit was for Boeing. It was just ludicrous. I think the State was just trying to get out of this
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situation which they had invented as gracefully as they could, and Boeing was taking full
advantage of that, which in a sense is okay. As I say, I don’t think there was any graft or
corruption, I know there wasn’t. It was just a dumb thing to do, and those people held their noses
and voted aye.

MO:

Was there any attempt to modify the terms of the lease, at least, in that session, or was it a

situation where—

JR:

It was all or nothing at all. They would not negotiate that lease, and they said that up

front: “This is it, or we’ll take our marbles and go home.” And there were some of us who
wished they would.
One of the things of course that favored it is that, well, it’s all that desert out there, and
you might as well do something with it, that sort of an attitude. Jake Bennett, one of the real oldtimers, a legislator from Multnomah County, got up and spoke on the bill and talked about that
we shouldn’t do this, we should turn it into farm land and what a garden that would be when you
irrigated it by the Columbia River, and we all kept a straight face, feeling, “Don’t be ridiculous,
Jake, but go ahead and give this speech.” He turned out to be right.

MO:

The other thing that the Oregonian article pointed out which was kind of an irony in the

lease was that if Boeing sublet the property to another high-tech firm, the State would be entitled
to 50 percent of that profit from that sublease, but if they used it for incidental agricultural
purposes, the State wasn’t entitled to any of the rent. So it turns out that Boeing is still able to
walk away with almost a million dollars a year profit from subleasing the land.

JR:

Another clause in there required them to be sincere about developing a space age park,

but there wasn’t anything they had to do to do that. I remember in the debate I said all you’d
have to do is put one guy in a hard hat and go out there and sit in a shed, you know, with a sign
on the door saying “Space Age Park,” and that would qualify for actively pursuing it.
It was just that Boeing wasn’t that interested, but if people pressured them, why, they’d
go ahead. “If you’ll sign this crazy lease, why, we’ll let you get your headlines out of this thing.”
It never came to be, obviously, and I don’t think anyone ever really thought it would.
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MO:

I think the Oregonian article, I believe it was back around 1980 or something, it created

some pressure on the state officials at that time to maybe try to revise the lease, and I believe it
was the attorney general at that time was Frohnmayer, and he looked at it and said that he
thought there was nothing the State could do. Do you think that’s probably true?

JR:

Yes. I don’t know how Boeing could violate the terms of that lease. That’s the way it was

written. That’s the way it was supposed to be written. Boeing dictated the terms of it, and that’s
what it was.
I thought it was just really interesting because if you go back to the Oregonian editorials
and stories back in 1963 when that became an issue and the years thereafter, they were the
strongest advocates in the state for it, and the rest of us, anybody who opposed it, was some sort
of a political hack—you know, it was just remarkable I thought that they could take a stand.

[End of Tape 9, Side 1]
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JR:

Wayne Morse had often been criticized while he was Senator for aggravating the

President and becoming a thorn in the side of the President. He was criticized, and a lot of people
pointed to Washington State: “Look at those guys up there, [Henry “Scoop”] Jackson and
[Warren] Magnuson up there getting everything. We’re getting nothing down here because
Wayne Morse,” blah, blah, blah. That was one of things they used in campaigns against him, and
I’m sure that’s one of the reasons he jumped aboard this thing.
Oregon desperately needed that sort of thing. The question was, is this going to get you
it? Well, by then they figured it wasn’t, but we’d better make like we’re trying.

MO:

You mentioned Sid Leiken as somebody who had really taken a look at this thing

previously. What sort of a person was he in the legislature?

JR:

Sid was one of the leaders. He was there and served before I did. He had one term before

I did. He was a guy who did not want to carry bills, did not want to give speeches, and he worked
very quietly—sometimes not so quietly, but out of the spotlight, but became a very effective
legislator who when it came right down to it you could say, “Sid, can you go out and round up
two or three or four votes,” and he could do it because people had relied on him and trusted him.
Sid was and is a millionaire lumberman from Southern Oregon, who got to be a
millionaire by working at it. He came out from New Haven, Connecticut in the CCC’s, during
that period of time. He told me he was hitchhiking down the road heading out of Oregon because
CCC wasn’t working out too well, when a guy stopped and gave him a ride, and also after they
talked a while gave him a job in his sawmill, and that was the start of Sid in the lumber business.
A good businessman, and just an all-around good fellow. Another one who had strong support
and friendship on both sides of the aisle.

MO:

Where did he wind up on the wigwams?

JR:

Sid used to kid me about it. They had them, of course, in Sutherlin and Roseburg, and I
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think the position of those people—Sid was sort of ambivalent, I think one of the few lumber
folks that was ambivalent. He could see the problem; the others refused to acknowledge there
was a problem. But they thought that there was nothing else they could do. I can remember Sid
saying, “Well, we’ll just pile that stuff up and it will be a mountain. We’ve got to burn it. There’s
nothing else to do with it.”
Well, of course once the pressure got on the wigwam burners, why, other things were
found for the material, and they’ve done quite well.

MO:

I guess the other issues that I noticed in taking a look at that session included consumer

rights. Apparently you were involved in a bill that required disclosure of finance charges.

JR:

Oh, yes. That was the beginning, too, of consumer protection legislation, and I did

involved in that. There hadn’t been much activity in that area prior to the ‘63 session, and the ‘63
session didn’t do as much as subsequent sessions did, but I can recall that. They were, I think,
bills that went through our Judiciary Committee. We had a very good and hard-working
Judiciary Committee which was chaired by Bud Lent, who subsequently became Chief Justice of
the Oregon Supreme Court.

MO:

There were also, I guess, some attempts to regulate the insurance industry in that

legislative session?

JR:

The legislative interim committee on insurance, that’s right, it was between ‘63 and ‘65,

and that was started by a bill by Shirley Field, who was a Portland lawyer and a Republican
member of the legislature, and she put this bill in and it was thought that it would get nowhere
and no such committee would ever be created, but towards the close of the legislature Shirley got
up and just blasted Barton for—apparently he did—putting that bill somewhere to be lost, and
she said that’s because he’s the head of a title insurance company, and title insurance are the
biggest crooks in the world and blah, blah, blah.
So Clarence relented and let the bill out and it was passed, creating this interim
committee, whereupon he appointed as House members myself—and I did a lot of casualty
defense work at that time as a lawyer, and he appointed Monty Montgomery, who was an
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insurance salesman. He appointed Morris Crothers, who was a doctor, but he was the vice
president of an insurance company, and Phil Lang, who was vice president of Oregon Auto
Insurance Company. I think that was it for our side, and there were three Senators. I think that
was it; I hope I’m not missing anybody.

MO:

Sounds like Clarence was stacking the deck a little bit there.

JR:

Oh, yes. He sure tried to, but actually this committee got to meeting, and at least the

House—the Senate side, Tom Mahoney who some people said was beholden to Oregon Auto,
and a couple of others, I forget who they were, didn’t seem very interested in the subject
matter—but the House began to look into what they had in life insurance, the coupon policies,
they called them, and there was a company that came out here and sold these coupons, and you’d
clip the coupons on your insurance policy, and without going into great detail, it was not totally
aboveboard.
In any event, we began to look into that, and we got some sort of threats from the
president of that insurance company, “If you want to get elected again, you’ll blah, blah,” and
that’s always a mistake with any legislative group that I’ve ever been a member of, and so we
immediately drafted legislation to control these coupon things and then got really interested in it.
Of course there was a battery of insurance lobbyists that followed us around, but they got
reasonable.
We came up with some bills that did regulate the insurance industry, did away with these
coupon policies, raised the basic limits of five-ten to ten-twenty. There was a package of five or
six or seven bills, and I think every one of them passed in the ‘65 legislature. It was probably one
of the most functional and best interim committees, and certainly in the six years that I was there
that I saw functioning, whether I was on them or not. It turned out to be an excellent committee
that really accomplished something.
Monty Montgomery was the Chair, and all of us had a little bit of interest, or a lot of
interest, depending on your position in the insurance business, and that’s why, I’m sure, Clarence
put us on there. But none of the legislation that came out was very helpful, in a sense, to the
insurance industry, although all of the bills that came out of it were supported by a reasonable
segment of them, who really didn’t try to—they tried to sandbag it once it got in the legislature
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to a certain extent, but not very much. They worked well with the committee, and we were all
pretty pleased with the outcome.

MO:

Did it get support from the group of legislators who were in contact with the insurance

industry because the practices in question, this coupon business, were just beyond the pale of
reasonable insurance practices?

JR:

They were. Their sales practices, the way they sold them, the way they represented them

opened up sort of a can of worms about insurance policies in general and representation of
insurance policies. We got into that field, as well, and I think most people, even those lobbyists
following that committee, agreed that it was about time for more regulation. The insurance
industry has been pretty free from regulation, and all it was was honesty in advertising type of
legislation as far as the representation or the sale of an insurance policy. They’re still, I think,
pretty mystical to a lot of us, but at least it helped. If you wanted to understand what you were
buying, at least there was an opportunity to, in making policies readable and that sort of thing,
and we won in a lot of other areas in insurance, as well.

MO:

What motivated Shirley Field to be so committed to this idea, do you think?

JR:

I don’t know. I forget now why she was upset about the insurance industry, but she was a

lawyer, a practicing lawyer, and may have run into something in the practice of law. I think she
was really after title insurance, as I recall. She thought title insurance was a fraud. Not everybody
disagreed with her, from the standpoint—and I had been a title examiner once, there being no
other job available, including digging ditches, because it’s such a boring job. When you work as
a title examiner for a title company what you do is check the deeds and the property line and so
forth and the history of the property, and you exclude every possible risk and then sell them an
insurance policy which insures everything that’s not a risk, and I think that’s what got her started
on it. And then it was a good way to needle Clarence Barton, something she delighted in doing
and did very well.

MO:

Was that partisan politics or because she had problems personally with Clarence Barton?
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JR:

I think it was probably a little bit of both. Probably a little bit of both.

MO:

What kind of person was Shirley Field? How did you find her to work with in the

legislature?

JR:

Well, she was interesting. I was able to work pretty well with Shirley Field, and we got

along well. She did not get along with everybody in her own caucus or the Democrats. She was a
very strong-willed person, but smart and a good legislator.
When the pressure really built towards the end of the session, it took its toll on all of us,
but maybe on Shirley more than most.

MO:

You mentioned Berkeley Lent, too, earlier. I can’t remember whether we talked about

him last time or not but—

JR:

No, I don’t think so.

MO:

Yeah, I don’t think so, either. What can you tell me about him as a legislator?

JR:

Well, he had been in the legislature before I had. He had been in the ‘57 legislature in the

House, and maybe the ‘59, but at one point he ran for the Senate and was defeated. And he ran
again, I think, in ‘62 and came back in ‘63 along with me, but had some legislative experience.
He was from Multnomah County, a successful trial attorney, plaintiffs’ attorney in Multnomah
County, and was appointed Chairman of the House Judiciary Committee.
Bud was an is a brilliant person, and he ran a good committee. He and I became very
close friends, a friendship that continues even today. I was Vice Chairman of that Judiciary
Committee, and we had a committee that was really an excellent one. In those days you could
make up a committee of lawyers—I think we had one lay person on it, Phil Lang, who was not a
lawyer but was intimately involved with casualty insurance, and the rest were lawyers: Bob
Jones, who’s now a Federal District Judge, was on that committee. I sort of get it mixed up with
subsequent Judiciary Committees, and Wally Carson was on one, and I think Joe Richards was
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on that first ‘63 committee, was still a practicing lawyer in Eugene. Had some good lawyers.
Some of them eventually went on the bench: Bob Jones, Bud Lent, and I were among them.

MO:

John Mosser apparently was also on that committee?

JR:

Yeah, John was on that, and he was on Ways and Means. So he rarely attended a

Judiciary meeting. Ways and Means took almost all his time, but I think he was on the Judiciary
Committee at that time, and he returned—or came to the committee, you know, occasionally
when the Republicans needed a vote, and he would vote. But Ways and Means had him pretty
well bogged down.

MO:

And you were Vice Chairman of that committee?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

What sort of responsibilities—you took over as Chairman when he wasn’t there?

JR:

Yes. I think Bud Lent was always there, so there really weren’t any responsibilities. It

was just like the Vice President, I guess, if the Chairman dies or can’t be there, why, you run the
committee meeting.

MO:

Can you tell me a little bit about alliances that you forged in ‘63 and about activities that

would be outside of committee or not on the House floor? Did you ever get together with people
and socialize or talk about strategy or whatever after hours?

JR:

Oh, sure. Rich Kennedy, who died recently, was a good friend. Excellent legislator. He

served for many years after I left the legislature. He was an expert in a lot of areas, local
government, education and so forth.
Sid Leiken I’ve mentioned. Bill Holmstrom. A bunch of them. It was a very social group,
and maybe still is, but there was something going on every night, and a lot was accomplished,
actually, over a glass of beer. The Republicans were very image conscious, and they wouldn’t go
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out on what they called the “trap line.” The Democrats went to Chuck’s, which was sort of a
road house, Portland Road, I think. It’s there now but under a different name and it’s an entirely
different type of place. And the Republicans went to the Marion Hotel, that’s where they
socialized.
That was sort of the breakdown of the sessions before that, but I guess in ‘63 the House
Republicans decided they would party privately for the image, and the Democrats didn’t much
care about image and so we partied publicly. And of course there was some cross-over.
Frequently the Republicans would drop by Chuck’s, especially after night meetings, we’d all go
out there and have steak and eggs and a couple of drinks, and sometimes just go out there to
party. But always, you know, there were almost all legislators there and the subject was
legislation, and deals were struck.

MO:

Can you remember any particularly productive sessions from your point of view at

Chuck’s?

JR:

No, I think we discussed just about any bill that was important or hot there. There was

one legislator in later years, in a latter session, Elwin Paxon from Washington County, he was a
Republican, and he was one of the Republicans that regularly went out and socialized with
Democrats. We’d always get his vote on some bill the next day, and he’d say, “Yeah, I’ll be with
you, you can count on me,” and the next day of course he’d vote with the Republicans. So we
nicknamed him “Chuck Guts.”
It was part fun, part work. A lot of fun, part work.

MO:

Did you run into people from the administrative side in any of these places, or was it

pretty much strictly legislators?

JR:

Occasionally Howell Apling in that session was one that would drop by out there. He

more than any of the others. During the Boeing debate, why, the administration was fairly well
represented out there, trying to corral us troublemakers.

MO:

I imagine the governor himself probably didn’t drop by too often?
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JR:

Not that governor. A subsequent governor did.

MO:

Being a teetotaler and all.

JR:

Right.

MO:

But subsequent governors have. Tom McCall, probably?

JR:

Right.

MO:

This is jumping ahead a little bit, but I noticed in one of your later scrapbooks, this may

have been during the ‘65 session that some TV crew from Portland went down and inter-cut
footage taken on the House floor or the Senate floor with these night spots and made the
legislators out to be a bunch of party animals, and there were a lot of objections that this was an
unfair characterization and so forth and so on.

JR:

Yeah, I have a vague recollection of that. I think they did, something about all the work

gets done in barrooms, or something like that.

MO:

One other thing I was going to ask you about, you’ve mentioned lobbyists in several

contexts in this conversation, and we talked last time about the increased influence of money on
politics and the growing role of lobbyists. Can you just give me a general picture of where
lobbyists were at then and how they were viewed by legislators?

JR:

Well, lobbyists—it sort of evolved over the sessions, but in ‘63 it was probably as pure a

situation as you could get. It was very unusual for a lobbyist to contribute. The group that that
lobbyist represented might contribute, but the contributions were relatively small by everybody
then.
But lobbyists were regarded by all of us as very helpful and as a resource, and we would
sit down and talk with the lobbyists and then talk with the lobbyist for the other side, if there was
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such, and talk, as I’ve indicated, with legislators who were familiar with that particular area, and
try to gain enough information from them to guide us on what position to take or how to vote on
a piece of legislation. Of course the lobbyists were the ones that came before the committees, and
the legislature was and still is a creature of committees. That’s where the work is done, and
lobbyists led the testimony. It’s a good time to ask questions, and everything comes out in the
open.
They were, I think all three sessions, regarded by most legislators as a great resource.
There were no—well, I suppose you can’t say there were none, but I can’t recall any scandals, no
bribery, none of the stuff that you read about. As I say, probably one of the strongest lobbies in
the state was PP&L. It was against the law for them to contribute to campaigns. Another strong
lobby was the farm organizations, who had no money. Labor unions, who had no money.
So basically lobbyists were sort of a non-threatening resource back then.

MO:

And you just mentioned labor, the farm organizations, and PP&L. Is that a list, then, of

the most influential lobbies at that time?

JR:

Probably.

MO:

I guess Jack Lansing was one of the principal lobbyists for PP&L?

JR:

Yes. PGE and PP&L both had a lobbyist down there. Jack Lansing was the lead lobbyist.

MO:

And Snedecor was another one?

JR:

Snedecor, I think, was there for PGE. But PP&L had a far stronger position on legislation

than PGE. They were the bigger of the two utilities.

MO:

What kind of person was Jack Lansing? Did you know him well?

JR:

I knew Jack very well. He was a big guy, a very good-looking guy. I thought he was very

honest. He was a right-up-front lobbyist for his cause. He is the one that came to me when I was
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fussing with this bill about utility rates and assured me that COPCO was going to grant a ten
percent across the board reduction of rates. You know, he didn’t make any bones about it. He
said, “I see a problem.”
I thought he was a very up-front type of guy. He and the Columbia River Pilots
Association used to have a fishing trip for the entire legislature every year, which is something
that if it was done now people would react in stark horror. But everybody would gather in
Astoria at the Gearhart Inn or someplace like that, and the room and the food bill would be
picked up for them, and then we’d get on a Columbia River light ship or something like that and
go out and fish. Lansing always led the parade on that. You know, when you think about it, it
cost a lot of money and it was a big favor, but none of us was very impressed. I don’t think
anybody ever changed their vote, nor was it expected. Everybody just wanted to have fun,
including the lobbyists. So there was that sort of thing going on, maybe more than in a different
age than there is now. Pre-Watergate.
Subsequently, much to my disappointment when I was attorney general the public utility
commissioner then, Charlie Davis, demanded an investigation of PP&L and in particular of Jack
Lansing. I forget the beef, it really wasn’t much, but Jack had used the PP&L plane, allegedly,
for private gain. That is, he and his wife used it. His wife was in a wheelchair, and I think he
took advantage of the PP&L plane to fly to the desert where they had a place and this sort of
thing. Not a coincidence that at that time there was a power struggle in PP&L, and that’s how it
got into the investigative stage. I was very uncomfortable with that because I liked Jack, but
indeed it was found that he had done that. It was not a career-ending thing. I think Jack was
retired by then, anyway.
But we always got along fairly well. He got along with everybody, and that was his job.

MO:

He was president, I think, of PP&L at the time.

JR:

I think he lobbied in the ‘63 session, and maybe not after that. Maybe he sort of promoted

it and it was just sort of he’d drop down. But he had a lot of friends down there, and frankly the
Republicans were greater supporters of private utilities than the Democrats were, generally.

MO:

I guess this was a power struggle between Lansing and Frisbee, Don Frisbee?
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JR:

I think so. I think so.

MO:

And Glenn Jackson I believe was in the middle of that, too, at the time.

JR:

Yeah, he had to be. He had to be. I think he was maybe moving slowly into retirement,

but I don’t think Glenn retired ever, until he died.

MO:

It ended Lansing’s career at PP&L. He then went on to do other things, I guess.

JR:

Well, PP&L is the one that generated that investigation to force him out, I’m convinced. I

stayed away from it. I had one of my lawyers in the Utility Division and somebody else prior to
the investigation and told them, you know, “Go get him,” but I wasn’t comfortable about it. I had
the sense that it was a PP&L power struggle, and they were using that to oust him. Charlie Davis,
I think he was offended by any public utility that in any way put the cost on the ratepayer rather
than the stockholders, which is where the cost of the use of this plane went, apparently.

MO:

I see. That was why it was a PUC issue, then, eh?

JR:

Yes. It was a struggle over control in PP&L, and that’s what got it started.

[End of Tape 9, Side 2]
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society conducting an interview

today with Judge James Redden in his chambers. The date is February 28, 1995.
As I was just saying, I thought maybe we could talk today about the 1964 campaign, both
your own campaign and maybe some of the other races, specifically President Johnson and Barry
Goldwater. Why don’t we start with that? Were you involved in the Johnson-Goldwater
campaign here locally?

JR:

Yes, in Jackson County. I don’t think I had any particular title or responsibilities, but I

recall that campaign very well. It was a very active campaign in Jackson County, as it was all
over Oregon, I’m sure.
The unusual thing about the campaign was the number of Republicans who abandoned
Goldwater and came into the Johnson campaign, some quite actively, some would just tell me,
you know, that they weren’t about to vote for Goldwater. Many changed their registrations. They
were just frightened by the conservatism of Goldwater, and it’s interesting to compare that with
this day because Goldwater looks like sort of a left-wing moderate. But that was one thing that
sticks out.
I recall that I was campaigning, of course, and Ed Fadeley, who’s now on the Supreme
Court, was in Jackson County, and he and I went to a meeting of some sort, a political meeting of
some sort, probably, and my wife was in the car, too, and we were listening to the famous
Goldwater speech on the radio where he said, “Extremism for patriotism is no vice,” or
something that succeeded in sinking his campaign.

MO:

This was the Republican convention, then?

JR:

So we had been listening to the Republican convention. Memory’s a funny thing: I may

have watched that and then we were talking about it later, but I can recall that as an event in the
campaign….
We had, I recall that year in Jackson County, a very successful registration drive, and for
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the first time we—and I was very involved with that—we registered more Democrats than
Republicans were registered in Jackson County, and as far as anyone knew that was the first time
in the history of Jackson County. So we were very upbeat about all the races, local and national.
When it came down to it, Johnson won, Bob Duncan won the Congressional race, I won a House
seat, was reelected to a House seat, and every other Democrat in the county went down in defeat.
Pretty discouraging. What we had done, of course, is registered a bunch of Democrats who went
out and voted Republican, which was sort of a habit down in Jackson County, anyway.

MO:

To some extent a statewide habit, I think.

JR:

Jackson County is always rather conservative, and you’d find the Democrats that would

always tell you as you went door to door, “Oh, you’re a Democrat, that’s fine, I vote the straight
ticket.” And the Republicans would say, “Well, you’re a Democrat but it’s okay because I vote
for the man”—used to be the slogan; there weren’t many women candidates—but “I vote for the
person and not the party,” but you’d find out when you looked at the election results the next day
that it was exactly the opposite.

MO:

So the Democrats were the ones that—

JR:

Right. They were the ones that went astray.

MO:

So when you and Ed Fadeley and your wife were in the car, you were listening to

Goldwater’s speech, is that what you were saying?

JR:

Yes. That’s the recollection I have now, and we were sort of pleased but amazed. I mean,

pleased because we thought it summed up his campaign and his philosophy, and that his
philosophy certainly would not carry the day against Johnson. Johnson, of course, was running
as the President, having succeeded John Kennedy, and I think we felt that it would be a more
difficult election because it was Johnson. If it had been Kennedy, it would not have been
difficult. We thought it would be difficult because Barry Goldwater would be a strong candidate,
but he just sort of petered out. He got too provincial in his campaign, and of course Johnson won
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by a landslide.

MO:

Right. And wound up, as I recall, nominating—was it William Miller?

JR:

Yeah, Congressman Miller, sort of a nonentity. I don’t know whether Senator Goldwater

felt that he could not win and wanted to just get out that message of conservatism, and that may
have been it, or the wing of the Republican Party had finally seized enough control to nominate
who they wanted to nominate, which of course was true, and they rejected Rockefeller in a rather
brutal fashion, and that probably was the genesis of it. It may be that Goldwater felt that he never
really had much of a chance, and so he would run a strictly conservative campaign and educate
people. I don’t know. It was a very strange campaign where Johnson, who seeing that he was
going to win and seeing the possibility of winning every state, refused to let his campaign go into
Arizona, the home state of Goldwater, because he didn’t want to see Goldwater lose his home
state.

MO:

Really?

JR:

Yes. Shows the extent of the projected victory in Johnson’s mind. I mean, he could be

quite magnanimous. That was not one of his traits.

MO:

Let him have Arizona. Was Vietnam an issue at all in that campaign—because this would

have been after Gulf of Tonkin, I think.

JR:

It was a little bit of an issue with Johnson on the peace side and Goldwater on—Johnson

the dove and Goldwater the hawk. It was, of course, not the issue it was soon to become. That
was the campaign, of course, where Johnson used the famous television ad which everyone
thought was so outrageous that it was yanked quickly. It would look pretty mild in today’s
television market, but that was the little girl out picking a daisy and picking the petals off, and an
atomic bomb goes off; I forget the exact background talk, but it was, you know, if you like
Barry Goldwater, then your children will die. He was portrayed as the mad bomber, Johnson as
the peacenik, and of course that was certainly the mood of the people at that particular moment.
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MO:

That’s ironic, too, considering what Johnson got himself into a short time after that.

JR:

Absolutely. I don’t know how anybody that smart could do that, but he sure did get

caught in that quagmire. That was pretty much an obvious thing, but he did it.

MO:

Did you know either Johnson or Goldwater at that time?

JR:

No, I never met Goldwater. I met Johnson once at a dinner in Jackson County when he

was Vice President. He came out to speak at the Roosevelt Memorial Dinner, which was a very
big affair in Jackson County that had been started by Mary Kelly, wife of Ed Kelly, two very
prominent Democrats in Jackson County, life-long residents of Jackson County. But in any
event, it was quite an annual event. Got some major speakers over the years, and one of them
was the Vice President.

MO:

Then there was your own campaign. You said that you and a couple of other Democratic

candidates won, and otherwise it was a Republican sweep. Were you running at that point for—
at that point the rules were still that the top three candidates took—

JR:

Yeah, county-wide. It was not running by position or by district. There were three

representatives for Jackson County, and all of Jackson County voted on all three, which was all
six candidates, and the top three went to Salem. All three times I ran it was by county-wide
election, before they changed it to single-member districts.
However, the three incumbent Republicans ran, Ed Branchfield and John Dellenback ran
for reelection to their seats. I ran for reelection to mine. We had Marv Madden, who was the
Democratic County Clerk, and Tom Reeder, who was a former Democratic County District
attorney, ran as Democrats, and I ran. Neither Tom nor Marv thought it wise, and they were
right, to say, “I’m running against this one in particular,” and “Okay, and I’m running against
this one in particular,” but the fellow who ran against me, who ran as the third Republican, Dick
Travis, singled me out, and he was able to do so because of course I was the only Democratic
incumbent, and so he sort of singled me out, and he ran against me, which is sort of unusual in
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that sort of a makeup. It hadn’t been traditional, in any event.
So we had a fairly aggressive campaign, gave me some concern. He was well financed.
He was, I believe, one of the candidates that was recruited by Bob Packwood and Vic Atiyeh and
Monty Montgomery. They had started a—nothing sinister about it, it was very open, but the
Republicans had started an active recruitment of candidates for the legislature to take control,
and Bob Packwood was hired by this group, and he was on the payroll. He was a legislator, and
when the session ended they put him on the payroll, and that was his job was to recruit
legislative candidates across the state.
And the pledge, if that’s the appropriate word, for that was that these candidates would
vote for property tax relief via a sales tax, and across-the-board property tax relief, which was
extremely regressive, though I don’t think that anyone realized how regressive until it got on the
ballot, and it was awful. Then it was also to do away with the inventory tax, and that inventory
tax was really a matter of greater interest to many Oregon businessmen than anything. The
Democrats, who had been in control since ‘57, had rejected repealing of the inventory tax.
Business wanted it, and so business financed this operation, Packwood’s salary to recruit and
help raise funds for Republican candidates.
So they put forth statewide some very, very good candidates, well-financed, and they did
indeed take control at that time, and they took control in a big way; where we had a 31 to 29 in
my first session, I think we dropped down to maybe 22 by the ‘67 session, but I think it was in
the twenties in ‘65, not quite as bad as 22, but right in that ball park.
Dick Travis, as I said, ran a very aggressive campaign, maybe too aggressive for Jackson
County in those days, and he tried to tie me into some sort of sinister labor organizations from
Multnomah County—everything evil was from Multnomah County, of course. I think people
thought it was pretty amusing more than anything else.
I remember one big rally we had down there, one big county fair, Tom McCall was there,
and he was running for Secretary of State. All the candidates were there that would come
statewide, and all the locals, and we got up and did our bit, and Travis got up and lambasted me
for being a union goon, and Tom McCall gave one of the later speeches, and he expressed the
feeling he was a little surprised to hear these accusations. He said, “As a matter of fact, I bet I’m
the only one here that’s a member of a union,” and he was, of the broadcasters’ union, something
like that.
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I don’t think Dick Travis’ campaign really got off the ground. At that time people would
hear an attack campaign like that, and they’d really wonder about it, and they’d decide whether
it’s right or wrong, but now they sort of accept it, bang, and maybe just go along and vote. But
anyway, I won reelection, and it wasn’t very close.

MO:

It was a comfortable margin.

JR:

Yes. I don’t recall what it was, but compared to the 200 vote margin of two years before

that, why, it was pretty comfortable.

MO:

Right. I noticed in some of the articles about that race that Travis was attacking you on a

number of issues, including your support of antipollution measures. He said that he thought the
mills might be better able just to regulate themselves without government interference.

JR:

He wasn’t fooling anybody in Jackson County, I’ll tell you that.
I had discussed the antipollution stand in my first campaign. I had first moved to Medford

and I was absolutely appalled when I saw the pear orchards in the spring, where they burned
rubber and oil, and when I saw the timber burners, the wigwam burners, just right on the
highway, right on the main highway into town, 99, just spewing this smoke and clinkers into the
air. And although our economy depended in great measure on both timber and pears, most
people thought and knew that both pear growers and timber operators could do a much better job
if they got a little prompting.
But in any event, I didn’t see the politics of it very clearly, you know, that maybe I would
offend some people or anything like that, but as it turned out I think Travis came out—and I did
get involved in antipollution measures in my first session, and every session, and he raised it as
an issue, and I think it worked in my favor, and people would stop me on the street or call me
and say as much. They felt that the valley was really being damaged, and it was. It was an issue
of health down there; it was pretty bad.

MO:

And the ‘65 legislature in fact received a report that I believe was as a result of a bill that

you sponsored in ‘63 to commission a study on air pollution, and at least one article said that the
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report concluded that the wigwam burners a lot of them were just not being maintained properly
by the mills, either.

JR:

That’s right. There was a way to manufacture wigwam burners that made them

dramatically better, and even the old-fashioned ones, which are just an inverted cone with a mesh
top, and then you just shoved the stuff in the bottom and pumped some air in there and it would
burn like the dickens, but even if they burned it hot enough or the burned the right kind of stuff,
they could reduce it. If they made the mesh smaller, these big clinkers wouldn’t come floating
out of there and start fires. But it was pretty bad, and they just were pretty casual about the whole
thing. Nobody had publicly attacked it because it’s the jobs thing, and there were a lot of us that
were just offended by it. I’m not saying it was particularly courageous; it just seemed the very
obvious thing to do.
Dick Travis tried to placate, I think, the mill owners. I think there were some mill owners
that were upset. Then they devised methods of building different types of wigwam burners, and
about that time they found the logical thing to do was to not burn anything, but to make products
out of it, which is what we had been saying all along. There are things that people get used to
doing that seem to be cheap and economical, and so they do it, and if you challenge them,
they’re very offended by it and they think it will cost them money, but if the challenge gets
severe enough, why, they look out and find out—“Don’t know why I didn’t do this 20 years
ago.” But anyway.

MO:

Was Sid Leiken by any chance someone who talked to you about the politics of wigwam

burning?

JR:

Yes. Sid had some wigwam burners up there. He was very conscious of it. He would talk

to me about the problems, but he was also very frank in saying that he and timber owners, there
were alternatives, and that he was really offended by them putting one up by the side of the road,
where everyone could see it, for one thing, but also because—or in areas near homes, and
operating them in an ineffective manner. I think Sid was one of the first ones that found the
alternatives for the use. But if you started criticizing it, and you say, “We’re going to pass a law
against them,” which never did happen, flat-out abolition, why, it frightened those people and it
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was a matter of great concern, and that’s why, “Well, let’s take a study first,” and this sort of
thing, and you just started moving in that direction, and pretty soon they solved their own
problems.

MO:

And Travis, according to my notes here, also blasted you on legislative pay raises.

JR:

Yes. My first vote of the ‘63 session was for a raise in pay.

MO:

So he thought it was okay for legislators to continue to receive almost no money for their

efforts?

JR:

Yeah, $600 a year. That was not a difficult issue to debate.

MO:

Not even to the general public?

JR:

No. No. Jackson County, the measure was on the ballot almost every election, should

legislators get a pay raise, or phrased in that fashion, and of course people always voted no, but
Jackson County—and I had checked back on it, and Jackson County almost always voted yes. I
think some of the more remote counties, you know, some distance from Salem, did, the smaller
counties, because they realized who can afford to go all the way from Medford or from Ashland
up to Salem for three or four or five or six months for $600 a year? So they were always
supportive of it. They weren’t beating down the doors to make us take a raise, but I mean they
were reasonable about it, and I think that was another point that probably hurt Travis. They
thought it a phony issue.

MO:

The other one that really caught my eye was that he was also blasting you for your

opposition to Boardman, but that might have been a little bit tougher one, that might have looked
to some people—

JR:

Yeah, I think it might have been a little helpful to him, but I don’t think that anyone in

Jackson County really knew or much cared. That was a red-hot Salem issue. That was a very,
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very interesting overall issue, and I can recall debating it. I never had any hesitancy to continue
to attack Boardman and the lease, the Boeing Boardman lease. I had another advantage in that
they were predicting that there would be a space age industrial park out there, and of course
nothing ever happened, and so all during that campaign I could say, “Where is the space age
park? Where are the plans for it?” But I think basically that was an issue that people were
saying, “Huh? What’s that all about?” It wasn’t a big deal in Jackson County.

MO:

Then on the other side, this sounds like a very local issue, but I guess Travis wound up

taking some heat from the Mail-Tribune for some sort of lawn sign controversy in Ashland?

JR:

That’s another one that he walked into. He was on the City Council, he was a

Councilman, and there was a city ordinance against lawn signs, political lawn signs. Clearly
unconstitutional, but nonetheless it was on the books. And suddenly his lawn signs began to
spring up all over East Medford and were quite an eyesore, but I suppose somewhat effective,
and people were putting up these Travis lawn signs.
And I think I issued a press release and was shocked and appalled because this was in
violation of an ordinance, and blah, blah, blah, blah, and Eric Allen wrote an editorial about how
bad this was because Travis was a City Councilman and certainly he knew that he was violating
an ordinance and so forth and so on, and I think the public was greatly amused by the whole
thing.
Travis came back in defense of this by saying that Eric Allen knew full well that Travis
had prepared another ordinance repealing that ordinance, and although it wasn’t in effect yet,
why, it certainly was going to pass, and therefore he should have been entitled. At that point I
just stopped talking about it because it was taking care of itself quite well. Besides, I couldn’t
afford lawn signs.

MO:

It seems like he was doing a good job of carrying that issue forward for you.

JR:

That’s right. It’s difficult to campaign, in those days, anyway, in what was then a small

town atmosphere. You had to come up with issues, and issues sometimes were hard to find, and
if you found one and it didn’t work, why, you could get in trouble with it pretty quickly.
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MO:

Well, anyway, you did resist the challenge of Mr. Travis and won your seat again. You

said that the Democrats had been in control of the House since ‘57 or something?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

So I guess it wasn’t necessarily that long a period—

JR:

No.

MO:

—but on the other hand, the margin shifted significantly against the Democrats. How did

people feel about that?

JR:

Well, the Democrats weren’t very happy about it. It’s interesting, it repeated what had

happened to Oregon before: When there’s a landslide for a presidential candidate, in this
instance for a Democrat, in the state, why, the Democrats lose control of the legislature. There’s
something very odd about the way people vote in Oregon.
The Democrats had been doing some running for Speaker, although a lot of us realized
that we were probably in trouble. It had been 31-29, and the Republicans were very much better
organized, better financed, had full slates. There were no vacancies. We had more seats at risk.
We didn’t anticipate the size of the Republican victory.
In the Oregon state legislature, and of course this is 30 years ago, where they were all
part-time legislators—they may have served many terms, but it was strictly part-time, that wasn’t
their livelihood—it was not a matter of tremendous significance. I mean, when you compare it to
Congress today, why, you know, the Republicans took Congress for the first time in a very, very
long time, 40 years, but their world ended for many of those Democrats who still are serving
because they’re not in the majority anymore, and the Republicans are joyous, and it is bizarre,
frankly, to watch them try to function.
But we were a bunch of part-time legislators, and it’s sort of an “oh, well,” you know,
and we thought we would get better organized.
There were several important issues. The sales tax, I guess, is the one in my time that as a
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member of the minority was extremely important. There were issues that separated Republicans
and Democrats: inventory tax, sales tax, and that sort of thing. Tax philosophy, labor unions,
labor law, that sort of thing. Insurance law. So it was not a meaningless switch, but it was not life
or death. I mean, if I had been defeated, I’d have probably said, “Gee, too bad; now I can
concentrate on practicing law”—which is not to say I didn’t want to win. I enjoyed the
legislature immensely.

MO:

When it came time for the Republicans to pick the Speaker, then, it wound up of course

being Monty Montgomery. An article in the Oregonian at that time they mentioned that John
Mosser was also vying for that job, as well as William Gallagher, although maybe he wasn’t as
serious a candidate.

JR:

No, he wasn’t.

MO:

Do you remember anything about that? Was there ever any question about who was

going to be the Speaker?

JR:

No, I didn’t think so. Montgomery had been the Minority Leader for at least two sessions

before. He was Minority Leader with 29 votes to our 31, so he was in a position to be effective,
and he was. He was popular. Several Republicans were not that fond of him. I don’t know what
their problem was because I wasn’t inside their caucus, but Mosser was one, and I think Stafford
Hansel also, either that session or the next, was interested in becoming Speaker. But Monty had
the votes. There was never any question in my mind that he was going to be Speaker.

[End of Tape 10, Side 1]

James A. Redden, 185

Tape 10, Side 2
1995 February 28

JR:

I think the beef became public—not headline public, but public knowledge, and I think

the fight to get Lansing out and the allegations of using the plane—I don’t remember any other
alleged transgressions. That I do remember.
I think the fight in the towers of power became public in the sense that the Public Utility
Commissioner heard about it and thought that it was an area that should be investigated, and I
think he is the one that demanded the investigation, or initiated the investigation. I was attorney
general, and so my folks conducted that investigation, or a good part of it.
My recollection, of course, is vague. I don’t know that PP&L demanded the investigation
in order to get Lansing, but I think they used the airplane as a way to force him out. It was a
power struggle.

MO:

Just as a footnote on the discussion about lobbyists, there apparently was a legislators

versus lobbyist’s football game that was a regular event?

JR:

Baseball game, yes.

MO:

Baseball game, was it?

JR:

One year they tell me they played football and somebody broke their leg. So this was just

a softball game, and it was played right out in front of the Capital Building. It was an annual
event in the spring. I played in one of them, I remember. I think it was ‘63. They may have done
away with it after the ‘63 session. When the Republicans took control, I think maybe they were a
little more conscious of image and thought that looked bad because it always got a lot of pictures
in the paper, but it was sort of a fun event.

MO:

Turning again to the subject of Lansing, did you ever have any conversations with him

about this uncomfortable period?
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JR:

No, I didn’t. I don’t know if I’ve seen him since, during then or since. I can’t remember if

I did, and I may not have. I know by then his son was a lobbyist in Salem, and I know that he
was pretty upset about or hurt about it and defensive of his dad. But under the circumstances, I
didn’t know him as well as I knew his father, anyway, but it wasn’t appropriate for me to talk to
anybody about it.

MO:

Back to the lobbyist versus legislator softball game, did you play in that?

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

What position did you play?

JR:

I can’t recall. I know I belted the ball, and who was it—it was Dave Barrows, I poked it a

long, long way, and Dave was out there running, getting under it, getting under it, getting under
it, and I said, “You’d better drop that,” but he caught it. I don’t think I voted for any of his bills
since then. [laughing]

MO:

I noticed another clipping in your scrapbook was [W.O.] “Bun” Kelsay. He was killed in

an automobile accident?

JR:

Oh, yes. Bun was a Douglas County legislator, a Democrat. I did not know Bun before

coming to the legislature, but he was of course a great friend of Sid Leiken’s and of Al Flegel’s,
and Jason Boe, who didn’t come into the legislature until ‘65, and all that group from Douglas
County. He was just a grand guy. Excellent, experienced legislator, and he was one of those who
was very helpful in that early session.
We all loved Bun, and it was during that session, he was driving on a road between
Klamath Falls and Roseburg, I think, on a pretty dangerous stretch of highway that got a lot of
people, and it got Bun. We heard it on the radio.
Almost everyone, of course, went to his funeral. He was very popular.

MO:

That’s the one in fact where we see a picture of a very young Mark Hatfield wearing
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sunglasses, I think.

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

James Marr, he was another lobbyist, I guess?

JR:

Oh, yes. He was the labor lobbyist, yes. I think maybe just in ‘63. I think he was the top

official one of labor in ‘63. I remember him, not awfully well, but -.

MO:

Well, I think we’ve done a pretty good job on the ‘63 legislature. This actually isn’t a

question that I had prepared for our interview today, but it just occurred to me when you
mentioned Klamath Falls and thinking about the time period that—and I don’t think this was a
subject for the legislature, but since you were down there in the vicinity at the time, an issue I
think that had national exposure right around that time, maybe a little before that time, was the
dissolution of the Klamath Indian Tribe.

JR:

Yeah, it was about that time. I did not follow that as an issue as a legislator. I do recall

because at that time my practice took me over to Klamath County, and I tried a lot of cases over
there, and it was during that time that they formed the trust and they allowed the members to
withdraw from the tribe, and some of them got a great deal of money, and they actually—some
did not have any idea of managing that kind of money, and the stories were that they would
wander around Klamath Falls with a bagful of money, buying cars, you know, and just—
Then there was subsequently a trust fund, or maybe simultaneously a trust fund set up,
and I think it was the First National Bank over there, and they became trustee for several tribe
members.

MO:

Some members elected, I guess, to remain in the tribe and hold some of the land

collectively, but the majority of the land I guess was sold.

JR:

Right. But it was, I suppose, a venture that was thought to be beneficial. You know, they

were going to do away with tribes, that would be good, and now we all think that was bad, and
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we’re restoring all the tribes because it was a bad idea. But the Klamath thing, I think, was a very
bad idea because it hurt a lot of those tribal members. Just a shame.

MO:

It was an initiative in the Eisenhower Administration to dissolve the tribes and privatize

them or whatever—that’s what we’d say today, anyway.

JR:

And get their land, I think was the name of the game.

MO:

I guess another side issue to that was that when they actually dissolved the tribe they

found that the sale of the land was more problematic than they might have imagined because
there was sentiment that it shouldn’t just be clear cut, that it should be—there was a requirement
in the final bill that it had to be managed on a sustained yield basis, and then that threw a bunch
of uncertainty as to what the land was really worth, if the timber companies weren’t actually able
to make use of the resources.

MO:

I had a wonderful friend and a client, Hugh Knight, who was a Native American. I think

he was Shasta and Klamath tribe mixed, and he owned some beautiful property down at the head
of the Williams River, and the government lusted after that badly, and I remember going with
him down there, and you could see the springs bubbling up as the Williams River started on his
property, and the government lusted after that in the worst way, but as long as he was alive, they
never got it.

MO:

So after the ‘63 session you packed up and went back to Medford and picked up your law

practice again?

JR:

Right. In those days, why, no legislator had staff or per diem after signing out day, and

then you’d go home and the public was pretty nice about leaving you alone.

MO:

But at the same time you still had some responsibilities, right, on some of these interim

committees?
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JR:

Yeah, that’s true, and I think I was on an interim committee every time, but the insurance

interim committee was the most demanding and effective. We were all pretty busy, and we
worked out among ourselves that we met Fridays and Saturdays, and then I think towards the end
we met Saturdays and Sundays, so that we could put in a work week and put some beans on the
table.

MO:

Did your wife continue to participate in these interim committee meetings, as well?

JR:

She came to a great number of them, yes. A lot of them were in Portland, and she would

come up. My sister lives up here and her husband, and we’d get together, and we’d socialize with
the members of the interim committee. So it wasn’t all day work, it was some fun. It was a good
committee, so she enjoyed it.

MO:

I noticed there was a picture in one of your scrapbooks of your wife with several other

legislators’ wives; I forget now exactly what the purpose of the gathering was. But did she carry
out duties that were sort of relegated to wives of legislators?

JR:

Oh, yes. Almost all legislators hired their wives as their secretary. That was the one

employee that you were entitled to is a secretary, which was not an easy job, but the reason of
course that they hired their wives was that up to that session the legislators got paid $600 a year,
but their secretary got paid an average wage for a secretary, I forget what it was now, plus a little
higher than the average secretary would earn in Salem because you were asking somebody to
come be a secretary for six months every two years and had to make the pay a little more
attractive. But that made it possible for legislators to survive, and those who didn’t have those
financial problems didn’t always hire their wives.
I’ve always said that even if I didn’t have the financial problems, I would have anyway
because it’s such a great asset to a legislator. In those days we had no offices or anything, so the
secretary sat at the desk on the floor with the legislator, could follow the legislation, and then
when somebody would call from down home, Jackson County, and want to talk to me, I did not
want to miss the debate, and Joan would take the call, and they were just as happy to talk to her.
If it had just been, “Hi, this is Miss Jones the secretary,” why, that would not have done, but
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“This is Joan,” “Joan, you tell that guy blah, blah, blah,” and she did a wonderful job.
Then one of their prime duties was to answer mail, and another prime duty was to amend
bills. We didn’t get the mail then that they get now, and the picture you saw was a picture of
several wives gathered in the typing room, where there were far fewer typewriters than there
were legislative secretaries, and so it was really a problem. That got to be a scandal, too, in ‘63.
IBM began donating them, and there was criticism for that. Anyway, there weren’t enough typewriters to go around, and it’s a good thing that most constituents were pleased with a phone call
and didn’t need it, but she did quite a bit of typing.
The bill amending process then was really a struggle. It was a cut-and-paste job, and
these bills would get amended rapidly at the end of the session. I don’t know how she ever kept
up. And if they didn’t keep up, you could grab a bill and be up there talking about it and be
talking about yesterday’s bill and it can be pretty embarrassing. I never got caught in that
embarrassment.
As the session went on, it got busier and busier and busier, but they were an excellent
resource really for the legislator, of course, and really for a lot of constituents who wanted to talk
to the legislator, who didn’t have time to talk to them. The saying used to be that almost all the
legislators in this place are sleeping with their secretary, which was true.

MO:

I imagine that did work out pretty well for a lot of legislators. Sounds like it worked

pretty well in your case. Were there situations where the wives just didn’t have the skills
necessary to support their husbands in this?

JR:

Well, there were a few of those, and what legislators would do would be to hire out of

their own pocket a typist, and the typist could come in once a week, one that could do umptyump words a minute and could wipe out the correspondence in a day, and I know some of them
did that. My wife was not an excellent typist, but adequate. She answered the mail, and she typed
up the rough drafts of bills that I introduced in the first session, before I got smart and went to
legislative counsel. Most of them could handle it. Those that didn’t have that ability—and that
was mainly it, typing—you could hire a typist to come in once a week or something, and I think
some of them even shared, that sort of thing.
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MO:

When you went home in the summer of ‘63, you were called back then that following

October-November for the special session?

JR:

Yes. November.

MO:

You were able to pick up your practice?

JR:

Oh, yes. That was always the rough part, because we got home and the grass was two feet

high, and it was terrible. But the last month or so of the session we never got home. I mean, the
sessions met on Saturday and Sunday, and when we did get home, we were totally exhausted, but
I had to jump up and go to work the next day. I just had a ton of work waiting for me that had
built up when I got back, and in six months the firm had sort of ground down in terms of income,
and so it was a lot of work getting up and going, and no small amount of resentment from my
partners, who thought I just went up there to have fun, which was partially true. But there was a
lot of work to do, and I got up and rolling and was in pretty good shape in a few months.

MO:

No problem, then, figuring out what to do when you got home; it was sitting there staring

you in the face, huh?

JR:

Oh, no. How to do it. And the judges down there were very cooperative. After the

election in November I went to the judge and said, “Here are the cases I’d like to dispose of
between now and January,” and he would adjust the trial docket, and the other lawyer would
grumble or pretend to grumble, but they understood. So before I went up there I would try cases
pretty steadily from November to January, and I’d dispose of all those that were at issue or I
could get to issue, and I had the cooperation of a lot of plaintiffs’ attorneys in getting cases tried
or settled, and so a lot of income came in then when I was gone, and I shared in that, but then
when I got home, why, they’d be piled up again, and I’d go to the Judge and say, “Let’s go.” I
was just more tired when I got home than I was when I left, but it all worked out.

MO:

In that first period between the end of the ‘63 session and when the ‘65 session rolled

around, what were your thoughts about this existence? Did you know that you were going to
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come back and make a shot at the ‘65 election?

JR:

Oh, yes. I figured that I would serve three terms at the outside, and that’s exactly what I

did do. I couldn’t see how you could ask your partners to go any further down the road than that.
It’s a sacrifice, not only for the legislator, who at least has the fun and the glory and all that stuff,
if it means anything, but it’s a sacrifice for the partners who really take a beating on their income
while you’re gone. So I thought three terms would probably be it, and that’s as it turned out. But
I was extremely anxious to go back for the ‘65 and ‘67 sessions.
I enjoyed the legislature. I found it, of all the political jobs I’ve had, certainly the most
satisfying. I think because it was part time, and you’re one of 60—one of 90, really, and you’re
not sitting up as the number one with everybody shooting at you, you get to work with others. I
thought it was pretty rewarding, and you do have a feeling of accomplishment. You know, if you
work at it, you’re going to get something done. You’ll either pass a bill or kill it, and sometimes
killing them you accomplished more than those you passed. I thoroughly enjoyed the legislative
time.

MO:

You mentioned of course the adjustment of your court dockets and the strain on the

income and so forth, but did your term in the legislature change anything else about your law
practice? Did you get new clients or did it change the type of cases you took or anything like
that? Was there any interaction between the two careers?

JR:

No, there didn’t seem to be. One of the big bills that the insurance industry wanted was

what they call a three-way bill, a change in workmen’s comp. which I was opposed to but all my
insurance clients were for. I voted against it, and I didn’t lose any clients, but I was lucky
because one of the lobbyists, who shall go unnamed, went to all my clients, wrote to all my
clients and said, “This guy voted against the workmen’s compensation three-way bill which is
near and dear to your heart, and I think you ought to take all of his business away.”
Another lobbyist told me he was going to do this, and so I was forewarned, and this other
lobbyist went to the same clients and said that this was totally inappropriate, and I didn’t lose a
single client. I know one of my partners felt that had I voted for it and been more supportive of

James A. Redden, 193

the insurance industry, we would have gained clientele, but I doubt it. I doubt it. In any event, I
didn’t lose any, and I figure that was a pretty good bargain.

[End of Tape 10, Side 2]
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MO:

One other point I found interesting with respect to the insurance package that year was

that Hatfield did veto one measure. I didn’t get a clear understanding from the news story the
issues that might have been involved in this, and maybe it was a minor matter, but it revised the
statutes regarding uninsured motorists or something, and it was a bill that you had backed, and
the governor for some reason vetoed it.

JR:

I never knew why he did. It was a good bill. It was rather benign. It was one that the

legislature passed without problems, and Vern Cook, who was at that time a State Senator, went
to the governor and convinced the governor that it was pro-insurance and that it was some way to
further the interests of the insurance industry. I can remember him debating that on the Senate
side, and frankly I couldn’t follow his debate to save myself because I had the background of
knowledge from serving on that interim committee that the insurance industry opposed it.
Although they finally signed off on it and agreed to back it, it wasn’t a bill that they would ever
have suggested. However, they saw that, you know, things were going to be changed in the
insurance industry, and they got together and said, “Well, let’s do it right,” and so they supported
that bill.
Maybe that’s what touched Vern off, “My god, if they’re supporting it, it must be
something evil and sinister that all these people are hiding from me,” and Vern was one who
thought pretty much everybody but himself was evil. So he convinced Hatfield, which number
one surprised me, and number two, Hatfield—when he vetoed it, I couldn’t believe it, and I
talked to Monty Montgomery about it, who had been chairman of our interim committee and had
been in the insurance industry, and was a Republican like Hatfield, and Hatfield had not talked to
him about it, either, or as far as we knew talked to anybody about it, and I concluded that as
governor I thought that he probably vetoed this thing so he could say, “There, I stood up to the
insurance industry.” But it wasn’t the bill that he should have vetoed. I’ve never talked to him
about it, but probably he would not have vetoed it had he talked to Monty Montgomery or any of
the members of the committee or the legislators who supported it because it was not what it was
represented to him to be.
James A. Redden, 195

MO:

That was the point you made at the time, in fact. There was a statement in the newspaper

about how the Governor didn’t take the time to talk to anybody.

JR:

I’m sure I did.

MO:

You said that Vern Cook had a tendency to believe that everyone else was evil except for

him. Was he a paranoid sort of individual?

JR:

Oh, not that bad, but Vern was a character. He had his own view on all legislation. He

personalized things, and he did tend to be a little paranoid. A bill like that, if a Republican was
interested in it, and Montgomery was, of course, and by then was the Speaker of the House, and
if a Democrat who was interested came from Jackson County, why, he must have been, you
know, a real arch-conservative. Phil Lang, who was a Democrat but was employed by Oregon
Auto was also on that committee, and so I’m sure Vern could put in his own mind, “Why, this is
just a conspiracy against the people’s interests,” and actually it was quite beneficial to drivers in
Oregon.
He was the type of person that could put that together, and he would try to kill that bill
because by god it should be killed, and I’m sure he went very sincerely to Hatfield and
convinced Hatfield, but it was annoying because to us that had the background and knew that we
had to push like hell to get the insurance industry to go along with it, but anyway -.

MO:

Vern Cook had a fairly long career in the legislature.

JR:

Yes.

MO:

And pops up all over the place.

JR:

He ran for Supreme Court last time against Ed Fadeley and John Jelderks, and Ed

Fadeley won that one. I think that’s the last time Vern’s been on the statewide ballot.
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MO:

Any other Vern Cook stories, as long as we’re talking about him?

JR:

I didn’t know Vern very well. He was in the Senate, not the House, and he was quite a

character. I can recall one thing after I was out of the legislature. I was treasurer, and Jason Boe
was the President of the Senate, and the McCall Plan came up, which was somewhat similar to
one that I had put in the session before, but much more detail worked out, better bill. It was
going to pass, and it passed the House, and Jason sent to the Senate committee which was
chaired by Vern Cook, the Senate Tax Committee, and Vern for some reason decided that bill
was going nowhere, I think more in self-aggrandizement than anything else, that he was going to
show that he was an important player, and Jason fired him. That was the end of that.
So the bill went out and got passed, and a lot of us went out—some formally, I went out
informally and advocated the passage of the bill and offered that I’d speak to groups who were
interested, and the first group I met, why, Vern Cook showed up, too, to debate the bill against
me, and it was a typical Vern Cook debate, I guess. I’d never been involved in such a thing in my
life, but we were sitting up there—I think we had separate tables, or at the same table, and he
would give his pitch, which didn’t have much to do with the facts or anything or what the bill
said or what it would do, but it was interesting.
Then I would start my rebuttal, and suddenly you’d hear this, wham, bam, and Vern
would be dropping books off the table and breaking into hilarious laughter. It was a remarkable
thing, just a remarkable thing. The word was that—the only ones opposing the McCall Plan, the
biggest opposers were AOI, Association of Oregon Industries, and they sort of recruited Vern to
go around and debate against this bill.

MO:

This was a plan for what exactly?

JR:

It was a change in our income tax system which was very progressive and would provide

property tax relief. It was actually a very good bill and would benefit, at least by the statistics we
were able to come up with at that time, more people than not. The average citizen would pay
very slightly less in income taxes, but a lot less in property taxes, or not as much in either. But in
any event, as you went up that scale, the income taxes were more onerous, and those are the
folks that were of course opposing it. But it was a very good bill, I thought.
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In any event, the joke was that AOI bought Vern a new suit and tie and told him to get
out there. And Vern did look a lot more distinguished during those debates than he had earlier.

MO:

Let’s see, what else is on our list? Hearings were scheduled to drop United Air service to

Salem and to Eugene, and Hatfield leapt in and opposed this, and apparently there was a House
memorial that was passed?

JR:

Yes. We couldn’t do anything on the state level, of course. We had a big hearing before

one of the committees, probably State and Federal Affairs or something, but anyway, Bill
Holmstrom I think was Chairman of it, and Jimmy Dunleavy, who was the Mayor of Medford
came up from Medford, and I testified against it, and Hatfield got in it, and it was a pretty lively
hearing.
As I recall, United just finally said, “Oh, okay,” and maintained service. That would have
been a blow to Medford because we didn’t have any passenger train service.

MO:

Also another bill that you intervened in at least briefly was a bill to raise judges’ salaries

throughout the state, but the House when they passed the bill out reduced the amount of the
salary raise below what the Judiciary Committee had recommended, and I guess you were on
that committee at that time.

JR:

Yes, I remember that.

MO:

I didn’t get a sense of how that was resolved, though. Did it pass out at the lower salary?

Oh, wait a minute, I do have it here. It says you tried unsuccessfully to get it restored to its
previous level.

JR:

Yes. Bills dealing with the judiciary came to the Judiciary Committee, but if there were

price tags fixed, why, there was an automatic subsequent referral to Ways and Means; you had to
finance those things.
Judicial salaries in Oregon were and still are low by comparison with other states. I
always thought and I’m still convinced that they’re too low, and at that time I was convinced of
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that. I forget the raise that we recommended in Judiciary, but it was sent to Ways and Means and
they lowered it. You know, they had to balance all of the things and ultimately balance the
budget, but I sensed that there was an anti-judge flavor in all of it, and I think there was.
It turned out that there was a very unpopular judge over in Eastern Oregon, and probably
other unpopular judges throughout the state. There were judges throughout the state here and
there that weren’t working very hard or weren’t very well liked, and these legislators were aware
of it, and I think a little bit of that got into the fair pay, and I thought that was wrong. I thought
that, although what they said might be true, that 98 percent of the judges were hardworking and
dedicated, devoted, and weren’t getting paid enough, and that’s the ones you ought to look at,
and not the guy in the back yard. But there was quite a feeling, and probably still is, anti-lawyer,
anti-judge, in every legislative branch and probably still is in the Oregon legislative branch.

MO:

I also have an intriguing note; I couldn’t quite figure out what it was, but it’s a note about

the Little Un-American Activities Committee of Senator Eddie Aarons. Do you remember
anything about this?

JR:

I remember Eddie. He was quite conservative. I don’t remember the—

MO:

Maybe there wasn’t really a committee. Maybe it was just somebody’s critique of him.

But Ahrens was an arch-conservative legislator?

JR:

I recall him as being very conservative, yes. I don’t remember the committee or the flap.

MO:

Anything else that you remember about him that you can offer?

JR:

Not very much. He was from Washington County, if I’m not mistaken. A lot of the

senators were very old. I recall him as being very old, which probably meant he was my age
now—which is very old.

MO:

This was also the year in which the first steps were taken in the House to try to regulate

lobbyists to some extent. The House passed a bill to register lobbyists, which I guess they didn’t
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need to register previous to this time, and Fadeley wanted them not only to register, but also to
submit their expenses—

JR:

My recollection is that in the ‘63 session Fadeley had just gone over to the Senate, I

think, from the House, and he put in a lobbyist control bill and didn’t get a very good reception. I
can recall that most legislators felt that it was a political bill, that is, that Ed would look very
good by coming out and saying, “We ought to regulate these evil lobbyists.” I think Ed maybe
was ahead of his time because we did not see any great evil in the lobby. At that time they didn’t
even contribute to campaigns or to candidates. So that got a hostile reception, I think, in ‘63, and
I don’t remember very much about it in either ‘63 or ‘65. I can’t tell you if it passed or didn’t.

MO:

My notes say that in ‘65 the House did pass the bill to require them to register, not to

declare their expenses but to register.

JR:

And that, of course, was a good idea.

MO:

There was an issue where apparently you and Beulah Hand and several others jumped on

Antoinette Hatfield—

JR:

Oh, God, one of my dumber moves. I don’t know if Antoinette remembers it. If she does,

I don’t know if she’s forgiven me or not. I saw them not too long ago, and she was quite
charming, so I don’t think she remembers.
I do remember that incident. Something about at the Johnson inauguration she said
something about—

MO:

She made a comment to reporters saying—a reporter had asked her, Mike Wallace, I

think it was, had asked her what she thought might happen in 1968, who might be elected
President in ‘68, and she reportedly said, “Well, whoever it is, it will be a lot better than it is
now,” and of course they were at Johnson’s inaugural.

JR:

Yes. So I remember Beulah Hand was really offended and came up with a resolution
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criticizing Antoinette for making that comment because it was at the inaugural and he was the
President, and all this wonderful flowery stuff, and she came around to get signatures. I thought
it was pretty humorous and signed off on it, but Beulah was very serious about it. It was treated
seriously, and I thought it was pretty dumb. I think I even got chastised editorially in my home
town newspaper, which was richly deserved.

MO:

So Beulah took it so seriously that it really rubbed the wrong way in terms of—

JR:

Oh, yeah, and I think the press was offended by it, and they gave it big play and criticized

it, as well they should. It was a stupid thing really for us to do. It’s harmless in the sense that it
was a resolution that doesn’t do anything, anyway, but it was mean-spirited.

MO:

And it sort of backfired, it sounds like?

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

Another big subject in the ‘65 legislature, in fact, it’s one that I guess resulted in a special

session at the end of the regular session, and that was redistricting. I guess there was a court
order, was it, to redistrict in Oregon—or all across the country, probably.

JR:

In those days the law was different, and they’ve made some changes now where if the

state legislature does not reapportion itself, the Secretary of State does. But then it all went to the
federal court. But in any event, we got into the redistricting proposition, which is always a
bloody brawl in any legislature. I thought we tried very hard to reapportion. I thought for the
most part it was good faith. We were reapportioning congressional districts and probably
legislative districts, and there had been great population changes.

MO:

Something like the district that Multnomah County was in had twice the population, I

think, of the Eastern Oregon district.

JR:

Yes. And of course we had at that point the famous now called one person, one vote, then
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called one man, one vote decisions by the United States Supreme Court which had changed
things dramatically, put the federal courts into it. So we went into this, and it was a lot of hard
work, and a lot of compromises, and we finally came up with a bill which was satisfactory to the
House, at least which could pass the House.
We sent it over to the Senate to see what would happen. Earlier Governor Hatfield had
said, “If you people don’t do it, it’s going to be some federal judge who’s going to do it.”
Federal judges were no more popular with state legislators then than they are now, but in essence
a federal judge is going to decide reapportionment for state legislative candidates, you know, if
you guys are so wimpy that you can’t do it, and that was quite an impetus, as it should have
been. I mean, this was our duty to do and not some damn federal judge.
So the House finally passed it and sent it over to the Senate, and the Senate was still
struggling with it. Then Warren Hicks, who was the governor’s attorney—I can’t remember staff
attorney or just known as his attorney—

MO:

I think he was the staff attorney.

JR:

—came in, and I remember seeing him over there standing on the aisle, and it turned out

he was telling a group of Republicans, he said, “Don’t worry about this, the federal courts aren’t
going to bother with this foolishness,” and it took all the impetus out of passage of that bill. It
was getting late, about 11 o’clock at night. So the word got around really quickly, and the
Speaker wanted to recess because it was in trouble in the Senate and it turned out we didn’t need
it after all.
I prevailed to wait a while, and I went over to the Senate side and tried to make some
sense with some of the people, and I was very unsuccessful and came back extremely unhappy
and acknowledged to the Speaker that it was dead. But it was dead because of the information we
had been given. Otherwise, the House would have hung in there, and I think there would have
been enough people in the Senate to hang in there saying, “We are not going to go home and
leave this to be decided by a federal judge.” You know, it’s our duty, and it’s the sort of thing
that we complain about always, that the federal government’s always intervening, and especially
federal judges in state affairs and blah, blah, blah, and here we are going to pass it to the federal
courts on purpose because we’re so weak we can’t even reapportion.
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But in any event, we did, went home. The next morning the same governor, Hatfield, sent
off a very long telegram chastising us for doing what we did and calling us back into immediate
special session, which was tempered then to next week. So I had time I think to drive my family
home and take a shower and turn around and drive back, and we did pass reapportionment then.

MO:

And it wound up being a bill that was not that different from the—

JR:

No. No. We did it fairly quickly, too. But it was infuriating, and I know that the word sort

of got out to the press that there were a lot of legislators that were not at all happy with the
governor and his actions on that. I was called, and I said, “You’re right,” and told them why, and
so did some Republicans, as I recall. Because it seemed to us as if he was saying on the one
hand, “Don’t worry about it,” and on the other hand very quickly seized the high ground and
chastised the legislature for not doing what they should do and taking courageous stands and
hard work. I mean, we’d have got it done that night if it hadn’t been for what his attorney told us.
In any event, that was a relatively short but an unnecessary and contentious special
session that we didn’t think we needed at all. We would have gotten the job done. And the
interesting part of that is how much the thinking of state legislators and governors have evolved
because not too long ago I sat as a federal judge in a three-judge panel with the task assigned to
us to reapportion the state legislature. Judge Marsh and myself and Judge Betty Fletcher from the
Court of Appeals sat right out there in my courtroom, as the Republican legislature failed to
reapportion itself or Congress. The law had been changed so when the legislature failed to
reapportion itself, it went to the Secretary of State, which got them off the hook, which I thought
was a pass the buck bit of nonsense if I ever heard it. But it’s legal and that’s what happens
nowadays, and that’s what happened there.
But as far as the congressional reapportionment, they just didn’t pass it, and their attitude
was, “We don’t do it. As far as the state’s concerned, the Secretary of State does it, as far as
Congress, the federal court does it.” I was amazed, and I recall Peter Courtney, who was the
Minority Leader of the House at the time, saying just that: “We don’t have to worry about this.
If we don’t do it, the federal court will.” I was just amazed at the change in the attitude. That
was the last thing in the world we would have let some damn federal judge do when I was in the
state legislature.
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There were the three of us, and we all felt that way, and I knew the lawyers who
represented the respective parties, and I knew the Chairman of both parties, and they came into
my court, and we made it very clear that we thought the governor should call a special session.
We thought that the legislature should call itself back into session, they had the power to do it.
We thought it was ridiculous to come to federal court. It’s a sign of weakness in state
government. It was an approach that the attorneys did not anticipate and were a little taken aback
about, but they agreed with it. Eventually, though no one called a special session, the newspaper
editorials across the state were saying, “What’s the matter with Judge Redden? Doesn’t he know
that’s his job?” Things have changed so much.
But in any event, the Senate called a special committee, the hearing of their committee,
and they came out with a slight variation, very slight variation on what they had already passed,
but there was no special session. They couldn’t agree to call a special session to pass this bill, but
the lawyers came back in and said, “Hey, it’s okay with us,” and so that’s the one we adopted,
and we didn’t have to do the redistricting, which made me feel good. Not only is it a task that’s
difficult, but it’s a task we shouldn’t do, and the State should be irate that we would do it. In any
event, that worked out fairly well, but it really impressed me as a difference in the attitude of
state government today than it was. I mean, they just said, “Oh, isn’t this your job?” to the
federal government. We’d say, “Keep your hands off!”

MO:

So the states’ rights ethic has eroded a little since then?

JR:

You bet.

MO:

In this latter case, then, officially the Court decided it, but decided it upon the plan that

was presented?

JR:

That’s right. We did not come up with the plan ourselves. The Senate committee did, and

I think it was a tie vote, and they wimped out at the end, and they weren’t going to recommend
that the House and Senate call itself or recommend that the governor call it back. And the
governor said, “Oh, gee, that’s very expensive; call a special session.” In any event, that’s the
way it ended up, which was fine by everybody. But I still to this day don’t think that federal
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courts—and I am ashamed of a state legislature that looks to the federal court to do
reapportionment because it’s that same legislature that curses the federal courts for interfering
with their God-given rights and so forth and on and on and on. If they’re serious about that stuff,
they’d better do their job.

[End of Tape 11, Side 1]
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MO:

This would have been the first legislative session for Jason Boe—

JR:

Yes.

MO:

—who of course went on to have quite a career in the legislature. Do you remember

about your first impressions of Jason Boe at that time?

JR:

Yes. Jason was from Douglas County, although he was on the coast, from Reedsport, and

he had been mayor there and had been active in the party. He was a friend of Sid Leiken and Al
Flegel. Jason came up with his wife Katherine, who is still a very close friend of myself and
Joan, and she also served as his secretary, as Joan did mine, and we became friends pretty
quickly. We used to poke fun at Jason in a lot of ways because he would get up on a bill and
really make a major address out of it, you know, and we’d send him notes saying, “Sit down or
we’ll vote no.” His wife would be yanking on his sleeve.
But he’s a good guy, and a very able legislator who was very serious about the process. I
mean, he was interested in the legislative branch as a branch of government, and that approach
and interest he carried to his dying day. He was a student of government. He was not a liberal by
any means; he was a moderate Democrat. Many thought he was on the conservative side, and on
some issues I guess he probably was. Obviously he was a very effective legislator, and he ended
up as President of the Senate.

MO:

Okay. Now we might just look at some of the issues that came up in the ‘65 legislature.

One was, there was a bill apparently sponsored by Dellenback to give a special tax break to
Rogue Valley Manor, and I think you were arguing on the opposite side of that, suggesting that
there should be some sort of across-the-board relief for senior citizens?

JR:

Yes. That was a tricky issue for legislators from Jackson County. The Rogue Valley

Manor was built and sold—it is and was at any rate related to a church, but it sits up there on the
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hill, and the people that went into it entered into contracts as to how much they would pay, with
the idea that it would be tax exempt, that is, that there would be no property taxes. So there it
was, up on the hill, filled with people, most of whom were relatively if not quite wealthy,
although there was a provision I remember they talked about of retired school teachers got some
special break.
But in any event, the courts then ruled that they were not tax exempt, and this put these
retirement manors into a bind because they had been operating on a legal opinion that they would
be tax exempt, and that may have been tied to the church association; I’m just not sure. But the
legal opinion was clearly wrong, and so legislation was offered to give them, specifically give
them an exemption, and it was of course controversial. These were not individuals that people
felt a great amount of sympathy for because there was some wealth there.
The community in general welcomed Rogue Valley Manor, but also realized that they
were, and in fact they were, a precinct unto themselves of senior citizens with no ties to the
community which preceded their moving in there. That was a precinct that voted
overwhelmingly against school budgets, and I think the most votes I ever got out of that precinct
was two, as a Democrat. That didn’t bother anybody but a few Democrats, but the school budget
did, and most of them—I think there were only one or two people in the manor that had any ties
to the Rogue Valley, and they were not—as could be expected, they were not particularly
interested in community affairs or issues or the schools or budget matters or that sort of thing,
and so the bill was not particularly popular.
But it was controversial. I guess I opposed it. I was ambivalent, both because of political
reasons and because I did have some sympathy for the fact that these people went in there with
bad legal advice. But in any event, I also thought that if there was going to be property tax relief
for them, there should be property tax relief across the board for those qualified senior citizens
who were having a heck of a time meeting the increase in property taxes on social security and
low salaries, where sometimes they’d even have the mortgage paid off but couldn’t hold onto the
house because they couldn’t afford to pay the taxes.
We did more, I think, in a subsequent session, in ‘67 and sessions after that, even, for that
proposition than we did in ‘65.

MO:

I jumped ahead there slightly in my outline. I forgot to ask you about the Democratic
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leadership in the House.

JR:

Ross Morgan was the Minority Leader.

MO:

Exactly. Was that the logical choice, do you think, at that time?

JR:

Yes. I was in the race for Minority Leader, as were Bud Lent and Ross Morgan. We were

all pretty good friends. It wasn’t thought to be at that point a job anyone really wanted, but Ross
had been a strong candidate for Speaker, had we prevailed, and he was the logical candidate.

MO:

And Berkeley Lent was the whip; is that right?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

I guess he was also somebody who was fairly prominent on the Democratic side of the

aisle at that point?

JR:

Oh, yes. Yes. Bud Lent had been in earlier sessions. He eventually went to the Senate. He

was in the Senate when he was appointed to the bench, trial bench, and he subsequently of
course went to the Supreme Court and became Chief Justice. But Bud was one of the very
prominent liberal Democrats. Brilliant person, excellent legislator.

MO:

There was a newspaper article that on January 12 your sons showed up at the legislature.

JR:

Yes. We lived in a duplex in South Salem and put both of our sons in a local school. I

think that Bill was still in grade school, and Jim was perhaps in junior high. But in any event,
when school ended that day, Bill started to walk home, and he got lost. But when he looked up
he could see the capitol building and the gold man at the top of the capitol building, so he just
headed in that direction and eventually found it.
Well, I got home from the legislative session, and it was still fairly early because the
session was new and broke up a little earlier, but it was probably an hour after Bill got out of
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school, and my wife was pretty frantic. We contacted the police, and then I jumped in my car and
went out looking. And as I drove down—I forget the name of the street, but I guess it was
Commercial, it branches into one-way streets. So I followed the one-way street, but I glanced at
this other street and I saw a young child on that street, but I was so determined to follow this
street, I guess, and that probably was Bill.
But in any event, he walked all the way down to the capitol building, and he went and
saw somebody he recognized—I think it was Rich Kennedy. And Rich said, “What are you
doing here?” And he said, “I’m looking for my Daddy.” So Rich called us, and I went down
and got him. We still kid him about it, but I thought it was a pretty shrewd maneuver for a tyke.
He just got hopelessly lost, didn’t know what to do, so he just headed for my office.

MO:

I noticed that Bob Duncan gave you a little note with the newspaper clipping attached to

it that said, “Stay away from those swinging doors, son.”
Taxes, I guess, were a big topic, as they often seem to be at legislative sessions. You
were backing a cigarette tax, among other things, at that time, and there were a couple of
competing proposals for a cigarette tax. One was being put forth by Joe Rogers, and ultimately I
guess you withdrew yours and Rogers’ bill was the one that went to the floor?

JR:

Actually, they both went to the same committee, and the Republican side controlled it.

They sent out Joe Rogers’ bill. They differed somewhat, but in any event the reason they sent out
Joe’s was so it would be Republican sponsored. I thought at the time that’s not all bad. But I was
a pretty strong advocate. I was a pretty heavy smoker, too, but I was a pretty strong advocate in
those days for a cigarette tax.

MO:

There was one difference between the two bills that I noticed, and that was that Rogers

had an automatic referral to the people for a vote, and yours did not, according to the coverage,
anyway. So I wondered whether or not the public would have voted for it at the time. Do you
remember what happened on that? I didn’t see a follow-up article on that, whether that bill made
it through the referendum process.

JR:

You know, I can’t remember. I don’t think it was referred. I think ultimately it ended
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up—maybe in the Senate they took that out of it and passed it. I’m not sure.

MO:

But that was just one part of a whole tax package. I just you’ve already talked a little bit

about that. There was the Republican-sponsored initiative to do away with the inventory tax, and
there was the battle over property taxes, of course. In fact, towards the end of that session there
was—Clyde Brummel of the Homeowners Association—can you tell me that story?

JR:

The State assessment program was such that they got around to different areas about

every seven years, and they got to Clyde Brummel’s neighborhood, and Clyde was sort of a
political activist and sometimes candidate for the legislature, and generally liked to talk a lot, and
his neighborhood, they came through his neighborhood, and the taxes were increased just like the
property values had increased, and it was all quite fair, and property taxes were relatively low at
that time. And this was the first property tax rebellion. I think once Clyde Brummel and people
that were with him said, “My God, these property taxes are outrageously high,” everybody said,
“Gee, I guess you’re right,” you know. “If you say so, why, let’s get some property tax relief
going here.”
That started the drive for property tax relief, which was also a great interest to businesses,
which paid the bulk of property taxes and still do on business properties in this state. They
became of course quite interested in property tax relief.
I can recall some measure dealing with property tax relief came before a committee on
which I sat, must have been Taxation, now called Revenue, but the House Tax Committee, and I
made the comment that I thought this was somewhat of a strange issue, that I didn’t think
property taxes, certainly residential property taxes or any property taxes were too high, that as a
matter of fact I was quite sure that in Medford that my electric bill—keeping coming back to
good old COPCO and the rates they used to charge, but that my electric bill was higher than my
property taxes.
Everybody said, “Oh, come on,” and I had just pulled that out of the air; it just seemed to
me they were. Of course the power lobby checked on that immediately and checked on my
property taxes, and though they never said anything publicly, they told me later, “You were
right; they were about—I don’t know—your utility bill was $10 higher than your property
taxes.” And they were surprised by that, but property taxes were not remarkably high. But you
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know, somebody says they are, why, they are, and pretty soon everybody was convinced.
I think as years passed the property taxes did get punitively high, but I thought that the
only ones that needed relief were people who couldn’t afford to pay them, primarily senior
citizens, and that that was the solution.

MO:

If my memory serves me, in that year maybe Brummel and others were advocating a one-

and-a-half percent limit on property taxes, and I seem to remember that that was on the ballot
constantly from that period on, every—

JR:

Yes. I think he got it on in the next election period, and it was on every time until it

finally passed.

MO:

It almost was something you expected every election to come around, there would be a

property tax bill and it would go down, except recently, of course, it didn’t go down.

JR:

Everybody surprised themselves, yes.

MO:

So that was the start of all that. The other thing about Brummel that was kind of

interesting was that you and he apparently—well, he provided you, maybe, with an opportunity
to attack Governor Hatfield because Brummel apparently somehow managed to get a hold of
some information about a state budget surplus that he was using I guess to argue against property
tax increases?

JR:

Gee, I don’t recall that.

MO:

I should have brought the scrapbook with me today. There was apparently a state budget

surplus that Brummel got word of before the legislature had been officially notified of the
surplus, and so there was extra money in the State’s coffers, I guess, and—

JR:

Yeah, I don’t remember the particular incident, but I do recall, you know, we had gone

through all the agony in ‘63 of putting up a tax bill because we knew there was going to be a
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huge deficit, and of course it was defeated and we went into special section and cut some budgets
and came back, and Kennedy was President, and they cut income taxes, and the economy just
took a leap forward, and of course we were dependent on the income tax, so Oregon was awash
in money again. So we did have that money, and we were all amazed.
I remember sending Montgomery a note, something about “How come,” you know, “we
were broke in ‘63 and now you’ve got all this money in ‘65,” and of course the legislature had
absolutely nothing to do with it, and he took credit for it: “Good management, good
management.”
Yeah, I remember we had that surplus.

MO:

The other thing that I found sort of odd is that the Republicans were in control that

session, of course, and Governor Hatfield was also a Republican, and the tax bill that was passed
out of the session apparently actually raised property taxes, is what I gathered from this, and that
you, along with Norman Howard and Berkeley Lent and Keith Skelton suggested that maybe a
tax bill should be referred to the people for a vote so that they could decide whether they wanted
to raise their property taxes or not.

JR:

Yes. I can remember something about that. Taking a courageous stand, when of course it

wasn’t going to happen.

MO:

I found it interesting partly because here the Republicans are increasing the property

taxes, and the Democrats are suggesting that they—

JR:

We were pretty effective, I think, in pointing out little discrepancies.

MO:

The inventory tax was repealed that year; is that right?

JR:

I think it was a phase out program that started that year.

MO:

That’s right. And it was going to be replaced instead by a one percent business income

tax?
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JR:

I don’t think that ever came about.

MO:

I wondered about that.

JR:

I think they just phased out the inventory tax.

MO:

You also sponsored a bill to set up an interim committee on business climate. Do you

remember any of the details about that?

JR:

I think that was sort of a similar bill to the one I had introduced earlier for an interim

committee to study power rates.

MO:

Yes. It looked like it was that type of bill.

JR:

I can recall that. I thought that different areas of the state, to-wit, my area, labored under

a burden because of the substantially higher charges for utilities, and secondly because of the
lack of rail service and the general remoteness. We were years from I-5, and Southern Pacific
Railroad had not provided any passenger service there for many, many years. United was always
trying to get out of there, United Airlines.

MO:

Yeah, that was also an issue, I guess, that session.

JR:

And I’m sure that did affect the business climate of Medford. I don’t think that we got

our interim committee because primarily it would have led to a study of power rates and the
difference between power charges in Washington and Oregon and power charges in Portland and
Medford.

MO:

And insurance was also a big topic in that session?

JR:

Yes.
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MO:

And that was something that you were involved in, and you had already—well, you told

me last time that you had already been involved in passing some legislation to regulate the
insurance industry back in ‘63 and that some lobbyists took you to task for that afterwards and
approached some of your clients that were insurance companies.

JR:

Yes. That was the three-way bill, and I think that ultimately passed, I don’t think in ‘63

but in ‘67. I’m not sure, but I do know that every session I was involved in had an interest in
insurance legislation, although most of my work as a lawyer was for insurance companies doing
casualty defense. I know that they used to have unrealistic limits, what they called five-ten, and
people would drive around with coverage of $5,000 for one person and an entire accident would
have a $10,000 limitation, which I thought were ridiculously low, and there were some other
very favorable laws in Oregon for the insurance industry.
So we did have an interim committee on insurance, and I think that was between the ‘63
and ‘65 sessions, and all of the bills that that interim committee recommended were passed in the
1965 session, and many of those bills had been bills and legislation and ideas that had come up
earlier and were opposed by the insurance industry, yet our interim committee, which was
chaired by Monty Montgomery, came up with legislation quite similar with the help of the insurance lobby, and all those bills passed. It was a very successful interim committee, excellent
legislation, and by the time it went through, why, even the insurance industry had acknowledged
the necessity for the reforms, a great deal of them being in the life insurance area.

MO:

So a significant part of the insurance package did pass that year, in ‘65?

JR:

Mm-hmm. It was a very successful—one of the few interim committees, I think, that ever

really resulted in anything.

MO:

I also had read that there were quite a few reforms that struck me as something that we

take for granted today. It gave the Insurance Commissioner, I guess, the power to enforce cease
and desist actions in the case of unfair practices, permitting the suspension of agents’ licenses,
requiring recording of complaints about insurance, I guess, for seven years, and prohibiting false
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statements. Sounds like fairly basic reforms.

JR:

Yes. The Insurance Commissioner had traditionally been appointed by the governor and

was either a retired insurance executive or a comer, but it was always a person that was
recommended to the governor by the insurance industry, by a group of people, and the governor
inevitably said, “Well, who will it be this year,” and they would say, “This is the person for it.”
So it was not a good situation for strong enforcement, and one of the things that the
interim committee on insurance accomplished was—perhaps the most significant thing—was to
break that particular habit, and the next Insurance Commissioner that was appointed was Jim
Faulstitch, who was the legal counsel for the insurance interim committee. He was from
legislative counsel, the group of lawyers that worked for the legislature. He was assigned to our
insurance interim committee, and through his work on that committee gained an excellent
reputation, and through the influence of Representative Morris Crothers from Salem, who served
on that committee with me, and a boost from myself, convinced Governor Hatfield that this
would be the person to appoint and we could break that chain and have a truly independent
Insurance Commissioner.

MO:

And was this something that Hatfield was interested in doing?

JR:

Yes. I mean, he had no objection to it. It was the sort of thing that government slips into

all too often, and the ones you want to have run the Insurance Commissioner’s Office are
somebody who knows insurance. I mean, it’s pretty simple. And so who would do that but the
retired president of XYZ Insurance Company, or a young insurance executive that’s on his way
up and, you know, knows the business? Nothing sinister about it, but you know, suddenly
you’ve got the fox guarding the chickens, and that’s what happened. We didn’t unearth or see or
suspect any outright corruption, but it was a very friendly atmosphere for the insurance
companies to operate in, and complaints were not taken all that seriously.

[End of Tape 11, Side 2]
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MO:

This is a continuation of the interview with Judge James Redden on February 28th in his

chambers. Well, maybe just one final thing on reapportionment. At least at that time, in the ‘65
session, I would have thought that it would be a threatening process to someone who was used to
running in a particular district with a particular constituency to all of a sudden have his or her
constituency change, so that would make it a bit of a political football, I would think.

JR:

Oh, sure. Quite frequently in those readjustments two legislators find themselves in the

same district, and they may be in the same party and they’ve got to run against each other. Oh,
yeah, it’s a national phenomena. That’s why the thing got into such a mess, and that’s why the
federal courts got into it in the first place because they either refused to redistrict or did it in such
a fashion that people were deprived of adequate representation, where a congressman or a state
legislature would be allowed to represent five times as many people as another one.
I think it was the Carr case, the first one in the United States Supreme Court on
reapportionment, one of the judges said, “We should not step into this quagmire.” And he was
right. They’ve had difficulty extricating themselves ever since.

MO:

That’s right. There’s still fighting about some of these weirdly drawn districts.

JR:

Oh, yes. Yeah, that’s right. That’s what the courts have said, it’s got to be fair, and it’s

got to have balance, and pretty soon you find that they’re gerrymandering to make it legal, you
know. What’s wrong with this picture?

MO:

There’s a really strange district in North Carolina that follows the freeway or something.

JR:

Yes. And another one in Louisiana.

MO:

That leads into another issue about some of President Clinton’s appointments. I found it
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interesting that he’s going to the mat for Foster and gave up so quickly on Lani Guinier, but she
was somebody who actually had an alternative approach to that, that you wouldn’t have to
redistrict—

JR:

That’s right. I never read her works. I read about what her proposal was, but I don’t know

much about it.

MO:

I’ve only read the barest description of it, but it almost sounded like it was more like the

type of situation that you ran, was what she was recommending, when you ran for your state
legislature seat, which would just have the top so many vote-getters take the seats, rather than
having them specifically tied to a district. Of course that presumably would have solved the
problem in terms of getting black representation, although I guess it would maybe have other
problems associated with it, I don’t know.

JR:

For Jackson County, at least then, that was certainly a better way. When single member

districts finally passed, I was out of the legislature, but I was still opposed to it. I thought it
would make for parochial legislators who had their own little districts, rather than the
responsibility for an entire county. Made sense in Multnomah County, and as a matter of fact
they had sort of a districting system in Multnomah County, the largest county.

MO:

We already talked about air pollution and the wigwam burners, but there was another

piece of it in that session that you were cosponsor of a bill giving authority for air pollution
control, at least in the major metropolitan area here, to a group called the Portland Study
Commission.

JR:

Oh, yes. Herb Hardy, I think, headed up that Commission.

MO:

At the time that move was opposed by Alexander Brown. I could never quite figure out

whether he was in the legislature or not; it says he was a Portland City Attorney.

JR:

City Attorney. He was not in the legislature.
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MO:

Brown’s office, though, apparently was drafting some sort of proposed bill that would

have set up a multi-county authority here in Portland, which I guess is somewhat similar to what
we have now. Anyway, I was interested to see that—

JR:

I have very little memory of that, though I do remember being on a committee that was

generated not by the legislature but by business. There was a lobbyist, Herb Hardy, who was
quite concerned from a business standpoint about pollution legislation, and he was very
concerned about both pollution and about regulation, and thought if a group of us could get
together perhaps we could come up with some sensible arrangements. Very conscientious guy.
I can remember attending a meeting or two in Portland, but I don’t remember very much
of what, if anything, we accomplished. And I don’t remember Alexander Brown’s intervention.

MO:

I don’t have any more details on it than that. There were a couple of other issues that

came up. One was the child abuse law that I guess you were the principal sponsor of; this was the
one that required medical authorities to report—

JR:

That bill was in ‘63, ‘65 and ‘67. I put it in each time.
In ‘63, I don’t know if I talked about this before, but we amended a gun control bill and

turned it into a child abuse bill after—

MO:

That’s right. You did talk about that.

JR:

—the 50-day period had passed, and in 1965 the bill was put in again to expand it I think

to teachers, doctors and teachers, and I think then it was further expanded in ‘67 to include social
workers. Generally each time it expanded the number of people responsible for reporting.

MO:

There were also some moves that based on the report appeared to be going too far from

your point of view, which was House Bill 1196, sponsored by Phil Lang and supported by then
Portland District Attorney George Van Hoomisen to strengthen the state’s pornography laws to
the extent that I guess even the girlie magazines would be prohibited, and a big part of the issue
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was to try to prevent it getting into the hands of minors, I guess, and you were in opposition—

JR:

There’s always a porn bill in, and they’re always introduced with great flair and speeches

and press releases, and they’re invariably unconstitutional. Unfortunately they always went to the
Judiciary Committee.
George Van Hoomisen, now a Supreme Court Justice, was a former legislator, a lawyer
and district attorney of Multnomah County. One would have thought he knew it was not
constitutional. Yeah, you could get into trouble opposing anti-pornography bills, but I get a little
angry when you see them so obviously unconstitutional, and yet when you try to work them into
something that might work and be constitutional at the same time, why, you get a lot of
indignation and gutting my wonderful bill.

MO:

I don’t know that we’ve talked about Phil Lang. Can you give me a sketch of him as to

what type of legislator he was?

JR:

Phil Lang ended up as Speaker of the House of Representatives. He was a long-time

legislator. He was there, I don’t know how many sessions, before I was and remained there
afterwards, and I think was Speaker when I was State Treasurer.
Phil was an excellent legislator. He sat as the only non-lawyer on the House Judiciary
Committee one session and had of course a good sense of the law in terms of its relation to
insurance and automobile accidents and liability insurance of all kinds. Made a good
contribution. He tried very much to be anti-lawyer, but sometimes logic overcame his objections.
I’d say Phil was a good legislator, very conscientious. I still see him occasionally at Historical
Society events, but I haven’t seen him for quite a while.

MO:

And what about George Van Hoomisen?

JR:

George Van Hoomisen was out of the legislature by the time I went in. He had been in, I

think, in the ‘61 session and then had run for and was elected to district attorney. The first time I
met him, he came down with a few hundred people, busloads of people, on some legislation we
heard night hearings on. There was a lot of that legislation that was unconstitutional and we’d
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question him about the potential, and he expressed the opinion that that was for the committee to
decide and the court to decide. We gently chided him on that approach.
That also was the child abuse statutes that came up in ‘63, most of which passed in a
highly modified form and are still in effect. But they did take a lot of work.

MO:

I also noticed that in the ‘65 session that the legislature passed the first breathalyzer bill

and that the governor was supporting that, and that you had some misgivings about it because
you weren’t sure that the technology was going to be reliable.

JR:

I still do.

MO:

Why don’t you tell me a little bit about that?

JR:

I was one of the few who voted against it. It was pretty tough to vote against that bill.

MO:

Yeah, I would imagine.

JR:

Prior that, you know, it was draw the blood and test the blood, and of course that was

fairly easy to oppose. Bob Duncan was telling me when those bills came up before the legislature
before I was there was talk of some county sheriff jamming a needle into your wife’s arm or
something, and there was no trouble defeating those.
The breathalyzer had been on the market, and there were two competing brands of
breathalyzer, and they both were, of course, saying, “Ours is great and the competitor’s is just
totally and absolutely inaccurate and doesn’t work, can’t trust it.” And they were very
unsuccessful in getting legislatures anywhere to adopt it under those circumstances, so they
merged companies, got together and suddenly they were wonderful. That made me very
suspicious, and as I did some research on it, I thought that they were inaccurate, and there were
so many faults with it that there would be people who were stopped and would flunk the
breathalyzer who should not, and the consequences were severe, both in their insurance and
everything else.
I also felt that the problem drunk driver on the highway was just that, a drunk driver, and
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you didn’t need a breathalyzer to tell you he was drunk. As an attorney, like all other attorneys in
a small town I would occasionally defend somebody arrested for driving under the influence, and
we said we’d go to the movies. I’d call the D.A. and say, “Let’s go to the movies,” and I’d go up
and watch the film that the State Police had taken of my client walking or trying to walk a
straight line. They were taken at the scene, with the person’s consent, of course. I don’t even
know if they are; I guess they didn’t need consent. And if you saw your client stumbling all over
the line, you’d say, “Okay, where do I plead?” And if the individual walked the line well and
appeared quite sober, the district attorney would say, “Okay, what do we do next?” And the
matter would be resolved, either a guilty plea to drunk driving or a lesser offense or total
dismissal or something.
I just didn’t see the need for something that I thought could really damage some people
who were not intoxicated, and I think that was probably a fairly accurate appraisal of the
situation and what most people thought at that time. In any event I was one of the few that
opposed it. The blood alcohol limit has now been reduced to .08 or whatever it is. That bill
started at a rather high level, and scientific studies show that even someone with a very low
reading, who wouldn’t stagger, who could speak clearly, who definitely wasn’t drunk in the
common sense of the word, or even average people would think was not driving under the
influence, you can flunk the breathalyzer. And the argument is that they don’t appear to be
drunk, but that they are impaired and that they could cause accidents.
I guess it’s a debate that’s over, but I suspect that what happens today is what I thought
would happen, and that is that the police will see somebody weaving down the highway and
arrest them and they flunk the breathalyzer, dramatically flunk the breathalyzer, and every story
I’ve ever read about a really serious accident is caused by drinking, and it’s caused by drunk
people that flunk every kind of test given. They’re seriously drunk people.
It may be a good law enforcement tool. I think one thing it does do in a positive sense is
it stops the social drinker from stopping for a drink on the way home, and it’s probably a good
thing. People are a lot more careful, I think, than they used to be, and the one that isn’t is the
hopeless drunk that never was. Those are the people that are crashing into everybody, and only
their good luck and the good Lord save them from killing people.

MO:

But your initial reservations about it remain in terms of whether or not it works?
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JR:

I think there are a lot of problems with some scientific tests. I haven’t paid much

attention lately; they may be much better refined with the filters and this and that, but I know of a
district attorney who is very concerned about them even being rigged because an officer is very
concerned stopping somebody and then finding that they pass the test. They might get sued, and
so they just don’t pass the test. I have never seen any hard evidence of that, but I still think
people that are arrested for drunk driving are pretty obvious.

MO:

So you don’t need this high-tech science to find them?

JR:

I know I remain in a minority.

MO:

There was also this highly significant bill in that session of the legislature that was put

forward by a group of Democratic legislators who called themselves the Society for the
Preservation of Ethnic Names?

JR:

That’s right. No, that bill was put in “At The Request of the Society for the Preservation

of Ethnic Names.” That was a wonderful one.
I was sitting around with some legislators; I think Ed Whelan and Bud Lent and maybe
Sid Leiken, and we were swapping stories, and I told them about a story that a legislator friend of
mine from Massachusetts told about this great bill that they used to put in regularly in the
Massachusetts session was just that bill, and it said you cannot put anything but the true name on
a theater marquee bill, and they put that bill in the Massachusetts legislature, and this guy would
insist that as soon as they put that bill in, why, starlets would descend upon the legislators in
Boston and lobby them not to pass this bill. So we laughed uproariously about we ought to do
that some time, and sure enough, Ed Whelan got the bill drafted and came around to collect the
signatures.
One of us, I think it was Rich Kennedy, said “You know, I don’t think we ought to be
going on this bill just cold, so let’s put it in at the request of the Society for the Preservation of
Ethnic Names, give it a little class. So we put it in, and everybody laughed uproariously, and it
didn’t do any harm to the legislative process, but it did get a lot of attention, a lot of press and a
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lot of laughs.
I remember the day the Speaker, when it came up for first reading and referral, he
referred it to the Committee on Fish and Game, holding his nose while he did so. Then the
reporters would interview the sponsors, and I got a call from a radio reporter from Hood River, I
think it was, and he thought that he and only he had discovered that this was just probably a
fraud and a big joke and that everybody was taking it seriously except him, and he wanted to
know just what we were up to, and wasn’t it true that it was sort of just a joke bill, and he wanted
to know who the officers of this committee was, and I gave him a great long lecture about this is
a very serious matter, and the Society for the Preservation of Ethnic Names was deadly serious
and that we can homogenize our society far too much, our ethnic values should be preserved, and
I gave several examples, rather than Cary Grant, it would Archibald Leach, and fine old ethnic
names like that would be put up. Bud Lent was getting interviewed, and his example was Rip
Torn, and somebody finally pointed out to him that’s his real name. But interest soon died down,
and we didn’t catch too much heat for it.
There were bills that were introduced at times like that that were introduced at the
appropriate times and discussed on the floor that did quite a bit to release some of the tension and
hostility that you’d feel when things really got heated. I was signed on to more than one of them.

MO:

Another one that foreshadowed a phenomenon to come was a bill that you voted against,

maybe succeeded in killing it in committee, I’m not sure, but that would have allowed in 1965
news photographers and TV cameras into the courtrooms. Do you remember anything about that
at that time?

JR:

I don’t. I’m still against it.

MO:

It was interesting to see that since right now we’re awash in the O.J. Simpson trial.

JR:

Right. Big fight nationally, studies and whatnot, and the federal court’s pretty much

hanging tough, and the state courts are pretty much allowing them; federal courts disallowing
them.
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MO:

Well, we’ll save discussion on that until we get into the court, but I was interested to see

it even at that early date. There was also a bill to go ahead and expand the Capitol Building and
to provide offices for legislators—

JR:

A couple of wings, yes.

MO:

And you were one of the people that was really behind that?

JR:

It passed the Senate. We came up I think, one vote shy in the House. It was in the

committee on state and federal affairs, which was the Speaker’s committee, and Speaker
Montgomery was opposed to the bill, and I know that he was surprised to find out that if it got
down to the floor of the House it would have passed, that it had passed the Senate. It was very,
very close in his committee, and Bob Smith was chair of the committee, and they just killed the
bill in committee.
At that time, and I’m not sure I was right, but at that time I was absolutely certain we
needed something like that to give legislators a place where they could get a little work done
quietly. Up to then your desk was on the floor of the House of Representatives or the Senate,
unless you were a committee chairman, where you might have a little nook or cranny
somewhere. The floor was closed an hour before and an hour after session, and after that people
would just wander through, including lobbyists, other legislators—you know, if you were trying
to sit there and do some work, forget it.
So I thought it was a good idea, but it did not pass. It ultimately passed I think in the ‘73
session. Jason Boe is the one who hammered it through.

MO:

There was one aspect of the package of tax bills that year that we haven’t talked about

yet. There was apparently a change in that year to set up Oregon’s taxation on capital gains to
come in line with the federal practice of only taxing half of capital gains. So I guess that means
that before that time capital gains were taxed by the state, or maybe they weren’t taxed at all. I
was uncertain about that.

JR:

I can’t recall what that was. I don’t recall that one.
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MO:

I have very little information on it myself. There were also a couple of bills, and I’m not

sure what happened with these, either, but there was a bill to use recording devices instead of
court reporters in courtrooms?

JR:

Oh, yes. I remember that bill very clearly. I opposed it, and I remember getting up on the

floor of the House to debate against it and taking a piece of paper and crumpling it up near the
microphone, and of course nobody could hear what I was saying, and I said, “That’s exactly
what could happen in the course of a trial, background noise would kill it.” There’s still a move.
There is recording equipment that’s used in lieu of a court reporter in magistrate judges’
courtrooms in minor matters here in this building. There are some state judges, I think, who use
exclusively recording equipment. It’s much better now. It’s voice-actuated and this sort of thing
and it’s tied in sometimes with TV cameras, but basically most of us think that if you want a true
record of the proceedings that you have a court reporter. Of course the ones that are looking for
ways to save money think it’s cheaper to get recording equipment, and it will always be a fight.
So far we who think court reporters are an absolute necessity for an accurate transcript are
winning that fight, and we still have court reporters.
There may be a day when the equipment gets so sophisticated that it will work, but it still
means that somebody’s going to have to transcribe that, or the appellate courts would have to
listen to the whole thing, and they obviously cannot do that. It would have to be typed up. So one
wonders how much will be saved.
In matters that aren’t going to be appealed to an appellate court, that is, maybe come up
from the state District Court to the Circuit Court or something, tape recording may be okay.
We’re talking about hearings, not trials.
But I opposed it, and Bud Lent did, too, I can recall, and we were successful in killing it.

MO:

Okay. Well, we’ve exhausted my list of topics for the legislature, so we’ll continue next

time.

JR:

Okay. Good.

James A. Redden, 225

MO:

Thank you very much.

[End of Tape 12, Side 1]
[Tape 12, side 2 BLANK]
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Tape 13, Side 1
1995 April 5

MO:

It’s April 5 and this is Michael O’Rourke with the Oregon Historical Society continuing

the oral history with Judge James Redden. Today’s interview is in his chambers.
I thought I would ask a couple of follow-up questions from the ‘65 legislature to start off
with. These are a couple of things that I don’t think we touched on last time. One was something
that came back as an issue in the ‘67 legislature which maybe laid the groundwork to pursue the
issue in the ‘67 legislature, which was the study of the state’s water needs. I interpreted, from an
article I read, [the issue] was a response to a possible grab for Oregon water from the
Southwestern states.

JR:

I remember the subject. I don’t think that any committee I was on was directly involved

with it. There always had been and always will be talk about trying to steal the Columbia River
and pump it into the deserts.

MO:

We’ve heard some fairly recently, in fact.

JR:

Right.

MO:

So that wasn’t one that you were directly involved in.

JR:

No.

MO:

Okay. Then one that I think perhaps you did play a role in was the limitation on telephone

solicitations?
JR:

I can recall that. I think that bill was probably before Judiciary, or was re-referred to

Judiciary, but you’d have to prompt me. I don’t remember the details. They had to identify
themselves or something?

MO:

Right. They had to identify themselves, and there were certain practices that they
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couldn’t pursue in their solicitations.

JR:

That was some of the earliest of the thousands of bills that have been passed against

telephone solicitations. I do recall the debate on that.

MO:

Do you think that these bills have any effect—noting your reference to the fact that we

pass them again and again.

JR:

You know, Congress is still arguing about that and trying to prevent calls by solicitors

without identifying themselves, calls by tape recorders. I think that the restrictions which require
somebody to say, “Hello, Mrs. Jones, I am trying to sell you something” certainly makes sense
because then the person can say, “I don’t want to buy it, good-bye,” rather than getting involved
in a longer conversation wondering what the devil’s going on and what this person wants.

MO:

From my own personal experience, it hasn’t necessarily changed their methods

completely.

JR:

Oh, no.

MO:

The other one I noticed that I think you also were involved in was the repeal of a law

requiring minimum crews on railroads.

JR:

There was a whole series of bills like that. This was a Republican majority, and they were

trying to get rid of some old laws governing railroads. When I think about it, I don’t know how
they became state laws, anyway, but there was a minimum crew law, there was a second
brakeman law, there was what they called the crapper in the caboose law, which was a
requirement on railroads—a whole series of them, and I believe they all got repealed that
session. Proponents of those laws, basically labor and in the legislature the few Democrats that
were left referred to it as safety regulations, and the Republicans referred to it I thought rather
cruelly as featherbedding.
I opposed them, and I know I debated in opposition to one. It was the second additional
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brakeman on the railroad or something, which was a pretty—I remember debating that one.
I think I was opposed to all of them. We had somewhat of a problem that was unique to
Southern Oregon in that those trains were coming down off the Siskiyous, and there were some
safety factors remaining, and my recollection is that I opposed those. I can recall debating the bill
which would allow the railroads to do away with an additional brakeman. On the minimum crew,
I thought I had opposed that.
It was not legislation that would make or break a session.

MO:

Okay. And probably in the same category was this—we’ve already talked a little bit

about this, and maybe it’s not worth that much more comment, but there was an article I came
across that said there was a type of insurance policy being marketed in Oregon called a coupon
insurance policy, and apparently legislation that I think you had backed reforming the insurance
industry made that particular type . . .

JR:

That was one of them, yes. I may have mentioned earlier we had an interim committee on

insurance between ‘64 and ‘65, appointed by Clarence Barton, the Democratic Speaker, the
House members were. We drew a pretty good crew on the House side. I was on it, Monty
Montgomery, who was then Minority Leader and to be Speaker, was on it, Phil Lang was on it,
as was Morris Crothers. Morris was a physician from Salem who had a strong interest in the
insurance industry, in particular the health insurance policies that were being sold at that time.
That committee got going, and it was generally just to take a look at insurance, and one
of the things we were concerned about were these so-called coupon policies. I forget the name of
the insurance company, but it was a new company and a new approach, heavy pressure sales, and
it was a matter of concern. We got involved in it, and it turned pretty nasty.

MO:

It was the Insurance Company of America, I think.

JR:

That’s it, yes.

MO:

A subsidiary of the Insurance Company of Salem, I believe, wasn’t it?
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JR:

Yes. So we outlawed those coupon policies. We had a big to-do with the insurance

company. Phil Lang told us at one meeting that he had been threatened. It got fairly lively. That
was a mistake, to threaten anyone, because then we really got serious about this stuff.
The upshot of that committee, I think we had eleven bills, and we passed them all. The
legislative counsel, Jim Faulstich, who was legislative counsel assigned to that interim
committee, became the next insurance commissioner. He was the first in anybody’s memory that
was not president of an insurance company. Before that the governor would customarily ask the
insurance industry, the prominent lobbyists in Salem for the insurance industry, “Who should the
insurance commissioner be?” They would tell the governor, and that’s who it was. This was the
first time they broke that cycle. Morris Crothers and myself, mostly Morris, had quite a bit to do
with that in talking to the then Governor Hatfield, who agreed that this was something that
needed some attention.
The one who got this insurance company going was Representative Shirley Field, who
was really anti-insurance, especially title insurance. Clarence Barton owned a title insurance
company. He I’m sure didn’t realize what he was doing when he appointed us to this insurance
interim committee.
The story goes that Morris Crothers told the governor that he and I thought it should be
Jim Faulstich, it would be a good move, and Governor Hatfield supposedly said, “Well, how am
I going to get that name by the insurance industry? They’re not going to want something like
that.”
And I told Morris to tell him, and Morris says he did tell him, “Well, tell them it’s going
to be Shirley Field, and then when they come down off the ceiling, tell them, okay, it will be Jim
Faulstich.”
I don’t know if any of that really happened, but that was a great story that Morris and I
were telling, anyway.
Jim Faulstich was a great appointment to that position, and that interim committee, of all
the ones I served on and all the ones I’m aware of during those times, was more productive. It
was the most productive interim committee. It was very well received; its legislation was very
well received.
We were lobbied heavily during the interim by an insurance industry who realized that
the time had come, and we would scream “Reform!” and they would tell us the practical aspects
James A. Redden, 230

of it, and we came up with some very good legislation, everything from casualty insurance,
raising the basic limits on automobile insurance, uninsured motorist coverage, all of the things
that everybody takes for granted today did not exist. Of course that was a long time ago, 30 years
ago, but we were behind other states in most regards as far as automobile insurance went because
of the powerful lobby that they had down there, and just the lack of realization that there were
some problems there. Once a few flared up, why, we were able to act.
We got all our bills passed that session, including outlawing essentially that type of
policy.

MO:

We did talk about the special session and the reapportionment bill that finally came out of

that in the ‘65 legislature, but one thing the press picked up was a suggestion that the Governor’s
Office had sort of sandbagged the legislature on that through Peter Gunner, aide to Governor
Hatfield at the time, that he had suggested to people I guess in the House, possibly in the Senate,
too, that the governor wasn’t that upset at the prospect of the legislature not passing a
reapportionment bill.

JR:

That’s right. We were debating that, and it was late at night, and the House had passed an

acceptable reapportionment bill. In those days you had on option; it either passed or it didn’t.
Now they just say, “Oh, if it doesn’t pass let the Secretary of State worry about it,” which means
nothing will ever pass, and then always pass the buck to the Secretary of State. But back then it
was either us or the federal courts.
So the governor said the obvious, we needed reapportionment or the federal courts would
do it for us, and the great specter of Gus Solomon deciding reapportionment was enough to drive
the legislature late into the night, finally coming up with a reapportionment plan which we sent
over to the Senate with the thought that that was something they could vote for, too.
We were awaiting their action when I thought it was the governor’s attorney, Lauren
Hicks, but it may have been Pete Gunnar, that came on the floor of the House, and I can recall
seeing him over there talking to a group of Republicans. And the word spread across the floor
that the subject of the conversation was that Hatfield really wasn’t that concerned about it. He
did not think that the federal government would step in. He did not think the courts would act,
and he thought that rather than keep debating this and perhaps come up with a lousy plan, why
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don’t you just all go home and forget about it, and we’ll take it up at the next session?
There were some of us who didn’t know if he said that or not, but if he said it, he was
wrong. So I remember debating, and the Speaker was Monty Montgomery, and asking him for
more time. There was an immediate move for sine die, and I asked for a delay while I went over
to the Senate side and talked to people to see if they had heard the same thing and whether they
were abandoning ship, and to try to urge them to go ahead and pass this House bill if it was
acceptable to them, and let’s get out of here after getting the job done.
The reason I so distinctly remember that is we had a pool as to what time we would sine
die, and Barbara Kennedy, who was the wife of a friend who has since died, a legislator who sat
next to me, she had the right time in the pool if I hadn’t asked for a delay, so she’s never
forgiven me. She lost the pool.
But I went over to the Senate side and found out there was no hope, and so about an hour
later we finally gave up. And I was very upset, basically because if that was the case, why were
we fighting so hard now? And if we fought so hard, why give up? That’s the way the legislative
process works, you just go till sometimes you’re exhausted and see what pops out. Then if the
courts are going to step in, it’s going to be to determine whether this plan should be adjusted and
so forth, not to do the reapportionment task.
So anyway, we all went home. It was pretty late, about midnight. I went home and went
to bed. Got up the next day, and we all headed home, and listening to the radio on the way home,
why, Hatfield had called a special session for the following week. The telegram was awaiting me
when I got home on my front porch, and I can recall a reporter calling me for my reaction
because word had gotten out of this strange thing that had happened to end it, and the surprise
that the same person who said “don’t worry about it” sent a very long, and as we pointed out,
expensive telegram to every legislator, not only calling a special session, but chewing them out
for defaulting on their duty.
A lot of us went ballistic, and the Democrats didn’t mind saying so. I can recall getting a
phone call from Newbry, who was a Republican Senator from Talent, when he read what I said.
He was saying, “Right on!” They all agreed, but a little more restrained.
I don’t know that I’ve ever talked about that remark, and I still don’t know what was
really behind it, but that apparently was—I mean, the Republicans agreed that that’s why they
wanted to pull the plug.
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But in any event, we came back the next week, and I think it took another week. That was
quite a blow to somebody who had to make a living, to think you’re going back to work finally,
and then find out you’re not.
So we had a special session and got it done.

MO:

And you wound up passing a bill that was fairly similar to the one that was being

considered—

JR:

Oh, yes. I mean, it was the bill we would have passed that night if we’d just been left

alone.
The strange thing is that here 30 years later I was appointed—or I drew the case, it was a
reapportionment case that came into federal court because the state legislature was charged again
in the last session to reapportion the state legislature on the congressional districts, and they did
neither. I was following this during the course of the session, and Minority Leader Peter
Courtney of the House said, “Well, there’s really no concern here because if we don’t
reapportion the House, the Secretary of State will, and if we don’t reapportion the congressional
districts, the federal courts will.”
I thought, “My God, things haven’t changed that much in 30 years, have they?” I mean,
these people are saying, “Here you go, Judge,” which is absolutely outrageous to me.
But anyway, they didn’t, and it did. So I drew the case when it was filed, and I was
allowed to appoint two judges to assist me on a three-judge panel, and I appointed Judge Marsh,
because Judge Marsh not only is a great judge, but also is a Republican and known to be, and I
thought that would probably be good, and Betty Fletcher was the one appointed by the Circuit to
serve on that panel.
So we held several hearings, and the basic point of each one was to raise hell with the
attorneys representing the governor for not calling a special session to make them do the job.

MO:

This was Governor—

JR:

It was Barbara.
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MO:

She said, “Special session, why would I do that?”
Then we tried to embarrass the Senate because the legislature can now call themselves

into session, something we couldn’t do, and we couldn’t embarrass them into doing that. But we
did embarrass the Senate Reapportionment Committee, where it got hung up, to meet again and
to re-draft it, and to come up with a plan that they would then call a special session for a one-day
special session.
They came out with a plan, and they got the votes to pass it, that this was it, this would
do, and then they could not get the votes on the committee to call a special session. So that
collapsed. So the Judges said, “Well, what’s that plan?”
“Here it is.”
“Good.” That’s it, bingo, and we were out of there. I mean, to get a federal judge into all
the computer—and to try to reapportion from the ground up is absolutely asinine, and besides it’s
just a default by the state government to allow a federal court to reapportion the state legislature
or the congressional districts. That’s their job, and it’s something that used to get legislators so
hot under the collar that they would never purposely allow the federal court to trammel on their
grounds and got quite upset if the federal courts even took a look at one of their plans, regardless
of how outrageous it might be.
Anyway, I found 30 years later I could not understand the way governors and legislators
thought about that particular issue, but we were very, very anxious to keep Gus Solomon out of
the reapportionment business. That was a big threat down there then, “You don’t want Gus to
reapportion the state!”

MO:

What do you think accounts for this apparent change in attitude?

JR:

I don’t know. It’s a change in attitude not only in the legislature, in state government, but

in the media because I made a statement during the course of this as to how ludicrous this was, I
wanted them to go back, I wanted the governor’s attorney to go back and talk to the governor, I
wanted the plaintiff and defendants’ attorneys to go back and talk to legislators, speaking for the
panel, that this was their responsibility, blah, blah, blah, blah. That was quoted in the Oregonian
at least and got around, I guess, by wire service because there were three or four newspapers that
wrote editorials about how outrageous that was, that didn’t Judge Redden understand after his
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experience on the bench and in the legislature that it’s a federal court’s duty to reapportion? So I
just gave up, said, “Hell, I guess times have changed.”

MO:

One final point that I stumbled across doing research on the tail end of the ‘65 session, or

it was probably actually after the session had concluded, but it was in that year, anyway, was that
you and Keith Skelton, apparently, launched a political effort to unseat the six coalition
Democrats, or at least some of them?

JR:

It may have been announced. It was never launched. I don’t know how I got snookered

into that, but there was a lot of animosity about the coalition in the Senate at that time. What it
meant was that on the Senate side the Democrats had numerical control and the Republicans had
actual control because there were at that time six conservative Democrats who switched over and
voted with the Republicans and were able to name the President, name the committee members,
and in effect control the Senate, which was extremely frustrating, especially in the ‘63 session
when the House was under Democratic control barely, but we got none of the credit and all of
the blame because the House and the Senate were controlled by Democrats, and yet looked what
happened and blah, blah, blah. Actually we barely had control of the House and didn’t have
control of the Senate.
So there was that animosity, and I can recall Keith saying what we ought to do is get in
there and campaign and fight, fight, fight, and I lent my name to it. But number one, it could not
be accomplished, and number two, it’s really none of our business to go into somebody else’s
district and tell them. But it was a good way to publicly criticize this coalition and help people
become aware that it did exist and that it was not really good or responsive government to have
coalitions. But I think they all survived very easily, including Harry Boivin, who’s still a good
friend. I think Tom Mahoney and Ben Mussa passed away. Potts, my old buddy, [Eugene]
“Debbs” was a senator for a long time after that. They all survived our campaign.

MO:

It has been an almost constant feature of politics in the Senate since that time, I believe.

We’ve heard about coalitions, I think, more recently than—

JR:

Oh, sure. Well, when you’ve got just 30, it’s pretty easy to switch the numbers around
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and form coalitions, but this was a coalition of long standing for many years. It wasn’t broken, as
a matter of fact, until the election in 1972. When Jason Boe became President of the Senate, they
elected enough Democrats to take actual control. It was still a fairly conservative body, but there
was no coalition. I mean, it was Democrats and Republicans, and the Democrats were in charge.
So the Republicans had little or no say in selection of the President.

MO:

You mentioned Boivin remains a close friend, but the two of you, I take it, didn’t see

eye-to-eye politically, at least not in those days?

JR:

No. No. I had some things to do with the Senate side and with Harry Boivin in ‘63 and

‘65, but not much. It was in ‘67, when I became Minority Leader, that it took me over to the
Senate more often. I did have some friends there in ‘65, which is why I thought I could do some
good on that reapportionment bill by going over and talking to them.

MO:

Well, maybe we’ll talk more about that when we get into the ‘67 session.
A major topic that I accidentally omitted from the fax I sent you yesterday, even prior to

the ‘65 session the country unofficially or officially, I guess, depending upon how you look at it,
entered the Vietnam War with the Gulf of Tonkin, and I know it had some real fallout in the ‘66
senatorial race between Governor Hatfield and Bob Duncan. Can you comment a little bit just
one the impact of Vietnam on state politics beyond that?

JR:

Well, in ‘66 I think it was minimal. The stirrings were there. People were beginning to

get concerned about Vietnam. The opposition was getting more and more vocal. The attention of
people, at least those who were politically aware, was definitely there, and the debate was
beginning.
I can recall urging, with others, urging Bob Duncan into the Senate race. He was a
Congressman, and a fine one. Governor Hatfield had filled out his two terms as Governor, and
has turned out, of course, to be a great Senator. I was not only a friend of Bob Duncan and a
Democrat, but I thought of the two he would be a more effective Senator. So he did eventually,
with my urging and that of others, get into the Senate race.
Governor Hatfield’s popularity at that time was not high. I think after two years in the
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governor’s chair, why, nobody comes out being all that popular. So it was not an impossible task
by any means. Turned out Duncan did not have the organization or the funds to win the race, but
it was very close, and he was ahead, in my opinion, and by several rudimentary polls in those
days, right up until the end when the Republicans realized—they had been sitting on their hands,
basically, in that race and realized that Duncan would win that they finally got together and
raised some last minute funds and were able to carry the day.
I was there on the day here in Portland when Duncan announced, and it was sort of to my
surprise that he made Vietnam an issue. Of course it clearly is a legitimate issue in a race for the
United States Senate, but at that time I was convinced that he did so just as something to
distinguish him from Hatfield because Hatfield as governor had gone to these governors’
conferences and spoken out against it, was the sole governor vote against the President, which
was courageous if only because it was unpopular among Oregon voters. But that was his stand,
and he stuck with it over the years, but I think it was to have a defining issue in the candidacy
that Bob Duncan finally decided to make that an issue, and as it turned out Bob Duncan was not
on the right side of it.
There are many of us, including Sid Leiken and myself, who talked about forming a
“Doves for Duncan” committee, and we were laughing about that one day and picked up the
paper, and there was a “Hawks for Hatfield” committee formally announced. But I think that like
most issues the Republicans in that campaign used that issue better because they could
publicize—
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JR:

I think I had some specific territory, probably in Southern Oregon to work on, and I was

active and I think I had some sort of a title, and I did work for his campaign. At that time I was
also bailing my law practice out, so—

MO:

A lot of balls in the air, eh?

JR:

Yes. I was far from being able to be a full-time worker. I think my wife, however, chaired

the committee in Jackson County and opened an office, Duncan for Senate office in Jackson
County. Democrats in Jackson County worked very hard for Bob.

MO:

I assume that this relationship has probably evolved over the years, but what was your

relationship like with Governor Hatfield at that time?

JR:

Well, I was just a mere freshman legislator in 1963 when he was entering his second term

as governor. I remember he invited groups of legislators over to his house and I went over, and I
went in to talk to him about some bill, I remember, that dealt with some historical legislation that
affected Jackson County, but I don’t think I had much of a relationship with him in those times.
It was actually later when I got into state government and immediately prior to that when I had
cause to go back to Washington D.C. on various things and meet with him, and we have become
good friends since then.

MO:

You said that you were running your own campaign, and that was against George

Stacy—

JR:

Right.

MO:—and I believe that this was the first time that you ran in separate districts in Jackson
County, is that—
James A. Redden, 238

JR:

I’m not sure whether we did. The first time I ran, we ran in a group. We may have run in

districts, single-member districts then, but I’m not sure. But in any event, when it came to that
election, I was the only Democrat and there were two Republicans, and the Republicans decided
to run that way. So Stacy zeroed in on me, and so it was a campaign basically against George
Stacy. I’m not certain we had gone to single-member districts, but we may have. The campaign
was still limited to Jackson County. Perhaps it was position number, not single-member districts.

MO:

That’s right, it was position numbers.

JR:

Exactly. That’s right, and George Stacy did file against me. He was a certified public

accountant, as he told everyone.

MO:

Some of the reports mentioned that Stacy was a bit of a single-issue candidate.

JR:

He was, fortunately. George was very much for a sales tax, and he spent quite a bit of

money for those days on television advocating a sales tax, which meant I didn’t have to spend
very much money at all. I just had to say, “I’m the guy who’s running against George Stacy.”

MO:

The sales tax wasn’t popular in Jackson County, huh?

JR:

No.

MO:

Or much of anyplace else in the state. It was a fairly lopsided outcome, as I recall.

JR:

I think so.

MO:

Now, there were also a couple of other new faces in that campaign from Jackson County.

One was Dunbar Carpenter, who I guess did not win.

JR:

That’s right. He ran against Hank Hart. Yeah, Dunbar was a very prominent orchardist
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down there, from an old family. Hank Hart was likewise, but on the Republican side, not an
orchardist, but his family had been in the lumber business, very successful in the lumber
business. I think his family owned Timber Products or something like that. The family sold it
finally. They were both very well-to-do, if not more. Hank was in the insurance business at that
point. And those two faced off. Hank Hart won, basically on a better campaign than Dunbar.
At that time the County was pretty close, and perhaps even heavier Democratic
registration, but still tended to vote Republican.

MO:

The newspapers at the time mentioned that Carpenter was an orchardist, and that he was a

leader in taking a look at the environmental impact of orchard heating. Do you recall that?

JR:

That was a major issue down there every year about this time. When the pear blossoms

were out and the pears were in early development, if a frost came, and it happened a lot of times
in the spring, then they would have to heat the trees. Before I moved there, I guess they used oil
and burned rubber tires, and it was a mess. They finally outlawed, I guess, rubber tires, but in
California they outlawed these big pots; you just fill them with oil and light them up, so all the
orchardists in Jackson County, and probably in Hood River County, too, purchased these cheap,
and that’s the way they did it in Jackson County. They had a crew of high school kids that they’d
wake up by phone call, and they’d jump in their vehicles and drive to their designated orchard
and light these pots up.

MO:

Anytime that the temperature dropped below a certain—

JR:

That’s right. And they had a dew forecast, and they knew just when it was going to

happen. That was all fairly scientific.
But when you woke up the next morning, you were breathing oil. It was a disaster. The
grass was covered with it; the trees were covered with it. I could not believe it the first time it
happened and why people put up with it. So the orchardists saw the handwriting on the wall and
were trying to come up with ways, and one of them was to spray water on the trees at the
appropriate time, and it would freeze, and that would insulate and get the job done. Dunbar
Carpenter was the first one to try that.
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MO:

I imagine that you had to have quite a few burners in an orchard to be effective.

JR:

Oh, God, it was awful. We used to drive up to Roxanne Hill, which was—I don’t know

how high above the valley floor that was, but quite a bit, and you could see the whole valley, and
it was afire, and that black smoke just poured out of those things. It was a disgrace.
They were defended by the timber industry because they were using wigwam burners,
which were almost as bad, but on a year-round basis.

MO:

Right. We talked about the wigwam burners already.
Well, Carpenter was also someone who was kind of a man of the arts and humanities, I

guess. He was involved in the Shakespeare festival—

JR:

Yes.

MO:—and some other events, and he was I guess the older of the two candidates, too. Hart was
much younger.

JR:

Yeah, he was.

MO:

I also noticed that the ‘67 race between you and George Stacy was the first time that you

actually got the endorsement of the Ashland paper.

JR:

Ed Roundtree, yes. I’m sure. Probably the only time.

MO:

It looked like a breakthrough of sorts.

JR:

It was.

MO:

What about the governor’s race between McCall and Straub; were you involved in that,

as well?
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JR:

Very little. I had met Bob, and he ran of course for treasurer and county commissioner,

but he ran against Bob Duncan for Congress, also, and he campaigned occasionally in Jackson
County and was popular down there. Of course he couldn’t touch Bob Duncan’s vote, but
nonetheless he felt obliged to campaign down there and made a lot of friends. I liked Bob, and I
do to this day. But he was no match for McCall in that race.
They both came to Jackson County, campaigned there. I can recall that. They were good
candidates against each other, but McCall beat him that year and beat him again, pretty handily
twice.

MO:

What about McCall, had you had much dealing with him at this point?

JR:

Not till I became a legislator, and we got to know each other very quickly, as he got to

know everybody. I had been told that he was pretty thin-skinned and one way to get to him was
needle him a little bit, and that turned out to be very true.

MO:

You learned this in your dealings with him?

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

Was this when he was Secretary of State?

JR:

No, when I was Minority Leader and he was governor. He came down to Jackson County

and campaigned when he was running for Secretary of State against Alf Corbett, another
Portlander, but a very old and fine Oregon name. But again, Tom McCall had more votes from
being on television than anyone could count. He came down and campaigned, and he was a very
interesting guy. Very easy to know, very friendly.
I can recall in one campaign I was running against, I think, against Dick Travis, and that
was before position numbers, but he singled me out in that race as his opponent, and I was
accused of doing terrible things like voting pro-union, which actually was a pretty serious charge
in Jackson County. But he was lashing out at me at one candidates’ fair, and McCall came up as
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Republican candidate for Secretary of State, after the legislators had at each other, and he
thought all that was pretty funny, and he said, “I’ll bet you I’m the only candidate on this
platform that’s got a union card,” and then he whipped out his union card. He was in the
communication workers’ union or whatever they called it. He thought the attack on the basis that
I voted for some union bills was pretty foolish.

MO:

One other note about the campaign was that there was a move, which I guess you didn’t

support, according to the account, anyway, but at the Jackson County Democratic Central
Committee to censure members who had supported Hatfield in the race between Hatfield and
Duncan.

JR:

I can barely recall that. There was, of course, some bitter feeling. A lot of Democrats did

switch over, based on the Vietnam War issue. There was, of course, no point in censuring
anybody. I don’t think it passed.

MO:

The outcome of the ‘66 elections worked out okay in your case, but for the Democrats

generally it was a bit of a disaster, wasn’t it?

JR:

Oh, yes. We were way down. I think we only had 22 Democrats, and only 21 of those

could we count on, so we were in bad shape.

MO:

Who was the one that you couldn’t count on?

JR:

McInnis. He was from Eastern Oregon, and he always voted with the Republicans. I

don’t know why he kept his registration.

MO:

In that situation you became the Minority Leader. Was that any kind of contended

decision on the part of the Democrats? I know that there were at least two other persons running
for the post.

JR:

Yeah, it was taken pretty seriously by both parties when they elected minority leaders.
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Montgomery had been the Minority Leader, and it was sort of a new thing then. Montgomery
became Speaker in ‘65, and Ross Morgan became our Minority Leader, but the minority leader
was for the first time given an office and an assistant in 1965. So it was a position where you
could actually function from, and it was the feeling of most of us that it was a necessary position
to have the loyal opposition, or whatever you want to call it. I think Bill Holmstrom was in the
race.

MO:

That’s right. And Keith Skelton, I guess, although maybe not quite as serious a contender.

JR:

Yeah, and there were a few others on the periphery. I know that I wanted it, and I can

remember being—I didn’t want to call everybody up and ask them for their vote, for some
reason, and my wife said, “Hey, if you want it, just get on the phone and start calling,” and it’s a
good thing I did because people want to be asked. They were very supportive, and I think I
surprised a lot of people with the votes that I had when we did caucus.
I had told Keith Skelton that I thought this would probably be my last session, and he
used that against me, so to speak—I put that in quotes—because he thought that the next
minority leader ought to be one who was going to stay in the legislature for a few other sessions
and would be inspired to become Speaker, and therefore—something that got nowhere. And Bill
Holmstrom I think just assumed that he had the votes lined up, and I think he knew better when
he got there. I think they did have one ballot. I guess Bill Holmstrom didn’t even show up; yeah,
that was it.

MO:

That’s right. There was a newspaper account that pointed out he was the only one absent

at the caucus, apparently.

JR:

Right.

MO:

Must have seen the handwriting on the wall.

JR:

He did.

James A. Redden, 244

MO:

Did this cause any bad feelings between you and Holmstrom?

JR:

No. No, Bill was a good friend. He wanted to be Minority Leader but he did not really

ask for the support. He assumed that he had the support, and he’d say, “Oh, yeah, I’ve got this
one locked up and this one locked up,” and that offended people. So when I called around I never
did ask for a pledge. I just asked for their consideration, and that was a very good approach, it
turned out, because people were claiming they had pledges, and I wasn’t even asking for them. It
was a strategy that worked. It was something that made me feel more comfortable, anyway.

MO:

And Monty Montgomery was, I guess, almost a foregone conclusion for the Speaker’s

position?

JR:

There was a contest for it. I think Staf Hansell was in the running for it, an Staf was a

power in the Republican party and the Republican legislature, would have made a great Speaker.
We, the Democrats, they kept their counsel very well and the Democrats were not aware of it for
a few days, or maybe even a few weeks, but there had been somewhat of a contest over it with
Staf Hansel really in the running. Later on, I remember John Mosser got upset with Montgomery,
and there was some talk of a minor rebellion, which didn’t last very long at all. So it was
unanimous, and the press never heard about it, but there apparently was somewhat of a heated
debate over who should be the next Speaker.

MO:

At this point you already had worked with Monty Montgomery in a couple of sessions, I

guess. In fact, I think there was a newspaper report at the time that he became Speaker and you
became Minority Leader where you referred to him as a close friend. Was that how you saw
Monty Montgomery?

JR:

Yes. He served on that insurance interim committee, and then in the ‘63 session we

served on the state and federal committee together, and then he became Speaker in ‘65, and he
gave me great committee assignments, both in ‘65 and ‘67, when I was Minority Leader. He was
a reasonable person, a moderate Republican, and he was a friend, and I think most Democrats
felt well disposed to him. I mean, you don’t like to have the Speaker from the other party, but he
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was far from being a dictator.

MO:

The other person that came to a leadership position in that session was Jason Boe, and I

imagine that you worked fairly closely with him in that session?

JR:

Yes. “His Whipship.”

MO:

This was only his second term, I believe.

JR:

Yes.

MO:

How was it that he was selected Whip?

JR:

Well, I think I suggested it to him when I called him for his support. I don’t know

whether we specifically discussed it then or later in the session, and there was no one who was
moving for it. He said, “Why don’t I?” I said, “Why don’t you?” So he did.
That position had been—in ‘65 I forget who was the Whip, but it hadn’t amounted to a
heck of a lot. But our way of approaching issues was a little different, and it was a significant
position in the ‘67 session, and as it turned out, in spite of our numbers, we were very vocal, and
particularly on a couple of issues, and our strategy was very successful because it was a sales tax,
which the Republicans wanted to pass, were pledged to pass, their supporters and contributors
insisted that they pass it, but they had no great enthusiasm for it, and they hoped that it could go
sort of as a bipartisan sort of thing, and no way.
I can remember the headlines: “GOP sales tax leaves committee,” you know, and it was
wonderful.
There were a couple of other bills that we limited our attention to. The sales tax was the
prime one because the Democrats were rabidly opposed to a sales tax, especially that one which
would take all the revenues raised by the sales tax and put it into across-the-board property tax
relief, which simply meant that people paid the sales tax, especially lower income bore the brunt
of a sales tax, and the property tax relief, of course, went to businesses and corporations and so
forth. So it was an outrageous concept. Subsequent sales tax bills have been tempered
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considerably, and they’re a lot less regressive, but that was a terribly regressive bill, so it made it
easy to hate and easy to fight, difficult to support.

MO:

We’ll talk more about the big tax struggle in a minute, but the other thing I noticed from

initial reports about who was who and relationships was that Governor McCall met with yourself
and a couple of other people from the Democratic side, and you were quoted in the news
accounts of that meeting to the effect that you thought that there would be a much closer working
relationship with the new governor than with the previous governor.

JR:

Governor Hatfield had some excellent folks around him, Warren Nunn was one, Travis

Cross was another, but his view of the governorship was different than that of McCall. As an
example, every morning you’d see Tom McCall down in the Capitol cafeteria, you know,
drinking his coffee, and whoever happened to sit at his table, or he’d sit at whatever table was
available, and he rambled around the halls in and out of the sessions, where you rarely saw
Governor Hatfield; although he was a former legislator, where McCall was not, he was not close
with individual legislators or the legislature and dealt mostly through his administrative
assistants. So the relationship was different because their personalities were quite different.

MO:

According to the report at the time, in that first meeting you were already talking to

McCall about some of the tax issues that were destined to become a major focus of that session,
one being providing the dollars for property tax relief by eliminating the federal deduction on the
state form, the state income tax form. Was that McCall’s proposal?

JR:

No, that was mine. McCall had a plan which was somewhat similar to that which he came

up with in the 1973 session and got it on the ballot and campaigned statewide. But the thought
behind that was instead of passing a sales tax which was regressive to get revenue and instead of
putting it across the board was to use the income tax, which is progressive, and by eliminating
the federal deduction I forget the amount of money that it raised, but the figures were right there
and uncontestable, and then devoting those dollars to homeowners’ property tax relief.
It made a substantial difference on a homeowner’s property tax, and it just drove the
Republicans crazy because it had the benefit of simplicity, not an entirely new tax scheme, and it
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was highly progressive because to remove the federal deduction, of course, really got to the high
incomes because they were able to deduct what they paid the federal government, which often
meant they had to pay no state taxes at all. So if you remove that, it did raise big bucks and from
the top end, and there was enough money there to make a significant contribution to property tax
relief, if you limited it to homes, to residences.
So it was a plan which I thought was workable, which was workable, which was simple,
was easy to sell, and just embarrassed the hell out of the Republicans. There’s a phrase they had
for it that you shouldn’t ever divide property taxes; that is, you can’t just give property tax relief
or reduce taxes on homes and not businesses; that was somehow a very evil thing. Nobody ever
explained to me why it was evil.
I was delighted that in the 1967 session, although they didn’t pass the sales tax, then
Republicans began to talk of homeowners’ property tax relief, and as a matter of fact it’s part of
every property tax bill that’s ever passed since under Republican control because it does make a
lot of sense.
But that was my idea, and I dropped that in. I remember testifying before the Republicancontrolled Tax Committee, and it was an embarrassment. A lot of Republicans said, “Why don’t
we just go with that?” I don’t know how long-range in terms of inflation and everything that
would have worked, but I think it raised quite a bit of money, enough to make a difference.

MO:

The interesting thing about the tax fight, if you want to call it that, in the legislature was

that I guess there were about five different factions with maybe five separate plans. There was
the McCall plan, of course, and then there was your plan, the House Democratic plan, and then
there was the House Republican plan, then there was the Senate plan, the coalition plan from
Boivin and the Republicans, and then there was also Al Flegel, I guess, who was leading the
regular Democrats in the Senate, and they had their approach to it. So it sounds like it was quite a
confusing process.

JR:

Actually, it was a lead-pipe cinch that the Republicans in the House, with the numbers

they had, 36-22 or whatever it was, were going to get whatever they wanted, and it was going to
be a sales tax. Though we did slow the train down, the fight was obviously going to be in the
Senate.
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MO:

This is a continuation of the interview with Judge James Redden in his chambers on April

5, 1995.
You were saying that the real struggle was in the Senate.

JR:

That’s right. The property tax relief was seen as a necessity, at least a political necessity,

and that probably bears some mentioning, but in any event the Republican idea was to take
advantage of the property tax rebellion and get their sales tax imposed, and not only that—and
this is where I think they made a tactical mistake—was to devote all of the funds raised by a
sales tax to property tax relief, which as I’ve said earlier meant the poor paid the property taxes
for the rich.
So to oppose that it was necessary, knowing that it was going to pass the House, and
likely that it would pass the Senate, we thought it would, that it should be clearly identified
before it went out to the public for a vote that was absolutely their idea, a Republican idea which
we would not support. But you had to have an alternative—“If you don’t support that, what is
your answer to this terrible property tax relief thing?” – And so the other plans, including the
Redden plan, which I think was the best one of all.
In any event, property taxes had become an issue in Oregon, and it was used to further
property tax relief, not only for those who were being hurt, and those were generally senior
citizens on fixed incomes, but also to help businesses.

MO:

Now, your plan at that time included, I guess, using some of the surplus that was in the

general fund for property tax relief?

JR:

It may have. I don’t recall that. Basically the mechanism was the income tax, but

probably did include surpluses because the objective was to get enough money to give some
relief to homeowners.

MO:

An idea that came out of the House Republican side, Lee Johnson, I guess, was the head
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of the Taxation Committee, and they came out with the three percent sales tax and I guess a 15
percent increase in corporate income and excise taxes, although Governor McCall’s plan, I
believe, had that same increase in corporate taxes, but it was roughly double that figure, I
believe. But one of the interesting things to me was that there was this plan to bring this out in a
special election before the voters in April—

JR:

They wanted to put on the ballot, “Do you want a sales tax or don’t you?” I remember

we were able to say, “Pig in a poke, it’s a terrible idea.” But basically they were not going to say
what the sales tax was or did, they were just going to say, “Do you want a sales tax, and if you
do, why, thank you very much, we’ll give you one and you can’t refer it because you’ve already
voted for it.” I think that was the idea.

MO:

But they wouldn’t vote for the specific sales, just—

JR:

No, they would not vote for the specific, nor would they know the details, and of course

the devil was in the details. That was a short-lived idea.

MO:

I can imagine. Did anyone really think that this was going to fly?

JR:

I don’t know. I doubt it. The Republicans were in somewhat of a pickle because we were

throwing alternatives at them, we were labeling it as a Republican tax plan. They knew that it
was overly regressive. Odd as it seems, this is before computers really were helpful in that
area—they became helpful in the next session when they went through this whole exercise again.
So you could throw out an idea without knowing quickly what effect it would have on what
taxpayers. You could figure it out slowly, but by the time we figured it out, it was too late for
them to do any dramatic changes, though they did make a few switches and tried to bail it out,
but they eventually ended up just ramming it through.

MO:

I think that McCall was a little upset with the Republicans in the House because they shot

down his plan, in effect.
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JR:

Yes. Yeah, this went back to the recruitment of legislative candidates and the support

they got from business, and it was to repeal the inventory tax and property tax relief through a
sales tax. The candidates pledged to do that, and once the session started, they were stuck with it.
Something like the Contract on America.

MO:

Did this come out of a business lobbying effort? Was there real organization on the part

of business behind this?

JR:

Oh, yes. The Association of Oregon Industries had a deep interest in it, and businesses

generally did. A lot of them were absolutely convinced that you needed a sales tax to run a state
properly; the three legs on a stool and that sort of argument, and were also convinced that
property taxes were too high, and certainly the only way to get any property tax relief was to
give them the major share of it and not to raise their income taxes.

MO:

The idea of dedicating property tax relief to homeowners, that included homesteads, too,

on farms?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

But was that structured so that it wouldn’t apply to a larger farm?

JR:

That’s right. It would not apply to the farm acreage, just the house and the lawn. That was

a bitter pill for the farmers.

MO:

There was also, I guess, an attempt by you to limit the exclusions from the sales tax bill

to just food and drugs, and the bill as it sat was open-ended or—

JR:

Well, what we did in that session is to hold hearings on the sales tax when I was on the

Taxation Committee. We had charts up on the walls and so forth, and day after day after day
businessmen came before that committee and sought an exclusion for their particular business
for this particular reason. It got to be pretty embarrassing for the Republicans, for Lee Johnson
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running the committee, and therefore it got to be a political issue because they were going to get
most of the benefits, they were going to pay least of the taxes, and they didn’t even want to pay
those.
A lot of the arguments were absolutely excellent; it was things that nobody ever thought
about when they thought about a sales tax. But most of them were basically, “Do me a favor and
count me out, this will adversely affect my business and jobs and the economy, and blah, blah,
blah,” and the usual pitch. So I think eventually we just started saying, “Hey, let’s limit it.”
Farmers wanted feed, seed, and fertilizer exempted. Matter of fact Bud Lent, who was also on
the tax committee, introduced an amendment one day that would limit the sales tax to feed, seed,
and fertilizer and exempt everything else.

MO:

We already talked about Lee Johnson. You were a good friend of his at that time, too?

JR:

Oh, yes. We were good friends. I didn’t know Lee before the session, but I think he came

in ‘65, and he was Chairman of Tax in ‘67, and we were the ones that debated the sales tax
forever, but we were pretty good friends. Got a little testy a couple times, I guess, during debates,
but basically we were and are good friends.

MO:

It must have been somewhat difficult to debate these various tax proposals with him

being in the position of having to forward the Republican plan, and you being in the position—

JR:

That’s right. Didn’t bother me. It’s always easier, of course, to attack any tax plan, but

that one was just designed to attack. It was not a good bill.

MO:

Was Johnson himself uneasy about his position, do you think?

JR:

Oh, probably a little bit. He was because a lot of his caucus was getting nervous at the

continual attacks on it. One thing probably they would have been better off doing—except they
had to have the hearings to find out what was in that thing—was to just bang it through, but they
got nervous and they tried to modify it and they tried for the popularity contest in April, and it
just gave us more and more time to point out the error of their ways. If they’d zipped it through
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in the first place, there would have been less of a reaction, but by the time we got to vote on it—
we voted on it twice, as I recall—it was a Republican sales tax.

MO:

Another element that added a little bit of confusion to the debate over the tax proposal

was that the new Governor McCall was a little bit late getting his budget before the legislature.

JR:

That was fun. What had happened was when Governor Hatfield left and became Senator,

he took everything with him, or took everything out of the Governor’s Office. He submitted his
budget because the budget had to be submitted before January; I forget the date. When he left
office, he submitted a budget just granting every agency’s request and saying, “And there are
revenues to meet it; thank you very much,” and he was out of here and he was back in
Washington.
And it turned out later, and the McCall’s book by Brent Walth makes it pretty clear that
McCall and Hatfield never did get along. I was not aware of that, but there was no friendship
there, there was no walk down the beach like Tom McCall and Bob Straub had in helping the
new governor come in.
So McCall got in there, and he realized that he did not have a budget to work with nor
very many tools to help him, so he had to start after the legislature was in session the budget
process, writing a budget, all over again. He got John Mosser, who by then had gone back to
private practice, to come down and run the show, and he anticipated in a couple, three weeks he
could get a new budget, but it did not come out in a couple, three weeks. I forget how long it
went on.
So as Minority Leader I would complain about this quite regularly, with the
encouragement, I might say, of many Republicans, that this would the longest and most
expensive session in the history—and everyone is, you know—if we didn’t get the budget. And
as a practical matter, that’s true. You can’t do very much, you can play around the periphery, but
you’ve got to get the budget and get Ways and Means to go to work on the budget. Traditionally
you waited for the governor’s budget to get started, and it just wasn’t there, and so we raised
bloody hell about it and got quite a bit of publicity on that. And when the budget was finally
done, I can recall John Mosser coming to the floor of the House and presenting a gift-wrapped
budget to me and to Jason Boe, His Whipship, all wrapped up in nice paper with a big ribbon on
James A. Redden, 254

it. “Here’s your damn budget.”
I talked about McCall having a reputation as being thin-skinned. I heard later that he just
got furious about that. Matter of fact, I know he did, and we kidded about it later. He was
striding down the corridor of the Capitol cursing, “That damn Redden, what’s he trying to do?
Doesn’t he know I’m trying to get a budget out?”
But that was his personality. He was pretty quick to temper. Bruised easy and healed
quick.

MO:

I noticed McCall wound up with John Mosser with his finance director, and then also Ed

Branchfield as his counsel.

JR:

Right.

MO:

Branchfield, I believe, started out in that session, didn’t he, in the legislature?

JR:

He started out in 1963. Ed was a partner of mine in the practice of law in Medford when I

first moved to Medford.

MO:

Right. I didn’t mean he started in the legislature, but didn’t he take a seat in the ‘67

legislature? I assume he would have had to resign his legislative post to go to work for the
governor.

JR:

I don’t think—I guess you’re right. I guess you’re right. And Bob Davis got appointed,

went his first session as an appointed legislator. I think that’s right. In ‘67 it was me, Hank Hart,
and Bob Davis, and I think that’s right, that Ed resigned and the Jackson County Commission
was the one that did it then, with the help of the Central Committee, I guess. That’s right. Bob
Davis was appointed.

MO:

As long as we’re on the subject of staff people, you yourself had your office, and Darrel

Buttice, I guess, was your aide. That must have been a real breath of fresh air to have an aide.
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JR:

Oh, yes. For one thing, I had an office that I could get work done in. Another thing was

having a press aide, or just an aide, because I carried a full load of legislative duties. I was saying
earlier that Montgomery gave me good committee assignments, and when I became Minority
Leader he was delighted to give me heavy committee assignments: Judiciary, Elections
Reapportionment, and Taxation. Judiciary and Taxation especially were heavy loads, and I said,
“Monty, why don’t you punish me by giving me these silly little committees that don’t do
anything?” And he’d laugh and say, “You know better than that.” He called me JET, Judiciary,
Elections, and Taxation. He said, “You can jet around between those committees and your duties
as Minority Leader.” So it was helpful to have someone who was on the staff.
Darrell had just graduated in Journalism from Oregon State. I couldn’t get to Salem for
the interview, so Jason interviewed him and called me on the phone and said he thought this guy
would be great, and I said, “Hire him.” I didn’t meet Darrell, I don’t think, until the night before
the session started, but he’s a great guy. That was his first job. He’s now the Public Relations
Director for the Port of Portland, and he’s frequently on television, called the man with the eye
patch.
He went from that job to the Senate the next session as the reading clerk, than an assistant
to Deb Potts. Then he went with the Environmental Division and was press for them, and then
finally went with the Port of Portland. Good fellow. Very competent.

MO:

There’s a picture in one of the scrapbooks of him operating out of his office. It was the

safe of the—

JR:

That’s right. Of the State Treasury. My office was tucked away behind a committee

hearing room, and it was a very small office, but at least it afforded some privacy, although you
had to walk through a committee room to get to it. Then down a short hall from that was a big
huge safe in a very small room, and that’s where Darrell’s office was, and there was room in
there for a desk and a chair and a typewriter, and that was about it.

MO:

So you had a pretty good working relationship with him, then?

JR:

Oh, yes. Yes, we’re still great friends. Matter of fact, he’s getting his revenge on me now:
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he’s putting on a roast that’s coming up later this month. We’ve been friends ever since, for 30
years.

MO:

He’d lost an eye or—

JR:

I forget what it was, but he had lost vision in one eye. I don’t think it was an injury; I

think it was a disease of some sort. He wore an eye patch, and of course that was our constant
source of “sensitive” humor.

MO:

Another fairly contentious issue, I guess, in that session was the single-member

legislative districts. I guess it’s somewhat different than just running by position.

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

Can you explain a little bit about the background of that and why it was so hotly

contested?

JR:

The background was strictly political. Bob Packwood was in the house at that time, and

he had done some studies on this and given it some thoughts. He determined if it went to singlemember districts, you would divide up the state in a different fashion and would, especially on
the Senate side, but also on the House side, allow for the election of many more Republicans,
especially from the Metropolitan area. For that reason, the Democrats opposed it.
Now, when the Republicans were talking about the wonderfulness of single-member
districts, you would not hear that it was a way to elect more Republicans, and when the
Democrats opposed it, you would not hear that as an issue raised. We would say that it was
parochialism and destructive of the legislative process, and they would say it was good
government, but that was basically the idea behind it.
Ironically, when it was finally implemented I think in the ‘69 session it turned out to do
just the opposite as far as the Republicans were concerned, and although they’ve recovered and
have taken control since once or twice and have control now, it made control of the House and
the Senate even more difficult for them.
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But I thought the basic fault of it was rather than have three legislators representing
Jackson County from corner to corner, you had a legislator representing a portion of Jackson
County, maybe with a little bit of Klamath County and a tad of Josephine County thrown in, and
that would be that legislator’s district. That district may be downtown Medford and the east side
residential Medford. So it meant that you had a legislator who maybe was in a district that
couldn’t care less about farmers or didn’t have the responsibility and represented business
interests in a residential area.
It didn’t make any sense to me. I thought limiting it to counties and the number of
representatives depending on the size and the population of that county, that that representative
was charged with the duty of representing that entire county, and position numbers did that and it
was somewhat of a reform because it gave somebody a shot at that particular candidate, rather
than running in a bunch.
They had some single-member districts to a limited degree in Multnomah County, and
the problems were very different in Multnomah County than they were in Jackson County. But
even after I left the legislature I was opposed to it because my feeling and experience was in
Jackson County, and I think that it’s right, I think that Jackson County and counties everywhere
have suffered somewhat by not having all of their legislators represent all of their interests in all
of the county. They’re divided up, and it does tend to get more parochial.
That was a great fight. Matter of fact, in the ‘67 session when the tax bill was still up in
the committee and it looked like the Republicans may not pass it out, they were getting very
skittish about it, Harry Boivin suggested that some of us get together and have a meeting. The
agreement was that when the single-member districts got over to the Senate he’d kill it, if I
would move the Republican sales tax from committee, which I did.
Single-member districts did go over to the Senate, and they never got out of the Senate.
Boivin’s desire was for a sales tax, but a tax measure must generate in the House, and he wanted
to get it over there to go to work on it. So it really took them by surprise when I stood up and
moved it out of committee. Of course, I didn’t prevail, but the Republicans were really scurrying
and wondering what the hell I was up to. I don’t know if I ever did tell them what I was really up
to, but we agreed that if the thing was sitting up there and they were talking about the popularity
contest and this and this and this, that the best thing to do with it is just get it out and get it on the
floor and either pass it or beat it.
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Single-member districts was intensely political because the Republicans felt it would
create more Republicans, and we thought it would, too. It turned out it didn’t work out that way
at all.

MO:

Well, I was wondering why it was thought that the Republicans would have the

advantage?

JR:

You know, I can’t remember, but the mathematics worked out, and they were convinced

themselves, and it was basically in Multnomah County that they would pick up more seats if they
could limit it. They didn’t run county-wide in Multnomah County because of the numbers up
here, but I think it was like East Multnomah and West Multnomah County, but they ran in a
bunch, and there were a couple of positions that were at-large, and an at-large position in
Multnomah County is going to go to a Democrat every single time because of the Democratic
registration up here. So they wanted to do away with that and put in single-member districts,
some of which would be predominantly Republican or at least very close where a Republican
might win it, and I think that was their basic theory. For some reason it didn’t work out when it
did finally pass.

MO:

Okay. Well, there were a number of other probably less hotly contested, but some of

them still somewhat politically sensitive, such as the bill that you were backing that would have
required disclosure of the use of excess campaign funds by candidates.

JR:

Yes. The Republicans put in a bill which would require—most of the Democratic

candidates, or a lot of the Democratic candidates, ended up a campaign with a deficit—and after
the election was over, they would go out and raise the money for this deficit, but it was not
necessary to report that deficit, and the Republicans saw great evil in that scheme. The
Democrats didn’t because the Democrats had the view they wouldn’t have a deficit if they didn’t
have to have one.
So in that Elections Committee, I moved to amend the bill to include surpluses, that
Republicans—because a lot of Republicans ended up with a fairly reasonable surplus which they
would sit on till the next election. So if deficits were evil, then surpluses had to be just equally as
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evil, and I forget what my scheme was—it was really to embarrass the Republicans, but it was
that if you had to report deficits that you had to report the surpluses, and I think actually with a
straight face I said, “I think those surpluses should be distributed to those candidates who had
deficits to assist them to pay off the deficits and everybody would be even across the board.”
Didn’t go very far. But I don’t think the deficit bill did, either.

MO:

I guess it’s still the situation that leftover funds are the candidates’ to use in whatever

way they choose?

JR:

At that time we were talking about minor amounts of money either way, but that’s gotten

to be outrageous, even on the State level now, where candidates raise so much money that they
run their own little PAC and contribute to other candidates and thereby become Speaker, you
know, hold the speakership. Campaign finance is still a disgrace.

MO:

There was also an attempt to limit the amount of money that could be spent in a

legislative race?

JR:

I forget the particular reform bill we had in. The Democrats always were leaders; one

reason, I suppose, is that we had less access to money.

[End of Tape 14, Side 1]
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MO:

One of the other interesting bills that I guess you got behind in that session was a bill to

outlaw electronic bugging devices. Do you remember anything about that?

JR:

I do, vaguely. I know it was a bill that was popular, but there was some opposition to it.

Of course, just the phrase electronic bugging devices, why, we had all sorts of word games with
it. I forget the start of that. I don’t recall why I got involved in it, but I do recall—I haven’t read
these scrapbooks for many years.

MO:

I’m sorry; in fact, I didn’t get them to you so you could have at least browsed through

them. I’ll try to do a better job next time and do that.
There was also some legislation in the ‘67 session regarding speed limits and vehicle
inspections. I probably have the details here of the speed limit bill. The vehicle inspections, I
guess, was maybe somewhat driven by some changes in federal regulations? I’m not sure, but it
was a situation where I guess several states had already passed vehicle inspection laws that I
guess checked a vehicle for safety—

JR:

I have a vague recollection of that. It was not in a committee upon which I served, and

my memory on that is pretty vague.

MO:

I don’t have very much on it here. The speed limits, I guess, that were in the bill were 75

miles an hour on the freeway, 65 on other highways, and 30 and 25 miles an hour in residential
districts.

JR:

I think that was to do with what we used to call VBR, violating the basic rule. You would

get a ticket for speeding only if you violated the basic rule, and it had to be proved, of course,
that you were violating the basic rule. So that if you were out on the freeway with light traffic in
a new car with great tires going 90 miles an hour, under the circumstances that may not violate
the basic rule. This bill was to impose speed limits; if you violated those speed limits, that was it;
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that was an offense, and that of course is the law today. I don’t know when that happened,
whether it happened in this session or not, but I think, yeah, I can recall a fight over replacing the
basic rule with speed limits.

MO:

That must have been a bit of a headache for the courts, I would think, the basic rule kind

of approach.

JR:

Yes. I thought it was handled fairly well, but this of course would be by the police and by

the drivers, but this of course would make it more clear-cut.

MO:

Another bill that looked interesting was the one that would provide full political

participation for teachers and public workers. I was a little unclear as to what political rights they
were missing at that point. Was it that they couldn’t speak out?

JR:

No, I think teachers could not serve in the legislature, could not be candidates for or serve

in the legislature, and there may have been other impositions on them. I think it was a fight over
whether it should be a ballot measure, and I think it passed and the voters repealed the
restrictions and allowed teachers to seek public office, or at least serve in the legislature. That’s
my recollection.
As I recall, I supported that, and I think most Democrats did because the thought was that
most teacher candidates would be Democrats. It did pass, and subsequently we got, not a great
number, but several school teachers who did serve.

MO:

Then I was sort of unclear, it looked like this idea came up, although I believe more

significant action was taken in the next session of the legislature, which would have been the ‘69
session, but towards the end of the ‘67 session at least the beginnings of the discussion on the
beach bill—

JR:

No, the ‘67 was the session. The beach bill was modified again in ‘69, but the major

legislation was 1967.
It was a bill that was put in by the Highway Commission, and its initial form just said that
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the public beaches shall be owned by the public, and it was designed to keep the beaches open
from the type of encroachment which was happening at a motel up on the northern coast where a
fellow assumed he had the title to the beach, and he blocked off the beach so that people had to
walk way around it, and I guess if the tide was in, why, you just couldn’t get from point A to
point B without crossing, quote, his property. It had always been a dispute. Oz West, when he
was governor, declared it a public highway.
So it started out just sort of a mild thing, except it got bottled up in the House Highways
Committee because of opposition, basically from the Republicans in the House, but that
committee was chaired by Sid Bassett, who was a Republican from Josephine County. Glenn
Jackson had a great deal of influence over Mr. Bassett, and Glenn Jackson and the Highway
Commission wanted this bill, and it was one that we really hadn’t heard very much about.
Some reporter, I think it was Doug Seymour, wanted to know what was going on with
that beach bill and why it was still in committee, and I remember he talked to me about it, and I
said, “What beach bill?”
It was late in the session. Then Sid Bassett, as Republican chairman of that committee,
began to get quite vocal about it and said that he had orders from the Speaker and others to bottle
the bill up in committee, and all the Republicans on the committee were committed to do that,
and a couple of Democrats, including Bill Holmstrom, who was from the coast, were committed
to bottle it up.
So it at first appeared to be an issue that was very popular with the public, and so it
became political. I can recall, “Mr. Speaker, move the beach bill from the committee and let us
vote on it,” and it very quickly got to be a very hot issue. A lot of people were opposed to it, both
philosophically and as it was written. There were great concerns about it on the part of some of
the lawyers, including myself, as to whether you could just say, “This is ours.” There were some
people who could prove that they had actually paid taxes; that is, there were some counties that
assessed them taxes for the beach, and that was sort of in dispute, but they had paid it that long,
and they thought they, by God, had possession of it.
The people who lived at the coast were of course opposed to it on general principals.
They thought this was giving the beach away, so all the coastal legislators were opposed to it,
although it turned out, of course, to be pretty favorable to those fellows, but you know, you can
understand that. There were a lot of interests, a lot of developers were opposed to it. The coast
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was just getting some real interest over there, the Inn at Spanish Head was one of them, and
some other inns, big hotels were building there. But anyway, for a lot of reasons it became very
quickly a crucial issue.
As Minority Leader, I got involved in it very quickly. First it was, “By God, we want that
beach bill, and we want it now, and let’s go.” But I also had some concern about the way it was
drafted, and I offered a bill to the Highway Committee which essentially would zone the beach,
and it would be like zoning in the city. You couldn’t put a fence across your front yard to stop
egress across it, although if you owned the property, I guess you could discourage people
walking across it, but it was against zoning to put a big fence around your front yard; you could
your back yard, but not your front yard.
So the beach would be appropriately zoned, and that gained quite a bit of support,
although some of the Democrats, particularly in the Senate, were furious because they wanted
the pure beach bill as an issue and saw this as a weakening of their position, but I was more
concerned about (a) passing something and (b) passing something that was constitutional. We
frankly didn’t have the time to go into the legal issues of the constitutionality of it or the real
legal problems of it.
So I got some support for my concept of it. It got some media support. McCall jumped in
on the side of the beaches forever, and Straub, who had always been a beach man, jumped in.
And it was hot and hectic, and I recall one day that I walked into the House of Representatives, it
was a Saturday and I wanted to check my mail and do a little work, and I told my wife I’d be
right back because it was towards the end of the session and the house we were renting, the
people had decided to move back early because their daughter was going to get married in that
house, and so we were that day moving into a motel. So I said I’d be back to help with the great
domestic chore.
I walked onto the floor of the House and Lee Johnson was there and Monty Montgomery
was there. They were both doing a little work. That was the day that Tom McCall and Bob
Straub went over to the beach, and Tom McCall had helicopters and he was flying up and down
the beach, and Bob Straub, who was a man of the people, was striding up and down the beach,
and all the press in the world was over at the beach watching them do their thing.
Montgomery saw the two of us there and said, “Come on in my office.” So we did, and
he said, “This beach bill’s a damn mess. I want you guys to rewrite it today.” He said, “It would
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basically be the bill that you’ve already decided, but I want you to get together with this fellow,
the attorney named Rode from the Highway Department, if you’ll do it.”
So we did, and we got Rode over there and spent the day rewriting that bill, and Monday
proposed it as the bipartisan thing, as a bipartisan bill. I’ve always contended that it was mostly
mine, and I think it was, but it was a good idea. It was a master stroke by Montgomery to get off
the hook, and there was some political gain for me to just continue to be obstreperous, but I
thought it was important enough to do it.
So we did. While they were over there, as we later said, “playing on the beach,” we were
rewriting the bill. Of course, as it turned out, it was McCall’s beach bill, but it was not actually
true.
We got really down to the details, and rather than the vegetation line, which could
change, we got the U.S. Coast Guard geodesic survey taken, and that was an agreement that
occurred during the interim is that they would survey the entire beach and set geodetic lines, and
it was an extremely detailed thing. We had professors and everybody involved to come up from
Corvallis and tell us all about the surveys and so forth, and we passed the damn thing in the
House. It was still contentious, still a lot of debate, but basically it was a pretty good bill. It was
good enough so that everybody was claiming credit for it.
It went over to the Senate, and they had to change it. They couldn’t let this be. They
made some minor changes which I didn’t like, but it finally came back on the last day of the
session, and we had to live with it, and we did, but basically that was the beach bill.
In ‘69 they modified it some, and they may have modified it even in later sessions. So
there are a lot of us that kid around about it. Harl Haas, whose a good friend of mine, was in the
legislature in ‘69 but not ‘67, and he says of course the beach bill was his bill in 1969, and I say,
“Wait a minute, that passed in ‘67; everybody knows that.”
There was interesting political maneuvering on that, and I think it’s a pretty good
indication that politics gets down and dirty in the legislative session and the entire process of it,
but more often than not if you keep working you come up with a good result, and if you don’t
take the position of “my way or else.” It did work.

MO:

In terms of the changes that came back with the Senate version that you had to swallow,

do you remember what they were?
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JR:

You know, I can’t remember. I can’t remember the details of it. They were not minor, but

on the other hand, they didn’t change our basic contention that you just couldn’t say, “Hey,
they’re mine,” and expect to stay out of court. It stayed basically with a descriptive line and a
survey would be taken. There were some exemptions in it, I think, they put in that I didn’t like.
But basically it was something that worked, and so we went ahead and passed it. We were all
pretty annoyed, but we were pretty tired, too.

MO:

What about your wife, did she understand the gravity of this?

JR:

No, she did not. Matter of fact, I was almost to the house and I realized we’d moved. I

turned around and went back to the motel where we were living and said, “Hi, there.” And we
had guests up from Medford. Friends of ours were in Salem for the weekend, and we had them
for dinner, which was something which I’d also forgotten. She’s forgiven me since, but it took a
while.

MO:

Well, I think I’m at the end of my prepared questions for today. Thanks a lot.

[End of Tape 14, Side 2]
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MO:

This is a continuation of the oral history with Judge James Redden taking place in his

chambers. I’m Michael O’Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society.
There were several points that I meant to ask you about last time when we were talking
about the ‘67 legislature, and so I thought we’d maybe just backtrack a little bit and get those out
of the way. Why don’t we start off with the beach bill, which we did talk about last time. You
told me about how you drafted it that weekend that McCall was down on the beach walking
around and about how your wife was stuck moving. But what we didn’t talk about very much
was what led up to that weekend, and I thought we could talk at least a little bit about that.

JR:

Okay. Yeah, that beach bill was put in at the request of the Highway Commission, and it

was as I recall a very short bill, not much detail to it. It essentially said that the beaches were
public, period.
It was introduced and went to the House committee on highways, and nobody ever heard
of it. I mean, it just languished there till very late in the session, when suddenly interest occurred
in it. I can recall Doug Seymour, who was a reporter then for the Salem Capital Journal, I believe, asking me what I thought -- I was Minority Leader then -- asked me what I thought would
happen to this bill and I said, “What bill?” I was fairly well representative of the legislature then,
but very quickly a lot of interest came about in it because it was a popular concept, number one,
and number two because the Republicans in the House seemed to be sitting on it, in particular the
members of that committee, and they had some Democratic allies. Basically without any
spotlight on it nobody saw any real need or purpose for it.
But then things began to happen in a hurry. One was that Glenn Jackson, who was
Highway Chairman, had an interest in its passage in his role as Chairman of the Highway
Commission, and he contacted apparently Sid Basset, who was a Republican from Grants Pass
who chaired that committee.
Then some odd things began to happen, namely, Sid Basset, who was a Republican,
criticizing Monty Montgomery, the Republican Speaker of the House for not allowing the bill
out of committee and for bottling it up. They got into a fairly lively discussion, and in the
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meantime I was prevailed upon to take that bill from committee. So I did, and that created of
course some headlines, and then the press got involved with it.

MO:

You weren’t on the Highway Committee at the time?

JR:

No, I was not. But it was a proceeding by which legislators on the floor during a session

stand up and move to move a bill from committee to the floor for vote, take the bill from
committee. It never works. It needs more than a simple majority. It never works, but it does get
things started.
I know we did that, and then attention began to get directed at this beach bill. I read it and
I had some concerns about how broad and sweeping it was, but almost everyone thought
philosophically it was wise. We had always thought the beaches were highways and that they
were public, and at this point somebody had attempted to block the beach off and use it as their
own.

MO:

That was Mr. Hay down there, the owner of the Surf Sand.

JR:

That offended everybody. So things were moving, but there were a lot of people against

it, too. The people who represented the coastal interests in the legislature were, developers were,
and it was said that the Speaker, who had an interest in a motel or resort, the Inn at Spanish
Head, was not favorable to it. He was afraid it would affect that.

MO:

One of the reports I read said that they needed to put their foundation posts into the dry

sand underneath the cliff there, and so that would have been on the property.

JR:

And as I recall, that exception got built into the bill, I think, for those who were already

doing things like that. I’m not too sure on that.

MO:

What the newspaper account said was that Glenn Jackson signed off on an exception

shortly after the bill was passed for the Inn at Spanish Head, but maybe it was in the bill.
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JR:

He could have signed off, but we may have given him some rule giving power to the

Highway Commission to implement the legislation as far as things like that are concerned. I
don’t recall specifically.
But it was that type of opposition, but Sid Basset was so strong, and he attacked the
Republicans, his own party, of course, so strongly that animosities arose, and then the press
jumped in and called us all a bunch of boobs for not moving this wonderful beach bill out. All
the major newspapers were looking for a Pulitzer Prize, and so were most of the radio and TV
stations, and it got hot and heavy.
Basically it was a good bill. It did need some work, but the correspondence we were
getting from, for instance, Eric Allen, the editor at the Mail-Tribune was House Bill 1600 as is,
no changes, this sort of thing. The odd part of that was that as that built up with some legislators
being singled out for criticism, much to the delight of the Democrats, who were on record for the
bill, they had sort of a feeling within the legislature when you attack any member thereof, and
especially if you attack it as a body, they rally round, and that created some feeling against the
bill just because legislators, like anybody else, say, “Hey, nobody’s going to push us around.”
But we began to do some work on it, that is, I and some other Democrats did. I worked
with some Republicans on it, too, and I thought I’d propose some amendments to the highway
committee which I think were adequate and eventually went into the bill that would rather than
just openly declare ownership, which seemed to me to invite court challenges galore, that we’d
just exercise the State’s power in sort of a zoning approach, and that we zone the beach for
public use, sort of like you can’t put a fence around your front yard in a neighborhood because
zoning regulations say you can’t do that.
That was a fairly popular concept with the legislators, and it began to move a bit. I was
getting strangely enough at that point some opposition from some Democrats who thought that as
Minority Leader I ought to be taking the stand that we want the bill pure and simple, that it really
didn’t matter if we got the bill, as long as we embarrassed the Republicans enough for it, which
is, you know, sort of the fun and games of it, and that we should carry out a fight for the bill pure
and simple and eventually we would get it pure and simple.
I wasn’t too sure we’d get it, and I wasn’t too sure we’d want it if we did, so I continued
that course of activity. I had many who agreed with me, and I had a couple of folks on that
committee who were close friends, Bill Holmstrom and Sid Leiken, both Democrats. Bill
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Holmstrom represented coastal interests, and he was opposed to it, but he was also one of those
who was quite close to Glenn Jackson in terms of Glenn’s role on the Highway Commission.
Bill Holmstrom, as you might recall, is the one who got the bonds passed in order to
build the Astoria Bridge, which we called in those days when it happened, to show how ignorant
we were, we called it Holmstrom’s Folly or the Great Diving Board, but of course it’s turned out
to be a magnificent project and desperately needed. But he needed the cooperation of the
Highway Department to get that. He never did fully get it, but he got them to pull back their
strong opposition to issuing bonds for that project.
During the course of that, which happened in ‘61, maybe, or ‘63, he became an ally of
Glenn Jackson. So we asked Glenn Jackson to talk to Bill Holmstrom, and as Bill said, “I’m for
it now,” he said, “Glenn ‘splained it to me.”
Then Sid Leiken, who was just sort of being an opponent of it because everybody said he
shouldn’t be, came around very quickly, and we rounded up the votes in that committee to get it
out. But they were still debating what to get out, and there was a lot of tugging and pulling
around that bill when, as I say, I went down to the House one Saturday to check my mail, and all
things began to move then. Bob Straub was over at the beaches walking around, and Governor
McCall was over there in a helicopter flying around, and we were back in Salem, and we rewrote it. Basically we wrote a bill that zoned the beach. That’s an oversimplification.
The following week we got some help from some professors at Oregon State University,
as I recall, and got a description, which is something I insisted on. The vegetation line, it seemed
to me, was not adequate because it might move. People disputed that and said in Texas they use
that, but anyway, we got a Coast Guard geodetic survey line established, and that finally passed
the House.
It was amended slightly in the Senate by Senators who had to say something about it, or
otherwise they’d feel left out, but basically it passed in that general fashion. I think I said before
that Lee Johnson, who was on the Judiciary Committee with me and was a good friend of mine,
was also Chairman of the Tax Committee, and we were in opposition on all tax matters, but
generally speaking agreed on the matters that came before Judiciary. But in any event, he and I
and a fellow named Rode, an attorney for the Highway Department, spent that Saturday trying to
cobble together a bill, which we did, and which was drafted I think Monday and introduced
Monday, or the amendments were introduced Monday, which was the second time that similar
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amendments had been introduced, and that eventually is what got the votes and passed.
It’s held up pretty well. It’s been amended in subsequent sessions. I understand that the
beach bill is under attack now and that there are some serious amendments being made to it, or
suggestions that it be amended and weakened considerably, and yet I have read nothing about it
in the Oregonian, so they’re not covering the legislature very well this session. So I don’t know
if anything serious is really happening to it.

MO:

I think in retrospect it would appear that it was a very wise decision, given the

importance of tourism in this state, to keep the beach in its pristine condition.

JR:

Oh, sure. And it didn’t harm any of those people that owned it. A lot of people were mad

because their tax bills showed they paid taxes on the beach, and there was a legal dispute over
whether that meant anything, you know. Of course, people that lived there say, “Wait a minute;
I’ve always thought it was mine. I never intended to abuse the privilege, and who are you to
come along—”—you know.
They did the survey in the off year and finally established the line. There was a lot of
conflict and opposition which, once it went into effect, fairly well melted away, except for up
here on the northern end of the coast Mr. Hay kept fighting it, and they had some dispute over it
quite recently, which I think he hopes to get to the Supreme Court.

MO:

Oh, still Mr. Hay? Is he still trying?

JR:

You know, I cannot remember if it’s Mr. Hay. I think it is, or one of his heirs in interest.

They challenged it again and lost and brought it to the State Supreme Court, I think, and lost, and
he says that’s just where he wants to be, on his way to the Supreme Court.

MO:

It seems that this idea of taking a zoning approach really removed a lot of roadblocks.

One description I read of the original bill suggested that the State might be obliged to pay the
owners if they took possession of the beach.

JR:

There were a lot of unresolved issues, and I didn’t think that the bill had an awful lot of
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thought in its drafting, which isn’t to say it wasn’t a good bill because generally a bill like that
would have gone, or should have gone to Judiciary. It didn’t because it was requested by the
Highway Department, and I think it was an automatic referral. I don’t think there was anything
sinister in that, but they were not a committee that was equipped to deal with the legal aspects of
eminent domain and the issues that came up under that bill, but were dealing in highways.
So there was no suggestion within that committee to do anything, where if it had gone to
Judiciary, we would have taken a look at it and said, “Boy, we’d better take another deep and
serious look at this.” But there were some legal issues that were very interesting, and we were
really in a bind, it was the end of the session, and I thought it was an excellent resolution. I think
it’s turned out to be that way. Politically we could have put the Republicans on the spot and
embarrassed them a little more, and maybe even gotten the bill in the pure form, but neither of
those things were a certainty. One of them isn’t important, and the other one we might not have
gotten the bill we really wanted. It might have been in court more than we ever wanted.

MO:

One account I read of the beach bill comes from the book on Tom McCall, Fire at Eden’s

Gate, and the author of that book sort of casts McCall as having staked out environmental issues
right away, almost as soon as he took office, as one of the things he was going to push for when
he was in the governor’s chair. So they naturally point to the beach bill as evidence of McCall’s
environmental bent. What would you say his role was in the bill? I know towards the end he got
involved with the walk on the beach, et cetera.

JR:

I don’t think that he was involved at all in the legislation until everyone got involved. I

don’t say that critically; it’s just the bill was introduced and just nobody knew about it, except a
very few, apparently. But in any event, Tom would do that. He did have a deep abiding interest
in the environment. He spoke of it and to it. There was a lot more interest in it in his
administration than there was in the preceding one.
At the same time, legislators were getting involved in environmental issues more and
more. But when Tom would see an issue, like that beach bill, he would realize that if you really
wanted to get the public involved, you have to be dramatic in a way that only he could be
dramatic, and he also knew he was going to be running against Bob Straub, who had a longer
career than he did on saving the beaches from past incidents when Bob walked the beaches as
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state treasurer and member of the State Land Board when they wanted to put a highway in an
estuary or some fool thing.
So Tom recognized this as something that was politically wise and also would gather a
lot of attention, as only a governor can, and especially one like Tom McCall, who could come up
with the world’s greatest press releases—I mean, he was a walking press release. So although we
laughed at him, I mean legislators did, “Well, there’s good old Tom over flying around in his
helicopter,” and it even got to be part of the debate for the state treasurer’s budget because Bob
Davis stood up and said, well, he wasn’t too sure he could vote for this budget, which was tight
as a drum, an excellent budget, everybody knew it, but he stood up and said, “That’s because
here apparently the treasurer has time to go over to the beach, wander around the beach and issue
press releases, and maybe he’s got too much money there.”
That was a bad mistake because I jumped up and pointed out that he may have been over
there walking, but the governor’s budget, which had already passed, apparently allows the
governor to go over there and fly around in a helicopter and waste the State’s money,” and
everybody laughed, and we passed the budget.

MO:

McCall also, again according to the author of the recent book, sought to energize the

Oregon State Sanitary Authority.

JR:

Yes. He sure did.

MO:

In fact, I guess, Harold Wendell, the president of Lipman Wolfe, was the chair of that,

and he died shortly into Tom McCall’s first term, and McCall appointed himself to head it, for a
while, anyway.

JR:

For a while. The environment as an issue I got involved in 1963 in a naive way, and more

involved in ‘65 and even more in ‘67, and it was an issue that went far beyond just the governor
or a few legislators. The public was getting interested in it, and the legislature as a body was, and
Tom McCall’s involvement had gone back to his TV days when he had a program Problems in
Paradise or some such about the pollution in the Willamette River and captured the public’s
interest in that respect. So he was a genuine environmentalist and could express his feelings very
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well.

MO:

Just a couple other points on the beach bill legislation, Peter Gunnar was somebody else

who was mentioned in connection with the Spanish Head project, and he was a real power in the
Republican Party at that time.

JR:

He was. I think he was Chairman, or he was for a while.

MO:

Right. I think he wasn’t at that particular moment but had just recently been Chair of the

state Republican Party. Gunnar, of course, didn’t play a direct role, but Bob Smith, who was the
Majority Leader in that session, was one of those that was definitely in opposition to the bill in
its original form, anyway. Do you remember thinking about that?

JR:

Vaguely, but I think that Bob Smith as the Majority Leader and Monty Montgomery as

Speaker, if they had no other reason, had to take a pretty defensive position on the beach bill
because of the way it blew up on them, and I think as Majority Leader whether he personally
gave a darn or not he would have had to oppose the bill in order to defend the Speaker because of
Sid Basset’s opinion of the Speaker and of the Republicans who opposed it. Suddenly they found
themselves in a position where they were on the defensive, but I think he dropped his opposition
quickly as soon as he had an opportunity to do so.

MO:

Also I understand that once it did become a big issue, once the press had leapt on it, and

as you say, everybody was out trying to win their Pulitzer Prize, the Republicans, rather than just
trying to bottle up the bill, proposed an alternative and opposed also the vagueness of the
vegetation line and suggested a boundary of seven feet, I guess, above sea level as the boundary,
and that turned out actually to be in the wet sand part of the beach, so it would have wound up
surrendering part of what the State already had.

JR:

That’s right. I don’t know whether that was deliberate or they just didn’t understand

where it went. I forget the details now, of course, but the way you measure those things is from a
point behind the water line straight out and then straight down and hit some point, but it became
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apparent that—and I think I was the one that expressed the dissatisfaction with the vegetation
line just because I thought the vegetation line might move; apparently it doesn’t move near as
much as I was afraid it might. We were all of operating with a lack of knowledge.
I remember being at the meeting, and I cannot remember who came up with the idea, the
compromise of having a survey done and establishing the line by United States Coast Guard
geodetic markers, and so there was a survey and the Coast Guard, and I’ve seen the photographs,
they photographed the entire coast and drew the line as to where it would be under their
surveying methods, and it was darn near perfect for our purposes.

MO:

When McCall went to the beach, I believe he brought some surveyors along with him, as

well. I don’t know how much actual work they accomplished on that day.

JR:

I don’t know. Mainly he brought along reporters. He had the ability to take somebody

else’s idea and run with it. You know, it’s an old saying in politics, there’s no end to what you
can accomplish if you don’t care who gets the credit. Tom could take an issue if he agreed with
it, and sometimes even if he wasn’t a hundred percent behind it, and just had the charisma to get
the public interest and to get that thing passed, and that was a very important role, I think, in the
beach bill, although he and I had fights over it because his first inclination was the pure bill, and
he didn’t want any of this legislative nonsense about maybe it was unconstitutional. But you
know, we talked about it a lot, and he was very satisfied by the beach bill as passed by the
House, anyway.

MO:

Now, you made a reference, possibly, to what happened shortly after the beach bill

passed. You might have been referring to the same instance, but apparently that summer there
was a plan put forward by Glenn Jackson and the Highway Commission to build a highway
across the Nestucca Spit, and that the beach bill actually helped them, gave them authority over
some of the land that they would need to use for this highway, or gave them some sort of
foothold, at least according to the author, again, of Fire at Eden’s Gate, and that turned out to be
a dynamite issue, too, because then right on the heels of the beach bill the press was saying, “My
God, now they want to pave the beach and build a highway on it.” And on that one I believe
Tom McCall wound up being on the wrong side and had to back down because he originally
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backed the building of this highway. It wasn’t going to be actually on the beach, but it was going
to be right next to the beach.

JR:

And there had been an issue similar to that prior to the beach bill, I thought, but that was

30 years ago. I do remember something about it, and I read Brent’s book about McCall, and it
was in there. Straub got involved in that, and it was a red-hot issue, that’s right.
That certainly wasn’t the spirit of the beach bill, and may very well have been what the
Highway Department had in mind to start with.

MO:

Of course during this period we see a lot of competition for headlines, at least, between

Bob Straub and Tom McCall.

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

What was the relationship like between the two of them?

JR:

Oh, I think they were basically pretty friendly. Tom, as you know, was sort of thin-

skinned, but Bob was such a thoroughly decent opponent for anybody that I think they got along
very well, before, during, and after campaigns. They were quite close friends when Straub
succeeded McCall as governor.

MO:

Did you know Ed Westerdahl or Ron Schmidt very well?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

What kind of person was Westerdahl, and how did he wind up being McCall’s Chief of

Staff?

JR:

I really can’t recall specifically how that happened or how Ron came aboard, but Ed

Westerdahl was a lobbyist for one of the utilities, PGE, I think, prior to his going on the McCall
staff. He was an unusual guy for a lobbyist or politician as he was far from a back-slapper or
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anything like that, but he was very smart, very conscientious, and was a good balance to Tom
McCall. Tom would listen to him, and he could sort of hold Tom down on some of Tom’s more
romantic notions. They used to say—Ron, and Bob Davis, another valuable member of Tom
McCall’s staff, that there were certain times when you wanted to take away Tom’s typewriter, to
say nothing of his fountain pen and pencils.

[End of Tape 15, Side 1]
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MO:

—the Republican majority in the House, was there a reason why the elections went that

direction, or was it something that just occurred by chance, do you think?

JR:

I don’t think there was any particular issue. I think one of the reasons was that the

Democrats had been in control for a period, and like most parties that are in control for a period
of time had gotten a little bit lazy about it, and the Republicans were very smart to realize that
times were a-changing, and they went out and organized business interests that had an interest in
what the legislature did, who wanted the repeal of the inventory tax, who wanted passage of a
sales tax for property tax relief and other programs which were perfectly legitimate programs—I
thought a lot of them were unfair if they were ever passed as suggested, but basically certainly
nothing wrong with going out and recruiting legislators who felt the same way.
They recruited good legislators and got telephone company employees to come to Salem
and learn things and serve as staff and get politically involved in local areas, and Bob Packwood
had a good deal to do with this, recruiting these candidates whose campaigns then were helped
financially by the people who recruited them. It flat-out caught the Democrats by surprise;
anything near “organization” always catches the Democrats by surprise. But I think that made an
impact. They recruited some excellent candidates, financed their campaigns, and there were a lot
of very bright very good Republican freshman legislators in the ‘65 and in particular in my
memory in the ‘67 legislative session. I think they just outsmarted us, out-campaigned us.

MO:

One thing we haven’t talked about in our conversations about the legislature was the

operation of the professionals that served the legislature in the legislative fiscal office and also
legislative counsel, the Office of Legislative Counsel. Why don’t we start with legislative
counsel? They were, I guess, a group of staffers that would help in drafting of bills; is that
accurate?

JR:

Yes. The Oregon legislature was a leader in that respect, in the legislative fiscal and

legislative counsel offices. Not many states had that benefit. The one that was most obvious to us
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was the legislative fiscal, and it gained a lot of national attention and many states have gone to
that concept because what you’ve got was the governor’s fiscal folks telling you one thing, and
nobody else with the ability to search those issues out. The legislature in Oregon before I joined
it, but I believe it was probably not long before I joined it, maybe under Bob Duncan when he
was Speaker, realized they needed this, and they financed it, funded it, and they did and are still
doing a great job in analyzing the fiscal state of the economy and the impact, most importantly
the impact of all legislation with any fiscal implications.
So there’s no reason not to know what you’re doing, and that, of course, is one of the
trouble with initiatives and referendums, or initiatives in particular because they don’t have any
legislative impact to worry about. But when it goes through the legislature, why, that’s always a
consideration. If it’s got a significant one, it goes to Ways and Means, and that’s considered.
Legislative counsel is a tremendous help. Used to have volunteers from the Oregon State
Bar, lawyers that would volunteer a two-week stint to help people draft legislation, and that was
helpful, but it’s tricky business, and we had excellent legislative counsel, good lawyers, full-time
employees. I don’t know how much they cost, but I can guarantee you they save many, many
dollars by getting an idea drafted correctly, and save hours and hours of tinkering with it on the
part of the Judiciary and other committees in trying to amend a good idea into a good bill.
Oregon led the way there, and it’s a good thing.

MO:

When you say it was tricky business, were you referring to the recruitment of these

volunteer attorneys or just—

JR:

No, no. Drafting legislation. No, the volunteer attorneys were good lawyers and they

could see the obvious problems, but legislative counsel being there full-time and that’s their job
could be tremendously helpful. I mean, they would even discourage us from putting the bill in, or
say, “That’s already the law,” or—you know, from the basic simple things to drafting a concept
and putting it into a workable piece of legislation.

MO:

Did you yourself make direct use of these staffers?

JR:

I did. Maybe not as much as non-lawyers. When I had tax legislation when I was a
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member of the Tax Committee, in particular in ‘67 when I was Minority Leader and I thought it
important to come up with alternatives to the sales tax, I used the—and it was perfectly
appropriate—attorneys in the Tax Division to help me with the legislation. But I frequently used
legislative counsel.
As an attorney I remember in ‘63 I drafted a lot of my own legislation, but then I realized
that legislative counsel was excellent. They were always backed up, and so you had to wait, but
if you were going to get involved in some complex stuff, you’d better go there.

MO:

Was there any tendency or any sign that these offices ever were partisan or politicized at

all?

JR:

No, not really. Oh, I guess they were criticized as such by whoever was out of power, but

nobody ever seriously criticized them for doctoring the figures.

MO:

Some of these staffers presumably had continuity from one legislative session to the next.

JR:

Right.

MO:

Just a couple of more minor points on the session. One was that I noticed a couple of bills

that you were involved in. One was to give the minority power to make its own committee
assignments. Apparently the committee assignments were always made by the majority—and I
guess still are? Or are they? I’m not sure.

JR:

That is the duty of the Minority Leader to say, “By God, we should get to appoint

committees.” You know, the task of appointing committees, which falls on the Speaker and the
party in the majority, is not a pleasant one. One ingrate and two enemies for every appointment
you make.
I can recall when I made the typical demand of a Minority Leader that Monty
Montgomery said, “Hey, you know, I might do that.”
“Please, please don’t!” [laughing] You know, if he said, “Okay, you pick from your
caucus,” I’d have been in trouble with my caucus, probably fatally wounded.
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It’s a concept that’s a pretty good idea, and there should be perhaps more participation by
the Minority Leader in those appointments than there is, but actually I did have some say. I did
make some suggestions, some were considered, but I never really wanted to have the power of
appointment—unless I was Speaker; then you have the power, period.

MO:

Maybe we did talk about this one, I’m not sure, but there was a real thrust at the time,

again an unsuccessful one, I believe, but the Oregonian backed it, I know, and you introduced a
bill to accomplish it, and that was to move the primary to September from May.

JR:

That is something that I still think ought to be done. I think it is a total waste time. Going

into the 1967 session, that was one of the Democrats’ planks, that we were going to do this, and
the Republicans, as well. So I thought, “Well, here’s something that’s going to happen,” and I
realized well into the session that the Republicans hadn’t moved a bit on it. So I managed to get a
bill in, or amend a bill, and found out the Republicans were opposed to it, as well as many
Democrats.
It’s my theory that politically that the Democrats made a big mistake and still do to have
these early primaries because then they have to go through the entire primary campaign to
nominate somebody—it’s expensive, it takes time, it takes money—and by the time the primary
and the nominations are over and the election comes around, it’s a whole new campaign, and you
have to go through the whole process again.
The Republicans, who are much better financed, got to thinking about that and suddenly
abandoned the idea of a late primary. Where I grew up, that’s the way it was. Matter of fact, I
think in the mayoral races my dad was involved in it was October-November. I think in
Massachusetts even now it’s September-November.
Presidential elections, which are always popular in Oregon and used to be significant in
Oregon—of course now all the primaries are moved earlier and earlier and earlier to get the
public attention and for all the other reasons, but there’s no reason why you can’t have the
presidential election on a different date than you have the other nominations. I still think a later
primary is kinder to the candidates, kinder to the public, saves money, and makes sense. And
almost everybody still disagrees with me.
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MO:

Just a couple of points on personalities from the legislature before we move on, and one

was that I noticed also in that year that Ben Musa changed his registration or identification from
Democrat to Independent.

JR:

I guess that would have been such a small surprise I don’t even remember it.

MO:

He was an interesting figure in some ways. This was earlier than the ‘67 legislature, but

there was a time when he was President of the Senate and Hatfield was out of the state when he
was in the Governor’s Office, and that left Musa, I guess, with the governor’s powers for the two
or three days that Hatfield was gone or whatever it was, and that during that time he actually
appointed somebody to a vacant position, and Hatfield came back and was quite annoyed.

JR:

I don’t recall that specifically, but it used to be the Senate President was the successor,

immediate successor to the governor and would become governor if the governor died. They’ve
changed that law, wisely, but also every time the governor left the state the successor became the
governor. That has also been changed.
I remember Ben. He was President of the Senate, and his wife was a member of the
House of Representatives in at least two of my three sessions, if not all three.

MO:

I was going to ask you that next. She lost the election, I guess in ‘67, so that sort of broke

up the husband and wife team.

JR:

Okay. Yeah, that’s right.

MO:

But he was, I take it, a pretty conservative Democrat?

JR:

Very conservative. He was one of the coalition Democrats who were basically very

conservative, as conservative or more conservative than many of the Republicans, but were
elected as Democrats and then formed a coalition with the Republicans to control the Senate.

MO:

As a husband and wife team, the fact that both Ben and Katherine Musa were both in the
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legislature at the same time, did that give them any additional leverage or power, do you think, as
a team that they wouldn’t have had otherwise?

JR:

No, I don’t think so. Kitty was very conservative, too. She was a member of our caucus,

obviously, and far more conservative than the caucus. She would always tell Ben whatever went
on in our caucus, of course, especially if it involved him, and I remember we were discussing
some bill and somebody sort of forgot their relationship and asked whether we could count on
Ben to keep his word on such-and-such a bill, and Kitty got very indignant and said, “Ben
Musa’s word is his bond.” And I said, just blurted out, “I think there’s just been a default on that
bond issue,” and Kitty was not very friendly thereafter, although I think finally she understood it
was just a joke. But she was very loyal to Ben.
Ben was frequently in disagreement with the Democrats, especially the House
Democrats, and the so-called real Democrats in the Senate, and so that came up often, and she
was pretty offended by it. But she herself was quite conservative. They were both very nice
people, but truly were conservative.

MO:

Another husband and wife team was Frank and Betty Roberts, although by the time Frank

was elected to the legislature I guess it was no longer a husband and wife team. Their marriage
had broken up, I guess, just before Frank Roberts won his seat in the House.

JR:

That’s right. She came in ‘65, and at that time she and Frank were married. He came in

‘67, and by that time they were divorced, I think.

MO:

That’s what I understand, too. And they were both in the House; is that right?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

So were there any personal interactions there that played out?

JR:

Nope.
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MO:

Just one final point from that period, an event that occurred during that session was that

in February of that year Clarence Barton died, and I guess he’d been Speaker—was it in the
previous session or—

JR:

He was Speaker in ‘63. I think he got defeated in the next session. Jim Beddingfield

defeated him in a subsequent election, and whether—no, he was not there in ‘65, so he got
defeated in the election of ‘64, after he’d been Speaker.

MO:

Okay. And of course in ‘65 the Republicans had a majority anyway.

JR:

Right. Right.

MO:

Was his death unexpected?

JR:

No, he had cancer. It was terminal; it was known to be terminal. He spent quite a bit of

time in Portland, where he was being treated, and I remember he stayed at the Congress Hotel,
and I would see him occasionally when I was up here on a lawsuit or something. It was relatively
speaking a long period of time, a tough go for him.

MO:

Also during that session there was a rumor afloat that Wayne Morse might be in line for a

Supreme Court nomination, and that I believe led to some maneuvering in the legislature as to
what might happen with his successor.

JR:

Nothing serious, but I forget who said—I think it was Lyndon Johnson or somebody said

that he thought Wayne Morse would make a good Supreme Court Justice, or somebody did. So a
group of us spoke to the President and urged him to appoint him to The Supreme Court, and we
got a letter back from a member of his staff recognizing the great ability of “Senator Morris,”
and they misspelled his name, and that sort of ended that little boomlet. But it was more of an
inside joke because nobody thought that he would accept it, nor that it would be offered.

MO:

Of course, I suppose Johnson could have gotten rid of a headache of his by—
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JR:

Yeah, but I think he’d have bought another one.

MO:

That’s right. Have you been following all the controversy over Robert McNamara’s

recent revelations?

JR:

Yes. I guess my reaction is no surprise. A lot of us thought he was wrong then, and now

he thinks he was wrong then. I think it was an evolutionary process with him and with a lot of us.
I haven’t read the book, but there seems to be a lot of criticism of him, saying if he came to believe it was wrong, he should have stalked out of the administration, so to speak, and President
Johnson in particular. He apparently thinks Kennedy was headed in that direction of getting out,
but Johnson would not.
But being in a position like that, where you may be one of a group who’s come to the
conclusion that this is wrong, but if everybody else is sitting there saying, “No, it’s right,” you
know, you’re not that certain. You may be certain years later, but you’re not that certain. You tell
yourself, “I’m not the only one here with brains,” and so I don’t think it would have really been
the role of him to embarrass Johnson and stalk out and denounce it as policy, not unless he had
some sort of belief that he was one of God’s chosen. I’m sure he expressed his misgivings in
their councils, but I’m equally sure he was 90 percent sure he was right, but that 10 percent held
him in there.
But I think it’s a courageous step for him to come out, if not a tremendously significant
one, for him to come out and admit that. But I don’t think it’s any great surprise; I mean,
everybody concluded that years ago.

MO:

Yes. It wasn’t even a great surprise that McNamara should admit that because I think in

recent years he’s said a lot of things that would lead one to conclude that he might be thinking
that.

JR:

Right. But it’s a bestseller.

MO:

That’s right. If nothing else, it’s good publicity for the book. I guess it would be difficult
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to step out like that when you’re part of a group.

JR:

You have to be pretty much of an egoist to not listen to the views of others and to

conclude that you’re absolutely right. If you’re the decision-maker, you’ve got to do that. If
you’re not, if you’re in the role that McNamara was in rather than being the President, you don’t
just take your ball and go home. You’re better off and the country’s better off to have a person
like that remain there, with those misgivings, express them, try to temper things and work your
way out of it.
I also think that a person as intelligent as McNamara is intelligent enough to know that he
might not be right, although it was fairly obvious and he realizes now he was, I think at that time
he must have wondered. He had a lot of other smart people sitting around that table who thought
they were doing the right thing.

MO:

Well, that was just an aside here. The ‘67 session, of course, was your last session in the

legislature. How did you feel after the session was over and you were actually able to return to
normal life?

JR:

Oh, I was pretty happy about it. I’ve always thought that as far as politics is concerned

my service in the legislature was the highlight, I guess. I suppose because it was part-time, and I
only served three sessions, which were plenty for a lawyer that had to make a living.
I enjoyed the legislative process. I thought that I did make a contribution. I was not
overjoyed to leave, but I knew it was time I had to leave. I had a law practice to take care of and
a family to take care of, and it was a great expense both to myself and to my law firm. It sort of
shut down part of the activities when I was gone, and six months every other year was pretty
expensive for the law firm and for myself. So it was time to leave.

MO:

How did your wife feel about it at the time?

JR:

She enjoyed the legislative process, but she was glad it was over, and from her standpoint

she was happier than I was about it because her role in it, although she was my secretary, was on
the floor, was deeply involved in the issues and enjoyed it from that viewpoint, she still had the
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responsibility of the kids, and we’d move from Medford to Salem, put them in new schools, and
then move back sometimes before the school year ended and put them back in school in
Medford. All of those tasks would sort of automatically end up with the spouse who isn’t the
active one in politics. So we both thoroughly enjoyed it, but it was time, and there were other
things we needed to do.

MO:

What did she do with all this spare time after the legislature?

JR:

Oh, we went back to Medford, and she enjoyed her friends that she had before. She had

always done a considerable amount of volunteer work for Providence Hospital. She had been
involved in what we called the Easter Monday Luncheon, which is a charitable function that was
a big thing there.
We still had political interests. She was a more loyal attendee at the Democratic Central
Committee meetings than I was, and she during that period of time managed some campaigns for
candidates. She was Jackson County Chairman for Jim Weaver for Congress, as I recall. Always
staffed one headquarters or another during election years.
She kept very busy, and our children then at that point were junior high and high school
age, and that in itself is a full-time job. So we were about as busy as we could get, and during
that period of time my mother came down with cancer. She was diagnosed when she was visiting
in Oregon, although she lived in North Carolina, and she stayed with us. It looked like she would
stay with us until she died, but she came up to Portland for surgery, and they did not operate.
They found a lung tumor that they thought was fatal and just said “forget it.”
We went back to Medford, which had probably a better medical service because it was
sort of a medical center for the Rogue Valley and Northern California and so forth, but in any
event they did some work for her, radiation. The tumor disappeared and she went back to North
Carolina and spent a year or two back there. No, it wasn’t that long, but it then had metastasized
and was in the brain, and she returned to Oregon and died here in Oregon. And that is a full-time
and traumatic event, obviously.
So those years were extremely busy when we were home, and as a matter of fact my
mother was still alive during the primary, but had passed away by the general election of ‘72. So
it was an extremely busy time.
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MO:

So it was a busy and somewhat difficult time, it sounds like.

JR:

It was. Tough times. Of course, there was a pretty busy law office, too, and a lot of

clients to take care of after my absence.

MO:

Had you received any pressure from your law partners to get back on the job, also?

JR:

Oh, yes. Especially my senior partner, who was the one that had been there from the ‘63

session forward. I had two others by then, Lyle Velure and John Ferris, who are still very good
friends, they all are. Lyle’s on the bench now in Lane County, and John’s still in practice in
Medford. My firm broke up after I left it and went to the Treasurer’s Office.
It was very difficult for them, and although I think the younger two thought there may be
some benefit to have somebody in the legislative process, Hugh Collins certainly did not, and I
agreed with Hugh. I just thought it was too costly for them, and it was a bone of contention in the
firm.

[End of Tape 15, Side 2]

James A. Redden, 288

Tape 16, Side 1
1995 April 19

MO:

This is a continuation of the oral history interview with Judge James Redden in his

chambers on April 19, 1995.
What were your sons up to at this point in time?

JR:

Going to school. We moved over to the west side, and I think at that point Jim was in

high school, and Bill was in junior high. But they were right in that age range, maybe a little
younger than that. They were typical teens or near-teens at that time, for those times, which were
pretty difficult times to be a kid, I think, in the ‘60s.

MO:

How did they fare during the legislative years with the back and forth school experience?

JR:

We still talk about it. Joan and I thought that it would be a great adventure and a very

good thing for a youngster to do that, that they would learn a lot. I’m not too sure that’s true. I
think when you say to a kid who’s in school, “Come on, we’re leaving for Salem,” and then try
to fit him back in the community, it’s pretty tough on him.
I don’t think they were very happy when they were here in Salem. Joan and I were very
busy during the day, although one thing we did have the advantage of is that Joan didn’t have to
go to work as early as I did, and she did not go to work until the kids were off to school and she
was home when they got home, and that makes a heck of a difference. But there at the legislature
there was a social life, too, and we were out frequently in the evenings. We had the weekends,
but frequently I would go to Medford over the weekend and get some work done.
So I don’t think it was a joyous event for them, and they don’t look back on it as one,
either.

MO:

When you were in Medford and didn’t have to make these trips up to Salem, did you

have time to spend time with your sons or was your law practice pretty demanding, also?

JR:

Oh, no. We spent a lot of time together. Typical of at least a small-time law practice, I
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worked hard and I usually worked on Saturday mornings, but at that age the kids had their own
interests, anyway, so they didn’t want me to go out and play with them. But I was always there,
every evening for dinner—almost every evening, although sometimes if I had a trial going I
might miss dinner and come home late.
I had trials all over Southern Oregon, and so I might be in Klamath Falls for two or three
days, or in Roseburg trying a lawsuit. But we had a lot of time.

MO:

Did you take family vacations together?

JR:

I recall doing the traditional Disneyland, and visited Joan’s family in San Diego. We

bought a new car and drove all the way down there and back. Those sorts of things, fairly
typical.

MO:

Did you take advantage of your proximity to the great outdoors down there in Southern

Oregon?

JR:

I enjoy it. Jim and I went lake fishing once. He wasn’t crazy about it, and I didn’t like

lake fishing that much. I did some ocean fishing, and we all did. Jim, Bill, and I and Jason Boe
and Jason’s sons went out ocean fishing once or twice.
Bill, the younger one, is the one that liked to fish, and he fished with his friends and is
still a pretty good fisherman. Jim and I never really mastered it, and as a result probably didn’t
enjoy it as much.
That was great country. There were lakes that had more fish than you could catch, and the
Rogue River. We went salmon fishing on the Rogue with Jim, and he hooked a salmon that
pulled him right off the seat. So we did all that stuff.

MO:

One topic I meant to cover in this period between the legislature and the Treasurer’s

Office, I know that you were a delegate to the ‘68 Democratic convention.

JR:

Right. God. A disaster. But yeah, I was.
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MO:

How did the nomination process work?

JR:

It was an election, statewide election. You just filed and your name was on the ballot.

Nobody campaigned for it; it was strictly a name familiarity thing, or almost all name familiarity.
My name was on a ballot once before that and I lost; I put it for Southern Oregon. This time I put
it on the statewide ballot, without too many expectations of winning, but I had a great slogan. It
was something real meaningful like “your fighting minority leader who opposed the sales tax,”
or something like that. I didn’t even say who I supported, and I won.
So we got to go back. Of course the ‘68 convention was probably one not to attend.
Pretty grim affair. But I guess I can say I attended an historic occasion.

MO:

What was the experience like?

JR:

Oh, it was bad. Chicago was virtually under siege. I can remember the convention was

held starting at 5:00 at night and would go to early hours in the morning just to keep TV happy.
It was run for TV. It was tumultuous. Johnson was not running. There were demonstrations constantly, and the big riot, what they referred to as a riot, which was televised into the hall and
exaggerated tremendously.
I thought that the television coverage of it from Walter Cronkite on down was abysmal. I
can remember one instance where the delegation next to ours, I forget the state, but anyway some
guy came in after a recess and he was intoxicated, and two of his friends went in with him, and
he was about to fall asleep, so they got up, one on each side, and the aisles were tightly packed—
it shouldn’t have been in Chicago; they were supposed to have a new hall, and of course it
wasn’t finished. But anyway, they tried to get him out at the same point where I think it was Dan
Rather and a guy behind him carrying a camera started going down the aisle in the other
direction thinking they had a situation where Security was removing this guy for being bad, and
these two folks saw these guys coming down the aisle one way and they were carrying this guy
out the other, and they just kept going, and they knocked Rather and the cameraman right on his
ass, at which point—I saw the tapes later—Walter Cronkite exclaimed, “What thugs. What
thugs.” Give me a break! But this was all televised to the nation, who of course thought
Cronkite never exaggerated anything. They did a terrible job on it. It was bad enough without
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their help.

MO:

And of course McCarthy was contesting Humphrey for the nomination?

JR:

Barely. We were bound to vote for McCarthy, at least on the first ballot. I forget what the

restrictions were, but we had to on one ballot, and some of the delegates were very proMcCarthy, some were not very pro-McCarthy. I was one that was not.
There was a little boomlet for Ted Kennedy, which wasn’t very serious, but I got
involved in that and got immediately telegrams from home saying, “You cannot violate the law;
you must vote for McCarthy.” Well, I was going to vote what the law said I had to vote, but we
tried to get McCarthy to attend our caucus, and he would not. He didn’t come to Chicago until
late. He was virtually out of the race, but he would not release the delegation nor give us
assurance that he was a serious candidate. But he would not withdraw, and to this day hasn’t
withdrawn.
We came out of there with a great nominee in Hubert Humphrey, but McCarthy never
forgave him, and many of McCarthy’s followers never forgave him. They woke up with a couple
of weeks to till election and realized they were going to get Nixon, so they got off their duffs and
began to work, but it was too late, and we ended up Nixon instead of Hubert Humphrey. As a
result my feelings for Eugene McCarthy aren’t really all that pleasant. I had supported Robert
Kennedy in the primary and was active in his Oregon campaign.

MO:

And that was another tragic event.

JR:

Oh, yes. It was a miserable event. Just terrible.

MO:

What did you think when you heard the news of his assassination?

JR:

Oh, well, I guess like most people who knew him and supported him, it was devastating,

especially in light of what had happened to his brother. Sixty-eight was the worst year of my life,
I think.
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MO:

You said that you were not a very enthusiastic vote for McCarthy, and you’ve explained

some of the problems with McCarthy after the convention, but what made you not enthusiastic at
the time of the convention?

JR:

Well, for one thing I didn’t think he could get elected. I admired him for his stance in

New Hampshire and for his opposition to the war. At that time I didn’t agree with him fully.
Those were the days where we looked at the domino theory, and it made some sense if you lived
before and during World War II, but of course it made no sense as it turned out. But I was, like a
lot of other people, just beginning to be convinced after Johnson was elected and began to do
what he accused Goldwater of wanting to do.
But in any event, I didn’t think McCarthy had the stuff to be a President. I thought he was
in there on somewhat of a personal crusade, ego trip. When it became apparent he was not going
to win, I thought it was time for him to get out and to support somebody else. At the convention
it was certainly time for him to either get in or get out.
Gene McCarthy was very popular with those kids who raised so much hell in Chicago. If
he had asked them not to or given them any encouragement not to, they would not have. His
encouragement was in the other direction. Yet at the same time, he would not come to, for
instance, the Oregon delegation and say, “I am a serious candidate,” nor would he come and say,
“You’re released, you can vote for whoever you think is going to be nominated and thereby
enhance the state’s reputation if you want to be selfish, or whoever you think you should vote for
if I’m not a candidate.” He would not do that. Not my kind of guy.

MO:

Did you see any of the action on the streets while you were there?

JR:

I don’t think so. I don’t think so. Every time we rode out to the convention center, why,

there were signs and protestors, but I think the real fight that broke out was televised into the
convention, and I noticed that they were repeating it without admitting it, so the indication was
that it went on and on for hours and hours and hours, when actually, bad as it was, it hadn’t gone
on that long.
Of course it tore the convention apart. It was not a pleasant event.
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MO:

So there was a reflection of mood inside the hall, also, then?

JR:

Oh, yes. Yes.

MO:

You also mentioned that after the convention when Humphrey was nominated, then the

McCarthy supporters didn’t swing behind Hubert Humphrey. What did you think Hubert
Humphrey might have done with respect to Vietnam had he been elected?

JR:

Well, he announced before the election that he was going to back a policy of getting the

hell out, so there wasn’t any question about what he would have done. That was a great break
with Johnson, and it earned Johnson enmity, but there’s no question that he would not take the
stance that Nixon took.
Nixon got in, and he was another Johnson in that he, by God, wasn’t going to be the first
President to lose a war, you know, and you’ve got to recognize when to hold them and when to
fold them, and neither of those guys could do it. But there’s no question in my mind that John
Kennedy, had he lived, would have gotten out, as graciously as possible, but it would have had to
have to been after he was reelected because if he had tried to do that, or even mentioned it before
the election, why, it would have been who lost China all over again, and there was no question
that Hubert Humphrey, because he publicly proclaimed it, was going to take steps to get out of
there.

MO:

Although his reputation suffered by association with the Johnson Administration.

JR:

Oh, sure.

MO:

Did Johnson’s decision not to run come as a surprise to you?

JR:

No. You know, Joan and I, I can still remember it and we talk about it every now and

then, were watching that speech, and it was just the tenor of it, and he came to the point where
you could tell he was going to say something significant. I said to Joan, “I bet he withdraws,”
and of course it became obvious; he said “in the interest of this and the interest of that,” and he
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did indeed withdraw, and there was immediate speculation after that as to who would benefit by
this, and I can remember that none of the wise guys that always analyze such speeches came up
with Humphrey till after about five hours.
So it was and it wasn’t. When the speech started, I didn’t think he would, but by the time
he got around to announcing it, for some reason I thought, “Oh, that’s what that guy’s going to
do,” and that’s what he did. I think he regretted it after that.

MO:

Do you think he might have won, had he stayed in?

JR:

No. No, his pride would not—well, you know, it’s hard to say no. How do I know? His

pride would not have allowed him any graceful exit. On the other hand, he would have been
running against Nixon, who would have been criticizing him for not being tough enough, so who
knows. Who knows. Vietnam may not have been the deciding factor.
I think Lyndon Johnson, in spite of all of his tremendous accomplishments on the
domestic front, so ruined his reputation as a leader with his foreign policy, whether that was right
or wrong, that he could not have been reelected, and I think he knew that.

MO:

But you thought that Humphrey maybe would have had a chance in the election?

JR:

Oh, yes. It turned out to be very, very close, and if those folks who jumped in at the last

minute had jumped in before that, Humphrey would have won. That’s another thing that I guess I
resented about McCarthy is that if you’ve got to take a choice between Hubert Humphrey and
Richard Nixon, and you’ve proclaimed yourself a selfless liberal, there’s not much question
about what you’re going to do. On the other hand, if you regard yourself as a saint and above any
criticism and far better than anyone else, then I guess there’s no question what you do, either,
and there’s no question about what he did or didn’t do.

MO:

What did you think of Nixon at the time?

JR:

Not much. I remembered Nixon from his vice presidential years. I don’t know, the guy

was everything everybody knows he was. He had some great moments as President, going to
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China, but I don’t know, he always had his own agenda, and that basic underlying ambition
which he would do anything to satisfy. I never have liked the guy, that’s all.

MO:

So you left the legislature in ‘67 and went to the convention in ‘68. What about your law

practice during that period? Were there any cases or things you were involved in during that
period that come to mind as notable?

JR:

Not that I can think of. It took a while to catch up on trials that hadn’t moved while I was

away, and I went home and got those ready to try, and I just started trying lawsuits that had piled
up and pretty much tended to business.
During that period of time Tom McCall appointed me to the Public Employee Relations
Board, and then I got involved with the collective bargaining for public employees, and he asked
me to be on a task force on that. This is all after the legislature and before I entered the
treasurer’s race, and a group of us drafted some legislation to give collective bargaining rights to
public employees, and that was a bill, as a matter of fact, introduced in the 1972 legislative
session.

MO:

Had your law practice changed much?

JR:

Not significantly. I think we had fewer clients because they didn’t get the attention that

they thought they had to, but it built up again and got to be a very healthy practice in a very short
time.

MO:

Apart from the involvements with the McCall appointments that you just mentioned,

were there any other political activities that you were involved in prior to the treasurer’s race?

JR:

Not specifically. I know that as a member of that board that I didn’t get involved in name,

certainly, but I’m sure I was involved in—I know that I’d always been a supporter of Bob
Duncan, and I was involved in some of his campaigns. I think it was about that time that he ran
against Wayne Morse and that Bob Packwood upset Wayne Morse. That happened in there. I
was involved in that campaign.
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Let me see, when was McGovern? I got involved in the McGovern campaign as—I think
I was statewide campaign manager by title in his ‘72 campaign. But as agreed between the two
of us, I could not be very active, both because of the restrictions of my practice and service on
that board. So politics was still there.

MO:

So by the time of McGovern’s campaign you must have pretty much settled down on the

anti-Vietnam side of the fence?

JR:

Oh, yes. Oh, yes. And I ran into Eugene McCarthy again during that campaign, too. I met

with him and Wayne Morse. Wayne Morse was very kind. This was after I got in the treasurer’s
race, and nobody in Portland knew me, but there was going to be a rally for Morse at Portland
State University, and McCarthy was coming to town to support Morse, and so it was a good
opportunity for an unknown like myself to appear before a group of students who dearly loved
Wayne Morse who was running for election to the Senate again, and Gene McCarthy, who had
always been their hero. I will say the crowd was a lot smaller, and I think times were changing
and we didn’t realize it.
But in any event, I met with the two of them, before we walked over to the school, in
Gene McCarthy’s hotel room, and Wayne Morse was trying to get Gene McCarthy to endorse
George McGovern, and Gene McCarthy would not do it because McGovern was not pure
enough.
That’s all I’ll say about McCarthy.

MO:

What would you say about McGovern?

JR:

He was just a very warm, intelligent, friendly guy who was perceived certainly as far

more liberal than the public he asked to serve, but he was more a populist than a liberal. He was,
after all, elected to the United States Senate from one of the more conservative states in the
union. He knew the farm bills and the farm issues better than anybody in the Senate, would have
been an excellent President, was absolutely right on the war, and was just the wrong candidate at
the wrong time. Even though Watergate broke during that election campaign, nobody paid
attention until after the election was over.
James A. Redden, 297

The Democratic convention that nominated McGovern was not helpful, and so he just
never did have a chance at it. But he was a thoroughly decent guy, and I think he would have
made a good President.

MO:

You mentioned that this was a very full year and a very tough year, at least partly because

of your mother’s situation. Did she receive any special care when she was living in your home?
Did she have to have a nurse?

JR:

Oh, yes. We had the family doctor, Dr. Mayer, came by whenever we needed it. They

didn’t have hospice then. She was in and out of the hospital. They encouraged us to look for a
nursing home, and we took a look at one of them and just figured we’d do it at home, and the
burden fell on Joan about 98, 99 percent of the time. She was obviously very ill.
Dr. Mayer, who was a friend as well as her doctor, came over just any phone call, and
then when it got worse, she went back into the hospital, and that’s where she died, in the
hospital.

MO:

Okay. Well, the ‘72 race for treasurer was pretty interesting, too.

JR:

Yes. I’ve often said that was probably a mistake because it was too close to my leaving

the legislature, and all of the personal things including my mother’s health then, and I don’t think
we were ready for it. But what happened there is that Alice Corbett was nominated as a
Democratic candidate for treasurer and she ran against Jean Dost in the primary, and Phil
McAlmond was another candidate who ran against her, and she defeated both of them. Craig
Berman was a Republican nominee, and as time went on I remember I got a call from a reporter
from the Oregonian, Harry Bodine. He said, “Hey, you’re a lawyer; what’s going to happen do
you think to this challenge that’s in the Supreme Court now?”

MO:

That was McAlmond’s challenge?

JR:

Right, after he was defeated he filed the challenge because Alice Corbett had been a state

senator, had been defeated as state senator, had run again and used the slogan “Reelect Alice
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Corbett as state senator,” won that election as state senator, was taken to court by Vern Cook,
whom she defeated. Under the law then the state Supreme Court ruled that she had fudged part of
the election law by saying “reelect Alice Corbett” when she had not been an incumbent at the
moment and decreed Vern Cook into that slot, and part of the punishment was that she could not
run again for X years.
She did. She did on the advice of her political advisor, Ken Riencke, that what the
Supreme Court decision would be read as was you can’t run for the senate or the legislature
again, but that it would be okay to run for some other office, and so she ran for some other
office, and Phil McAlmond, whom she defeated in the primary, filed this challenge against her.
Nobody took it seriously.
I remember telling this reporter, “Oh, hell, it’s getting too late now to kick her out of
there. I’m sure they’re just sitting on it and waiting so they’ll just say it’s okay.”
Much to my surprise, and everybody else’s, why, they threw her off the ballot, and it
was—talk about late primaries, it was about Labor Day, just before Labor Day, they ruled her off
the ballot, and the state of the law was such then that the Democrats held a convention to
nominate the Democratic nominee for treasurer to run against Berman.
When it first happened, I was not at all interested, but I got together with a group of
people, however, and we were trying to convince Bob Duncan to take a run at treasurer, not that
he had any interest in it, but treasurers never have any interest in it, they want to be governor.
Bob had just come off a defeat by Wayne Morse, but in any event, that was our intention, to try
to talk Bob into it, and we were unsuccessful in doing that.
The other candidates, most of whom had been in the primary lined up for the convention,
and eventually I was convinced, and I was somewhat of a reluctant candidate, but I did enter it.
The biggest opposition at that point was not Phil McAlmond, but it was Frank Ivancie, Mayor of
Portland.

MO:

Who also didn’t run in the primary but tossed his hat in at that point?

JR:

That’s right.

[End of Tape 16, Side 1]
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MO:

So Frank Ivancie was you thought the most formidable opposition to you in the caucus,

or in the meeting?

JR:

Yes. At that time it’s important to note that each county had a chairman and a vice

chairman entitled to vote. In a subsequent convention under that same law, they were each given
weighted votes, so that if you were a chairman from Multnomah County, you had several
thousand votes, if you were from Jackson County, you had a couple hundred votes, and I’m sure
that helped me. But it turned out that the Multnomah County delegates were not all that wild
about Frank, but I assumed that they would be.
I also thought that of the whole bunch Frank Ivancie was the best known, and if you were
going to start late, and this was late, that the delegates might say, “Let’s go with Frank; he’s got
the best known name now,” they didn’t have time to catch up. But that’s not what happened. I
think I got it on the first ballot, or second, anyway.

MO:

Second, I believe, according to the reports I was reading.

JR:

Yes.

MO:

The report said that on the first ballot you had 27 votes and that McAlmond actually was

the runner-up with 16 votes, and that Dost was third with 13, and that Ivancie was trailing with
seven.

JR:

I thought the reverse going in, but that’s true, and I think then the top two ran for the

second ballot. I’m not sure.

MO:

It doesn’t include that information in here, but it said that you prevailed on the second

ballot with 35 votes.
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JR:

Okay.

MO:

I guess McAlmond made the argument that he should be the one just because he had run

in the primary and was the second choice of the voters after Corbett.

JR:

Yes. Everyone who was in the primary made that argument. Those who were not did not.

MO:

The person who wrote this news story suggested that apparently people had in the back of

their minds that this would be somebody who could possibly be brought forward in ‘74 to run for
governor—

JR:

Absolutely.

MO:

—and they wanted to think in those terms, as well. I suppose that didn’t do much for the

candidacies of McAlmond or Dost.

JR:

That’s right, and I think at least the press made note of that, that this could well be the

next nominee for governor, which of course did not turn out.
The Treasurer’s Office, as Harold Hughes of the Oregonian often said, was a steppingstone to oblivion, but I think a lot of delegates did think that, you know, “Let’s groom somebody
for the governor,” or somebody in addition. “Let’s get somebody who can run for governor since
McCall will be stepping down, cannot run again.” And they thought, I think, that McAlmond
and Dost and Ivancie would not be good candidates for governor, but that I might be, and that I’d
been in the legislature and that sort of thing.

MO:

What did you do to campaign for the nomination?

JR:

About everything I could. I had moved up to Portland, and I knew John Haviland through

his brother Paul and through Bob Duncan, and I got a headquarters in the old Heathman Hotel,
with big signs on the corner windows, and a room free, an in-kind contribution. So, on the advice
of others, pretty much lived here in Portland, and because I was unknown here, the theory was to
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do all your campaigning in Portland. I quickly came up with a theory that in the City of Portland
you can campaign your little heart out and nobody knows you’re there, where if you spent your
time downstate and in Eastern Oregon and so forth just going to town you’d get in the
newspaper, but in any event -.
We tried to raise money, and we raised quite a bit, considering the brief period of time we
had, not much, though. I think I ended up with a deficit of $7500, and I think I raised about
$50,000. I was outspent by my opponent, but there wasn’t much interest really among the general public of who’s going to be your treasurer, and money was very difficult to come by in those
days.
But we raised enough. I don’t think I got an television, but I got some good radio. I was
able to buy radio, and I think that was my major buy. I don’t think there was any television, and I
don’t think any newspaper ads, except in the weeklies. I think we did some weeklies.
I did finally end up doing a lot of traveling around the state, met with a lot of groups in
Portland and elsewhere, all the usual things of a campaign in those days. I mean, now if you
don’t have television money, don’t bother, but you could make up for the lack of money by
personal campaigning then, and I did a lot of that.
I got a poll that turned out later to be a poll conducted by PP&L, that in those days
conducted polls on issues almost on a weekly basis. Somebody got me a copy of it, and it
showed that I had a 10-point lead against my opponent, Berkman. There were a lot of
undecided’s, but 10 points is a big lead, and we publicized that considerably, and that made
news. That got in every newspaper in the state, and the fact of the nominating convention got me
a bit of notoriety.
I think I got all the endorsements, all the newspapers, and maybe the key to it was just
before Alice was kicked off the ballot, the Oregonian was preparing a Sunday special in which
they did an in-depth story of Craig Berman and Alice Corbett, our two candidates for state
treasurer, and they were very tough on both of them. Before it was published, Alice is off the
ballot and I’m on the ballot, and so they sent a reporter down to Medford to find out something
about me. I guess it was hurriedly written because they couldn’t find out anything bad, and so the
comparative stories we were able to photocopy and use as campaign material.
Craig Berkman had really got in trouble in the primary in the voters’ pamphlet by
claiming that—I think, and I could be wrong—by claiming he had a law degree when he didn’t,
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and certain background experiences which he really hadn’t, and that sort of thing. He was brand
new to politics, very young, and he really got hammered by newspapers during the course of that
campaign.
Finally toward the end I remember the Statesman had endorsed me, and they withdrew it
and endorsed Berkman's campaign with sort of an apologia that they had been overly harsh to
him. But he had a rough go, and I think he got more publicity than I did, and most of it was bad.

MO:

I was just trying to find the article I had on that, but he was accused of misrepresenting

himself on at least a couple of points.

JR:

But I don’t think our respective campaigns had much effect because I won by about 10

percentage points, which is where I started out. I was helped, too, by the fact that Craig Berman
was relatively unknown, and I was certainly unknown outside of Southern Oregon.

MO:

I have an article which quotes you as saying that you had considered a run in the primary

for the treasurer’s post yourself, but that it was your mother’s illness that prevented you from
making that run.

JR:

I hadn’t really seriously considered it. There was some talk of a team run, where I would

have run for attorney general, Sid Leiken would have run for treasurer, and somebody would
have run for secretary of state, and some people tried to convince me to run for secretary of state.
I may have inadvertently switched that to state treasurer, but that was one of the issues that
Berman used.
I didn’t run in the primary, and I wouldn’t have had a chance of running in the primary
given the personal circumstances, and of course what I didn’t want to say that was absolutely
true was that I could have gotten in that primary as little old Jim Redden from Medford, and I’d
have come in about fifth because there were so many people so much better known, including
Alice Corbett. In a race that doesn’t draw much interest, name familiarity carries the day. I
would not have had a prayer, so I don’t think I ever very seriously considered running for
treasurer.
There was some thought about if we could get a team effort to run for the three offices of
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secretary of state, treasurer, and attorney general, that in itself might attract some attention, but it
was just talk. It never came to anything.

MO:

How did you campaign for the nomination, to be picked by the committee?

JR:

Oh, it was so brief. I think I was able to call all of the chairmen and vice chairmen and

reach most of them. I’m sure I wrote to all of them and sent stuff, articles about my legislative
career.
I did what I learned to do in the minority leader office is not to embarrass somebody by
saying, “I want your pledge,” by asking them to really think it over and give me their
consideration and not to pledge to anybody at this point but wait for the convention. I think, you
know, the person receiving that phone call has a lot easier time, especially when it’s a total
stranger, if they get a call from somebody saying, “I hope you’ll keep an open mind, and I hope
you’ll give us some consideration.” They’ll generally do that, and I think that was helpful.
I was getting some favorable press on this effort, and I had, after all, been in the
legislature, had friends, had support from some Republicans, even. As the newspapers indicate, it
was the second ballot.
We went there, and my campaign manager, Cliff Ouelette, for the purposes of this
convention, and we finally hooked him into the campaign as a whole, but he said, “Well, what
we ought to do is get one of these cabana rooms at the hotel, a big room, and entertain.”
So I said, “Okay, that makes sense.”
So we did. What he forgot to do, or forgot to tell me about, was that also was our room,
period, and that there was no bedroom where we could sneak away to. So by the time we got
those hard-drinking Democrats out of there, we only got about four hours’ sleep. But there were
a lot of them that I had never met, and it did give me an opportunity to meet them.

MO:

And this was kind of an important race for the Democrats in that year because every other

major state office was held by a Republican, and that office was being vacated by a Democrat.

JR:

It was, and I think those delegates took that fairly seriously, too. There wasn’t much

knowledge of what the state treasurer did. Bob Straub had been state treasurer, and everybody
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knew Bob did a great job. What did he do? I don’t know, whatever treasurers do, he did well.
That’s one of the problems of running for treasurer. But yeah, it was important for the party, and
as I found out, it was important to have somebody who knew what they were doing in the
Treasurer’s Office, too.

MO:

Had you decided at this point to resign from the law firm—or after you were elected?

JR:

Yes, that was the decision. If I was elected, I’d leave the law firm and move to Salem.

MO:

Did you have the support of Joan and the rest of your family in this race?

JR:

For the most part. Over the years the memories have changed, but my recollection is it

was mild [laughing].

MO:

Mild support, huh?

JR:

Mild support. Oh, it was a major undertaking, and as I said, I’m not too sure it was right.

The mere fact that you did it and you won doesn’t mean it was right. It was a difficult time for
me to do that, both in my law firm, but more importantly in the family, and there were many
times during the course of the campaign when I wished that I had not run, but it all worked out in
many ways with no lasting bad effects. It was a tough decision, and it’s one of those I made that I
was least certain of at the time.

MO:

Did you have strong feelings or impressions going in of what the treasurer’s job was all

about and what you might be able to accomplish there?

JR:

I found out during the course of the campaign. I can recall the first meeting I went to was

the Lane County Central Committee after I had decided I would get in the race, and I had a law
clerk who was working in the office photocopy from ORS the duties of the state treasurer, and I
drove up there, got there early, parked my car in the parking lot and read it. Of course, I had been
a good friend of Bob’s and had helped in his campaigns and so forth, but I wasn’t really familiar
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with it. I knew that the state treasurer himself or herself did not do the investment, that there was
an Investment Council that Bob Straub had convinced the legislature, including me, who voted it
every time including the time it passed, to allow investment in common stocks under certain
circumstances and to expand the array of instruments in which the state treasurer could invest. So
I did know really quite a bit about it.
I was also aware of the fact the treasurer is on the state land board, which I thought was
an extremely important role, although the land board had been pretty moribund and simply had
the Division of State Lands of which they appointed the director. It had, along with the
environmental movement in general, become more important, and more and more attention was
being paid to it, and I intended if I became state treasurer to pay even more attention to it, and I
campaigned frequently on that issue and how the Land Board affected the conditions of the
waters of the state, particularly the rivers.
I talked to county treasurers, talked to Bob Straub, of course, and came up with some
ideas of my own, including the local government investment pool, which allowed the treasurer to
invest for county treasurers because the state treasurer had the capability—not only the legal
authority, but more than that the resources and capability through the staff they had, to do a
broader array of investments than local treasurers had. That turned out to be a real stroke. That
was a great program, still is.

MO:

And this was something that you came up with during the campaign?

JR:

During the campaign, yes. I had to give a speech to the County Treasurer’s Association,

and that idea occurred to me, and it got a pretty good reception, and they were very helpful,
saying, “Well, if you do that, you ought to do this,” and so forth.
The program took off very slowly because they were, a lot of them, very jealous about,
“What the hell, the state treasurer’s going to take this over,” but we began to move the money
around for them, and they could see that this saved them a tremendous amount of money because
of staffing and because of the investments. There was a joke going around which wasn’t entirely
a joke that some treasurers would take all their money down to the local savings and loan and
invest it all in there and get a new set of dishes.
In that session, the bill did not get anything but a brief hearing. I put it in on the House
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side, and they held four weeks of hearings with no legislative sessions, and then four weeks of
sessions with no hearings or some damn thing, so everybody was meeting in sessions and this
bill got no outside notice. So the local savings and loans were not even aware of the bill until it
was out of the House, and didn’t even get too aware of it until it was out of the Senate and
became the law.
It did allow us to invest money elsewhere, and of course the argument of the local banks
and savings and loans was, “Hey, wait a minute, you’re depriving us of money, and when the
county treasurer puts the money into our savings and loan, that goes immediately into the
community for mortgages.” And so I would say, “Prove it,” and obviously it did not. Some of
that local money obviously went into local mortgages, but the savings and loans and banks
invested just as broadly. So I just made the same investments they were making, only I made
them directly for the County.
Anyway, it was a good fight, and even by bankers’ standards it’s been for the most part a
very successful program. It’s made a lot of money for counties. It’s the sort of thing people
aren’t aware of, but it was a good program.

MO:

And you said, though, that that program got underway a little bit slowly once you got in

office?

JR:

Yes. A lot of them were reluctant to do it, and I was looking to the smaller counties, and

smaller counties are generally more conservative. We looked also to Multnomah County and
Portland, but I thought they probably had pretty sophisticated programs. Frank Ivancie was
against it, I’m not too sure why. I think he said something about, “Well, look at all those bad
stock investments that Bob Straub has made.” Number one, we weren’t talking about stock, and
number two, Bob hadn’t, but anyway -.
Portland was the first major account we got, and actually the program when it did catch
on was very, very popular among local governments.

MO:

So it sounds like the main advantages of it were that you would invest directly, without

the bank taking its commission off the top?
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JR:

Well, you had a much wider range of investments that you could make under the prudent

man rule, what they called the prudent man rule, than the counties did. Counties were restricted
by state legislation to investments that were admittedly very, very safe but paid lousy. The State,
frequently through Bob Straub’s efforts, had a much wider array of stocks and bonds and the
types of investments that the State could make on a short-term basis, and these were short-term
investments we’re talking about, that were paying extremely high interest and were not risky,
either.
So that was the main benefit of it, and other things came into play. The federal
government used to send us O & C funds, and they would send these O & C funds to the various
counties that were the beneficiaries of it, including most of Southern Oregon. O & C funds were
funds that were paid from timber revenues, and it’s got a long history, but they were in-lieu
funds. They were paid to these counties because they gave up these lands to the federal
government, and the federal government said, “Okay, but if we cut this timber, you’ll get your
share.” Those funds grew and grew and grew and were very, very substantial. So the federal
government once a year would sit down and write a check and put it in the mail and mail it to the
county treasurer, and the county treasurer would take the check down and put in a local bank.
Well, by that time we had electronic banking. What we did is that we got ahold of a
Congressman—Jim Weaver did it once, and we’d pick our Congressman, and then the State
hired a lobbyist about that time that was back there, and I’d have that lobbyist do it, and they
would go over to the government office and be waiting there for the check. They would get the
check and mail it to me through electronic mail, and I would deposit it on behalf of the County at
a good interest rate in five minutes. I mean, they just were ecstatic about that sort of thing. So
any funds that moved to the counties, and there were a lot of them from the State and from the
federal government, we could do that type of thing, which was totally beyond their ability.
For a lot of reasons it just worked out better than even I thought it would.

MO:

So they’d be making interest right away.

JR:

Oh, right away, and a lot of it.

MO:

One thing I read in a little article in the Oregonian, a very complimentary article running
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under the title “Office Energized,” referring to your time in the Treasurer’s Office, but it
mentions that apparently the State, prior to Bob Straub taking the office, would leave its funds
lying around in fairly large quantities just in checking accounts.

JR:

Yes. Also, they would put their funds in the two major banks. Bob changed some of that,

and I changed more of it. We really had some problems with the banks. The banks, of course,
thought we should put our money there at no interest, and I don’t blame them, but we didn’t
think so, especially when interest rates in that period of time were skyrocketing.
Bob thought that computers were newfangled things that shouldn’t be tampered with, and
I thought, “I’ll bet we’re losing a lot of money,” and we sure were, and we finally got computers.
First we used the big old computer in the Executive Department, and we’d wait in line to use it.
And I said, “No,” and we got our own, and that took some political doing, too, but we got our
own computer and we were able to move money really fast.
The banks at that time did not charge us for handling our money, and I remember finally
when a group of bankers came to visit me to point out this wonderful thing that we were doing,
and if I continued to do what I was doing, why, of course they’d have to charge us. And I said, “I
absolutely agree with you. You have charged us, should charge us. You charge us every dime
you’d charge anybody else, and we’ll handle our money with you the same way everybody else
handles their money with you.” Dead silence. But there was no argument. Times were changing,
and I thought it was great. We really made some money.
During that period of time we got a triple-A bond rating, which is another enormous
financial benefit to the State. I really worked on that. We deserved it, and we finally got it.
A lot of those things never got very much attention, but I thought were real
accomplishments. I was glad to be part of them.

MO:

Another thing that this Oregonian article mentions was that apparently on your initiative

the legislature authorized the Oregon Building Authority?

JR:

Oh, yes, which was subsequently found unconstitutional. The Oregon Building Authority,

the simple answer to that is that it would allow the State of Oregon to issue revenue bonds, and
from the proceeds of those revenue bonds to build a building, for instance, a new prison. They’d
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sell the bonds publicly, build a new building, and the Department of Corrections in payment of
rent would pay off those bonds. The Supreme Court ultimately ruled you can’t do that with
revenue bonds, you have to have pledged bonds that are based on a potential property tax. In
other words, you pledge the State, and you have to have them approved by a vote of the people.
The state supreme courts were going each way, and still are, on that issue. Our court
ruled that it was unconstitutional. I can’t say they were wrong, nor could I say they were wrong
if they went the other way because it was a close question. But it would have given the State an
opportunity to use this device to construct buildings. At that time we were not desperately in
need, but there was a real need out there that most people didn’t understand, and that’s what we
were doing, we were renting space and therefore paying property taxes, which we need not pay,
and we were contracting out to have somebody build a building for us, and then we would lease
it from them on a long-term lease. It was like just running up to somebody and saying, “Please
take my money.” Again, property taxes that the State doesn’t have to pay was factored into
those because they were privately owned property. In that sense it kept people from realizing
there was a desperate need, but also the people didn’t realize how much that cost. So that was the
reason for trying to go into the revenue bonds, the realization that the statewide bond bill would
never pass. I’d be curious as to how it worked out, but it never did get going.

MO:

What about the Land Board? Did that prove to be—

JR:

I did get interested in it. Most of what I did was very unpopular, and I found out maybe

why the other Land Board members hadn’t been all that interested.
One thing that I suggested as a Land Board member was that we zone the Willamette
River, in effect. What had happened is we had turned over most of the responsibility to the
federal government. The Willamette obviously being navigable gave the State and the federal
government rights.

[End of Tape 16, Side 2]
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JR:

—members were aware that there was or could be a problem here, and I suggested that

we go into sort of a zoning approach to it and approve it from that basis. I forget the details of
that, but it was my thought that our rivers were not being very well treated—I still think they
weren’t, and I still don’t think they are, but it’s better—and that we have a say as to what
development goes along any river in Oregon, and in particular navigable rivers, in addition to the
authority that the federal government may have.
Most people thought, “Well, that’s okay, that’s a pretty good idea,” except those who
were involved in it, and they hated it, and they were sometimes very influential.
We eventually did accomplish quite a bit with that. Some of those same people who were
opposed to it came to agree with it. The legislature had also passed, in the ‘71 session, a bill
directing the Land Board to get more involved with the wetlands and with the rivers. I was very
much in favor of that legislation, though I don’t think I was aware of it until after I was elected
treasurer and I went to a meeting with the legislative interim committee.
The other members of the Land Board weren’t too enthused about that, or as enthused as
I was, and maybe the reason was it was very, very controversial. We first took on the McKenzie
River, and made a determination of whether that was navigable. If it was navigable, it meant the
State had control over the banks of the river. Of course, anybody that lived on the banks of the
river was just absolutely furious at the concept.
We sent a hearings officer up there to hold a hearing. Actually, the job of a hearings
officer is to sit there with his transcriber; it wasn’t to explain what was going to happen, it was
just to get comments, and the people were infuriated that he didn’t give them a full explanation
of what was going to happen. Anyway, it was terribly controversial, and I was right in the middle
of it.
The Land Board entered a finding that the McKenzie was navigable based on the log rafts
floated in past history, it was good law. The Federal Court in Eugene ultimately said it was not
navigable. It was appealed to the Supreme Court, who said it was navigable. By the time all
those rulings came down, it turned out again to be a pretty good idea, and it didn’t have very
much effect on the ownership. But people were worried that, “If the State owns it, why, all these
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hippies that are going up and down the river will have the right to camp on my front lawn,” and
you know, just a lot of things which if you explained it to people one by one, which never could
be done, are acceptable. By the time it went into effect, it was accepted. I haven’t heard that it’s
controversial at all. I know a couple people that own property on it, and we still laugh about it.
Then I got involved in charging leases on the coast for people who leased both the banks
of the rivers near the coast and our lands that were owned over there. And of course every one of
those people was indignant that we wanted to put realistic leases in, as they were on the grazing
lands which we owned in Eastern Oregon. So I got hammered pretty badly on that.
Most of it we accomplished with the help of the Land Board and the Division of State
lands and went ahead with it, regardless of the fact that it was not politically popular, because it
was the responsibility of the Land Board, flat-out was.
Those are some of the issues that I understood more than I did the investment issues,
though I found out about the investment world which is sort of like the legal world and every
other world, once you get by the lingo, why, it’s fairly comprehensible.

MO:

When you first came to the Treasurer’s Office—and of course this was a significantly

different experience from the legislature in that it was a full-time job, and you had staff, I would
assume and—

JR:

Yes. I discovered a couple things. I did not like full-time political life all that much. It

was just too much public life. I liked the concept of citizen legislator a lot more. But it was
interesting, and it was new work, and it was different work.
I had, and collected more, of an excellent staff. Jim George and Ralph Antico, who are
now both retired, were there when I came there. Tommy Thompson and Rich Barnett I hired, and
they have since left. They were great investment officers with a real public attitude. They did
excellent work for the taxpayers of this state for the Treasury.
We had an Oregon Investment Council which was chaired by Roger Meier, and there was
some controversy later on, but there was never any question in my mind that he was an excellent
chairman and knew the business. We had good members.
The treasurer was a member. The treasurer had the ultimate authority because if they
approved an investment that I didn’t approve the investment was not made. We interviewed the
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money managers, one money manager at every meeting. We were kept up with how our
investments were doing.
This had been set up by Bob Straub, incidentally, and this went mainly to the common
stocks. It was very successful, except as I remind Bob Straub, who ran for governor against me
two years after I took the office as Treasurer, that I wasn’t there five minutes, and the market was
above 1,000 when he left, and fell to something like 400 in the first three months I was in office,
and everybody was convinced that I’d lost all their retirement.
I can remember driving down the road one day, and on the radio I heard, “State Treasurer
Jim Redden said today that the treasury had lost $6 billion of public retirement funds.” I almost
drove off the highway. I hadn’t, but anyway, that was the sort of stuff. That was not too much
fun.
Then finally the public came to understand that the market was going up again. They still
laugh at me for saying, “It’s only a paper loss, it’s only a paper loss.” But it led us to make some
changes in the way we funded the public retirement fund, rather than some direct thing that went
up and down with the stock market, they stayed at a level, regardless of whether the stock market
would have warranted more or less, which added great stability, and it’s been a very successful
program.

MO:

I’m not sure I grasped that. You say you changed the way you funded the—

JR:

Well, we invested the funds of the public employees’ retirement system. In those days the

State and the public employees contributed X percent of their salaries to a fund for their
retirement, to fund their retirement. Those funds in turn were invested by the state treasurer.
State Treasurer Straub had the authority to invest those funds in their behalf, and got the
authority to invest some of those funds in the stock market, and it was a very popular and
successful program for a while.
What they would do is they would post their gains on the stock market to the public
employee retirement thing, and would post their losses directly. That’s an over simplified
explanation. So that when the bottom fell out of the stock market as it did, why, they were
posting losses. Of course, when they were making a lot of money they were posting enormous
gains.
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The fact of the matter is it isn’t either. What matters is any time an individual retires how
much is left in the fund. So we began to post—I forget the percentage—the same percentage
constantly, and at the end of the year we always made that percentage. So had the bottom
dropped out of that stock market, it would have been a lot more easily explained. It was
bookkeeping, no more than that, but we did change that and I think that gave comfort to public
employees, like myself, who were invested in that fund.

MO:

So this percentage, then, was based on the average performance of the—

JR:

Yeah, basically that was it. Projected average.

MO:

You mentioned that the bottom fell out of the stock market. Was that right about the time

of the energy crunch and the oil embargo?

JR:

Right. Interest rates went crazy, and that led to some interesting developments in our

investment. Most of our money managers got out of the stock market and got into short-term
investments. I hired two more people, Tommy Thompson and Rich Barnett, to massage our
bonds, for one thing, and the other one to handle the local government investment pool.
The bonds had been purchased over the years were wise at the time, but you never just let
them sit there. You keep taking a look at them to see if you can do better. Tommy Thompson
was in charge of that, and we found some real turkeys in there and got rid of them, and began to
acquire other bonds. Bonds are a better investment in high interest times than stocks.
We were moving on a daily basis to improve the position. I found that fascinating, and I
was grateful for the people I had working for me that could keep up.

MO:

You mentioned also that you installed this computer which helped you with the electronic

transfer of funds, and presumably you were able to use it for other things?

JR:

Just to keep track of our funds, basically. Tell us where our money was and how much of

it, and where we could move it to more profitably.
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MO:

Did that changeover go smoothly? It seems like computers always have glitches

associated with them.

JR:

It was fairly smooth. It was a gradual thing. You had to move it into a room that was air-

conditioned. It didn’t matter if the people who worked at the Treasurer’s Office had airconditioning, but the computer had to have it. So we had to move that out of the Treasury and
into a basement somewhere where we could put an air conditioner in.
IBM wanted to sell the computer to us, but Honeywell made the kind of computer we
needed. IBM was overkill for us. IBM was quite put off, almost threatening when we decided
not to buy theirs. I remember that. Sort of interesting. IBM was very aggressive. Still is, I guess.
But basically once we got it up and going, it was remarkable. It was like throwing away the quill
pen and the eyeshade, and we really knew what we were doing.

MO:

Well, maybe this would be a good place to break. Thank you very much.

[End of Tape 17, Side 1]
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MO:

We did talk about your attendance at the Democratic National Convention, as I recall.

JR:

Yes, I’m sure we did.

MO:

The other thing that happened in that year that was somewhat politically significant in the

state that you weren’t directly involved in but probably had an opportunity to observe from the
sidelines was the Morse-Packwood race, when Morse was upset by Packwood. What do you
recall about that race?

JR:

Well, that was an interesting race from the primary on. I was supporting Bob Duncan in

the primary race against Wayne Morse. Bob Packwood, of course, was a state legislator, served
three sessions in the state legislature, the same three that I served. We were about the same age,
Bob’s a couple of years younger I guess, so we were fairly good friends.
He was very frank about what he thought might be done, that he thought it might be the
time to upset Wayne Morse, and that especially if the Democratic primary got rough and tumble,
and Morse won the primary after a tough fight, that Packwood’s chances would be enhanced,
and he was absolutely right. It still was an upset, but after the primary it became do-able.
Wayne Morse had always been, of course, controversial and had a strong following in the
Democratic Party, but unfortunately for him it was somewhere around 40 percent. So it was very
difficult. He was sort of like Charlie Porter, another Lane County legislator, in that it was very
difficult for them to lose the primary and increasingly difficult for them to win a general election.
But it was an interesting race, both in the primary and the general. It was a three-way race
in the Democratic primary.

MO:

That was between Morse, Duncan—and who was the third one?

JR:

That was a different one. That was when Bob Duncan did succeed and ran against Mark

Hatfield for the Senate. That’s right. This race, it was Duncan and Morse, and that was a very
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hard-fought race, a close decision. Of course Wayne Morse won.
In the meantime, although no one was noticing, Bob Packwood defeated somebody, I
can’t remember who it was now, but he was pleased with the results because he got a fairly
substantial vote in a virtually non-contested race, and that’s always a fairly good sign that
somebody’s paying attention. He then put together a fairly well-financed, though not at first, but
at the end it was, well-financed race against Morse as more and more Republicans, some heavy
contributors, realized that perhaps this was a chance to get rid of their nemesis, Wayne Morse.
One very conservative Republican, can’t think of the name, contributed heavily in the
end to Bob Packwood, who was not very conservative, because he could see that it would be the
end of Wayne Morse. So Packwood succeeded in raising money and succeeded in a debate that
they had, a public debate which I think decided the race.

MO:

That was the City Club debate?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

Did you see that debate?

JR:

Oh, I did, yes. It was on cable, but I didn’t have cable. I was in Medford then, of course. I

went over to watch it with a crowd of Republicans over at my friend Hank Hart’s house. Hank
was a Republican representative from Jackson County, so they invited me over. I thought I
would be crowing about what a great job Wayne did. The advice to Wayne Morse was not to live
up to his reputation of being sharp-tongued, and don’t look down on this youngster just because
he’s young, and this sort of thing, and that was all the advice he took and he took it to heart, and
he wasn’t very good at all because there was only one way that he could be effective, and that
was be on the attack. I think it was still good advice.
Wayne Morse, another unfortunate thing for him that he had been very confident that he
was going to win. I think that turned out to be a mistake. He also was campaigning very hard for
Humphrey, and there was a great dispute then as to whether Nixon would debate Humphrey, and
most of us felt that if Nixon did debate Humphrey, Humphrey would win the debates and the
election. So Wayne Morse was just really whooping it up about the importance of debates, and
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he painted himself into a corner and there was no way that he could get out of debating Bob
Packwood. That was the last thing he wanted to do because in those situations it just makes no
sense at all for a Wayne Morse to debate a Bob Packwood.
But he worked himself into a situation where he had to do it. He had, I suspect, not been
doing his homework on the senate race, but more on the presidential race, and he came into that
debate, and Bob Packwood had not only prepared assiduously, but loaded the audience—

MO:

I heard that.

JR:

—and primed people so that if they raised their hands to ask a question, if they were

going to ask a question favorable to Packwood they had a white card, and they were the ones that
were called upon. So it was—Bob did a good job, but he also helped himself an awful lot, and
Wayne didn’t help himself at all.
I think that was a deciding factor because it made Wayne look ineffective, and it made
Bob Packwood look effective, and I think a lot of people who were ready to vote against Wayne
Morse but not ready to vote against this child legislator thought, “Well, he’s obviously capable
and competent.”
So he won the election. Very, very close. Had a recount, and I think he picked up a few
votes and won a very close race. It was, as many people said at the time, the end of an era—
except that in a sense it really wasn’t because Wayne Morse almost ran for Congress two years
from then, and ran for the Senate two more times after that.

MO:

That’s right. That must have been quite a blow to Morse, I would think, at the time.

JR:

Oh, it was. It was. He was shattered. As usual on election night, he retreated to his farm

in Eugene, where most of us wander around the television stations, whether you’re going to have
to brag or cry, you’re going to do it publicly, but he had always done that. He went into hiding
almost, it seemed. That’s the way it was reported, although that’s what he always did.
Then he demanded a recount, and it wasn’t thought to be a very pleasant way that he
handled it, but I don’t know how else you handle those things. He was very, very upset. I don’t
remember the details, but it was a very nasty recount, and I think that Wayne Morse was
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claiming voter fraud and that sort of thing, but there was none of that; it was just a very close
race.
Morse was bitter because he thought that every prominent Democrat had let him down,
and to a certain extent he was correct. I lived in Medford, and I didn’t realize it, but at that time
some of Bob Duncan’s supporters, not Bob Duncan, but some of his supporters in Portland, those
who had supported him in the primary, were parading around with buttons that said “No More
Re-Morse,” which is just a dreadful mistake. I mean, these were people with no political sense.
They were opening the door to Bob Packwood, a young state legislator who might very well be,
if they thought about it, a United States Senator for a long, long, long time, which is precisely
what happened.
So Morse had a right to be upset with Democrats who opposed him in the general
election simply because they opposed him in the primary, but more than that, I can recall him
later giving a speech very critical of Bob Straub, who was a candidate for state treasurer, I think,
at the time and had no real serious challenge, and any time I saw him he was spending his time
campaigning for Wayne Morse. But I heard Wayne Morse later complain bitterly about Bob
Straub not doing exactly what Bob Straub did. It was that sort of thing that told me that it was
nothing he could really live very happily with. A man with that pride getting defeated by a
virtual unknown, it was blow from which he never recovered.

MO:

And you said you supported Bob Duncan in the primary?

JR:

Yes. Bob was a close friend, and I supported him without any hesitation. That was the

beginning of the hawk-dove thing. When Bob Duncan announced his candidacy, I guess that was
his candidacy against Mark Hatfield, he used the Vietnam War because Mark Hatfield as the
governor had opposed it at a time where opposing it was unpopular.

MO:

That would have been the ‘66 race, then?

JR:

Yes. In order to get an issue. And by the time he ran against Morse, it was who was right

on Vietnam, and I thought that the Duncan campaign made a mistake by keeping that issue alive.
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MO:

Because by that time the tide was beginning to turn, I think.

JR:

That’s right. Bob always had, and still has, a problem with the Vietnam War and thinking

he was wrong, like a lot of people did. But in any event, I can recall during the course of that
race that some of us who were by then doves were having some problems with the theory of the
primary race, Bob Duncan’s race, but nonetheless that wasn’t the main overriding issue that Bob
campaigned on, nor the reason he ran against Morse. But there were a lot of people that felt so
strongly on the Vietnam War that that’s the reason they voted for Morse in the primary, which
was unfortunate, too, because that wasn’t the issue anymore.
Wayne Morse, as I think I said earlier, although I knew him then, I didn’t become
friendly with him until after that race, but I had not thought that he had served the state well
because of his personality. He felt it absolutely necessary to pick a fight with every Democratic
President we had, and I don’t know, he had that intense ego. Where somebody like Tom McCall
could get away with it because he accompanied it with a sense of humor and would at least on
some occasions listen to some good advice, Wayne Morse wasn’t blessed with either of those
qualities. It made him a very interesting person, and as I say, it gave him a very strong following,
but it wasn’t strong enough to carry.
So it was the last race for Wayne Morse that he should not have run that time, but of
course he did. Anyway, that’s the way it ended up.

MO:

It was his last successful race, but he did.

JR:

His last successful race. He did run after that.

MO:

He did run a couple more times, and in fact in the ‘72 race I guess he ran against Hatfield.

JR:

That’s right. I was running for state treasurer then; not in the primary, of course, but I got

in the race in the fall of ‘72 and made a couple of joint appearances with Senator Morse and we
did some traveling together. I got to know him a little better. He had, of course, gotten older and
mellower, but having put up with that defeat I think taught him that he wasn’t invincible, and I
think he was a better person for that. He realized that he could make some strategic errors in a
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campaign that only humans were supposed to make.
We became pretty good friends at that juncture, I think. I didn’t think it was in the cards
for him to beat Hatfield, and it wasn’t. I forget who he opposed in the primary, if anyone, but
that was a situation where whoever does he was going to defeat.

MO:

Don Wilner was one of the people at that time.

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

There may have been one or two others that were significant contenders, too. I can’t

remember the rest of the details about that primary.

JR:

I can’t remember whether Bob Duncan was in that race, too. Wilner was in one primary

against Bob, a statewide race. I just don’t recall.
But Wayne automatically had enough votes to win a Democratic primary, and he won
again, but it would have been very, very difficult to defeat Mark Hatfield at that point. There was
nothing controversial about Hatfield. Nobody could say he wasn’t doing a good job. He was
learning the role as a United States Senator and doing a good job.
At some juncture in there he had been a potential candidate for Vice President, which
meant ultimately a candidate for President. When that didn’t happen, and I think he—I’m just
speculating, but he realized that he would not be a President or a presidential candidate, I think
he concentrated on becoming one of the best Senators this state has ever had, and it was about
that time.
So it would have been tough, but it’s too bad Wayne Morse ran. Before that, he’d
considered even running for Congress in the Fourth District because I remember he came down
to my law office. There was some talk I was going to run, and I certainly wasn’t, but he wanted
to talk to all the potential Democratic candidates for Congress, and my advice to him was I was
not going to run, but I sure hoped he didn’t. I thought that was such a step down for somebody of
his stature, to run with the possibility of losing a congressional race after being the senior
Senator for all those years would have been a terrible mistake, and I think in the end that’s why
he decided not to run for Congress.
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But Wayne Morse’s life in the United States Senate was much like Bob Packwood’s is
today, and there was just no way that he was not going to run until he dropped dead, and he ran
until he dropped dead. It was remarkable.

MO:

That’s right. Well, you know, another interesting thing I heard about the ‘72 race was that

Tom McCall briefly considered throwing his hat in the ring. Do you know anything about that?

JR:

Oh, not specifically, but he was always going to throw his hat in the ring for the United

States Senate. At one point he told Bob Packwood, a famous event in history, in the kitchen in
Bob Packwood’s home in Washington D.C., or near Washington, that he was going to run
against him in the Republican primary. But he always talked about it. I’m sure he gave it deep
thought every time, really considered it. That was one of his ambitions was to be a United States
Senator. I don’t remember specifically, but I’m sure he muttered about it in that race, as well.

MO:

Of course, he would have still been in the Governor’s Office at that point, I think, with

still a couple more years to go.

JR:

Yes. And of course he was always in a position if he was going to run of running against

Republicans for Senate races, and of course he had all sorts of Republicans telling him, “Don’t
you dare,” so he never did. But he was frustrated in that; I’m sure he always wanted to.

MO:

And then of course we have Morse back again in the ‘74 race, but he didn’t even make it

to the general election.

JR:

No. In the primary race he had Jason Boe in that race, and again it was almost no contest

in the primary. There was very little interest on the Democratic side, and Wayne Morse went in
with a committed percentage, I forget what it was, but it was enough to win the primary. Nobody
thought really that he had much of a chance of winning the general election.
During the course of the primary, it came to Jason Boe’s attention that Wayne Morse
indeed would be very lucky to live to the general election, and he was faced with the prospect of
what to do about that as an issue. He did his best to not make it an issue himself, but to advise
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enough people in the media so that they would pursue this story, and nobody chose to. I don’t
know whether they didn’t believe him or they didn’t think it was a nice thing to do or—but it
was politically impossible, I think, for Jason Boe to come out and say, “My opponent has cancer
and is going to die.” But it was a legitimate issue, and it should have been raised by the media,
and there were enough indications there to know that it was a good story and a big story.
In any event, Wayne Morse won the primary without any significant race and then died,
which led to a convention, I guess over in La Grande, where Jason was a candidate and Betty
Roberts, who had been one of my opponents in the primary race for governor—

MO:

That’s right, the same year.

JR:

—was defeated in that race by Bob Straub, she threw her hat into the ring for the Senate,

as did Jason Boe and several others—Joe Smith, who’s talking about running again for the U.S.
Senate, was in that race, as well. I’m sure there were others. I remember those three. They had a
convention over there, and Betty Roberts won that.
Again, I don’t think after that that there was much chance of any of those Democrats
beating Bob Packwood.

MO:

Even though he was just a first-termer at that point.

JR:

Yes. It would have been very difficult under any circumstances. Wayne Morse would not

have won it, even if he’d stayed reasonably healthy, in my opinion. I don’t think that if Betty
Roberts had become a nominee in the normal course, or Jason Boe had won it, that they could
have defeated Bob Packwood. It would have been a lot closer had Jason Boe won the primary.
He would have had a better chance than Wayne Morse, and would have had a better chance than
Betty Roberts had getting in late.

MO:

Why do you say that Jason Boe would have had a better chance than Wayne Morse? Did

he have a fairly high profile in the state by that time?

JR:

No, he didn’t, but I think that Wayne Morse had run and lost, Wayne Morse had run and
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lost, and then here he comes again, and I think people were just—there was a lot of sympathy for
him, but that’s about all there was at that point. Wayne did not look good, and he was not
campaigning vigorously, so I think people realized perhaps not that he was terminally ill, but that
he was too old to launch into a six-year term. Jason Boe would have had a better chance of
winning than Wayne Morse, even if Wayne had lived, but probably would have been
unsuccessful. It’s hard to say, of course, but probably would have been.

MO:

I guess the fact that Wayne Morse would go ahead and enter the primary and do that race

when he himself certainly knew he was critically ill is just a measure of his determination.

JR:

Some character, I’ll tell you. I remember I was quoted after that when the next Senate

race came along as to who I expected to be a candidate, and I said, “Well, besides Wayne
Morse?” I thought he might very well run.

MO:

I guess he wasn’t too much of a Democratic Party promoter at that point?

JR:

No. Never had been.

MO:

If he’d taken stock of things he might have realized that it was not a good decision to run.

JR:

I think making decisions like that probably were impossible for Wayne to make,

especially, you know, whatever effect his illness had on him probably made it even more
difficult for him to make those decisions, and I know that his family was advising him against it,
but there just was no way to dissuade him from running.

MO:

And of course in the same year you made a run for governor yourself. This would have

been about midway through your term as treasurer?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

I’m wondering how you decided to get into that race.
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JR:

Well, with not an awful lot of enthusiasm, but when I ran for treasurer, most people said,

“Well, you’re doing that so that you can run for governor,” and I said, “Well, I’m not ruling that
out,” and then I know that I got a lot of support from Democrats in the state treasurer’s race
because they thought winning a statewide race I’d be a viable candidate for governor, and
McCall could not run again, and that’s why they supported me for state treasurer.
So it was always on the table. I had some concerns about it going in because of the
fundraising problems, for one reason. I had come out of the treasurer’s race, although successful,
with a deficit which took me two years to clean up. It was only $7500, but it taught me, both
being in the treasurer’s race and clearing up the deficit, that for a Democrat money was not easy
to come by, and the cost of a successful primary race and a successful general election race were
probably beyond my capabilities.
I had not had the opportunity to build a very strong statewide organization because of the
way I got into the treasurer’s race and the brevity of it all, and so I did not go into it with that.
I think I made a mistake in not—if I wanted to be governor that the thing to do would be
that which others have done, when you’re finished taking the oath for the office of state
treasurer, you start campaigning for governor, and I just could not bring myself to do that, and so
a vacuum was created, and other candidates jumped in. They probably would have, anyway. It
was a natural for Betty Roberts to jump in. It was a time when people were interested in a
woman for governor.
I always thought in the back of my mind that Bob Straub might take a run at it, though
he’d done it twice and lost both times, that he might run again, and in a primary against Bob
Straub I knew that there would be problems, and if it were a three-way primary that the problems
would be vastly compounded, and that’s exactly what happened.
We all had difficulty in raising funds. Because I had had a deficit in the treasurer’s race, I
refused to borrow money in that primary, and that probably cost me. The other two candidates
incurred heavy deficits. I was unable to finance any television. We had no billboards. I had radio,
and that was about it.
Another thing that worked against it was I was a couple of months into the job as state
treasurer, trying to do a good job in that job, and the bottom fell out of the stock market, and that
was a disaster for the candidacy. I can recall one time driving somewhere and listening to the
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radio, and some news broadcaster—I don’t know where he got this, but presumably off the wire,
so I knew it went statewide—that state treasurer James Redden announced today that he lost
blankety-blank millions of dollars of state monies in the stock market.” My God, stuff like
that—just about every word was inaccurate, and he won some sort of a prize for that, I’m sure.

MO:

It was actually Bob Straub’s portfolio, too, wasn’t it?

JR:

Oh, yeah, and Bob and I joked about that during the course of the campaign. But those

things happen, and they’re very difficult to explain. Most of the public didn’t know we had
money, didn’t know whose money it was. Thought it was theirs. It wasn’t. It was public
employees’ money who had voluntarily and eagerly gone into the stock market. It was an option
that they could exercise, and most of them did exercise it. Most of them understood the stock
market and understood the risks, and they still kid me about it, that I kept saying, “It’s just a
paper loss.”
That of course certainly didn’t help. But you know, nobody voted in that primary. It was
another Democratic primary where the voter turnout was abysmally low. I carried Southern
Oregon, but nobody voted in Southern Oregon. It was I think a 30 percent turnout in Jackson
County. So it was a difficult case for anybody to win, except for Bob Straub who had run
statewide for treasurer and statewide for governor six times. So his name familiarity is what
carried it.
Bob Straub was still in all—as I recall there were five percentage points between Bob and
myself with Betty Roberts in the middle.

MO:

It was a close race.

JR:

It was very close. I’ve had people say, and it probably is true, that if I had gone ahead at

the last minute and borrowed ten or fifteen thousand dollars and bought some television at the
last minute, it might have been enough. It was that kind of a race because they didn’t have
money to do that, either. But there was no way I was going to do it, and to this day I’m glad I
didn’t do it. I’d have then entered into the race which was really going to be expensive $20,000
in debt, which would have been insanity.
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MO:

This is Michael O’Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society continuing the oral history

with Judge James Redden in his chambers on June 2, 1995.
I was just asking whether the other two candidates, Bob Straub and Betty Roberts, maybe
had better access to financing than you did in that race.

JR:

I don’t think so. My recollection is that I raised more money than they did. Not a heck of

a lot of money, but I raised more money than they did. They spent more than I did, which meant
that they each had deficits to contend with, but you don’t need connections to get a deficit; you
just need some friends that will co-sign a note with you, and I had those and they would have
been willing to do it. But Joan and I decided after the agony of raising $7500 not to incur a
deficit, that it just simply was not worth it.
There are other arguments to that. Had I been the nominee, why, somebody would have
made certain that they made up that deficit and all that good stuff, but I never did incur a deficit
after that. It was just too difficult.

MO:

Do you remember some of your own sources of financial support and/or other sources

that were available to Democratic candidates at that time? I mean, major sources?

JR:

Well, I can’t remember. I know that I had a couple friends who contributed. Sid Leiken

from Roseburg contributed. I solicited money from lawyers. That was an automatic thing for me,
and I got some pretty good support from the Bar, though they weren’t particular interested in
who became treasurer or governor. Friends in Jackson County.
My sister Carol, I remember, sent some money. A friend of mine from Portland, John
Higgins, who’s deceased now, the lawyer—I grew up with him in Massachusetts, and he was
very generous with his contribution and threw his home open for fundraisers, but primarily we
did it by fundraisers. We developed that to a fine art in the attorney general’s race, but we
learned a lot in the governor’s primary race. You just get a hall somewhere and invite lobbyists
to come.
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It’s not a pleasant business, but that’s the way it was. Nowadays they have PAC’s, and
everybody seems to raise a hell of a lot of money without much effort. I may be wrong on that,
but the Democratic candidates for governor and senator and congressman have a lot of money
now, where in the old days they never spent much and as a consequence the Republicans didn’t
have to spend an awful lot, they just spent enough more.
But Republicans have always traditionally in Oregon supported their party nominees
financially, where Democrats have not. It’s the interests, I think, of business, and there’s nothing
wrong with that. It’s a legitimate interest. If it’s not abused, certainly it’s quite appropriate, and
they would support candidates that they thought would be supportive of business. It makes sense,
and everyone had the idea, “Yeah, but the unions then support Democrats because they’ll be
supportive of unions,” and that may be true, but unfortunately the unions never have any money.
So fundraising was always a problem for Democratic candidates, and it gets to be a fulltime job if you’re going to be in statewide full-time politics. That’s one of the reasons I’m out.

MO:

So it sounds like in your case, anyway, your fundraising really was based a lot on just

your personal contacts and friendships with people.

JR:

Yes, it was, and I’m sure it was for my two opponents, too.

MO:

On the Republican side it sounds like there was more corporate involvement?

JR:

Oh, I think so. Victor Atiyeh of course was a businessman, prominent businessman from

the right area.
Bob Straub, however, when he got the primary nomination he immediately got some
support from Republicans. John Mosser was one of them because John Mosser and Tom McCall
and many others thought that Victor Atiyeh had been a divisive senator, I guess. Tom McCall
called him one of the wrecking crew. So he was somewhat controversial and opposed by some
Republicans. I can recall that John Mosser got in touch with Bob Straub and said, “If you want to
win this race, we’re going to hold a meeting, and you’d better come on up,” and John Mosser
helped Bob Straub and formed a committee with a lot of Republicans and they raised some
money for Bob. I don’t know what Vic raised and how he raised it, but I think his traditional
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sources of his friends in business.

MO:

Now, how did Vic Atiyeh earn his reputation as part of the wrecking crew, then?

JR:

Oh, I don’t remember, but he was the minority leader of the senate during some of the

McCall years, and McCall was far more liberal and some of his programs were far more liberal,
and when you oppose McCall or some legislation that Tom McCall proposed, especially if you
were a member of his party, why, you were not easily forgiven.
I forget the specific bill. There were a couple of bills where they were just at loggerheads
and that Vic Atiyeh helped kill, or failed to give Republican support, which upset Tom. He was
angry at a lot of Republicans and legislators at that time—a lot of Republicans, period, and had
been, which helped me greatly in the treasurer’s race, matter of fact.
So Tom McCall did not like Vic Atiyeh, and although he was not in this race, of course,
he was helping Clay Myers in the primary and helping Bob Straub in the general.

MO:

Of course, McCall after taking four years off tried again a little later. Do you think that

might have been in the back of his mind, that he knew he could beat Bob Straub but didn’t want
to have to go up against Vic Atiyeh in the primary?

JR:

Oh, I don’t know. I think it was in the cards for Tom to run again. He was never happier

than when he was in public life, and never happier than he was as governor. He admittedly loved
it. He just loved the spotlight, the glamour, the bully pulpit, the attention he got, and he got an
enormous amount of attention for a governor of a little old state like Oregon, national attention.
He just thrived on it, and I don’t think there was anybody that when they thought about it
didn’t figure that he was going to run again when constitutionally permitted to do so, and it was
again too bad because he didn’t even win the primary.

MO:

Mm-hmm. Was it about this time that rumors of his problems with alcohol began to come

out, or is that something that’s happened since then?

JR:

I don’t know how—I imagine that the rumors were abounding. I mean, Tom liked a
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martini or two, and everyone who knew Tom knew that. People who didn’t know him didn’t
because he never demonstrated it as a public official. So I don’t think it was that much of a
problem ever as far as his candidacy was concerned, but it may have been a problem with Tom,
it never helps, but I don’t know if that ever affected his political efforts.
I think people just figured he’d served two terms, and it just didn’t look good, you know,
coming back again to run again because he had to admit he just couldn’t stand not being
governor, and that’s not a very good reason to be governor. And there weren’t too many issues,
and he had some very difficult opponents in Roger Martin and Vic Atiyeh. Now, with name
familiarity you would think that he would have won that, but again, Republicans vote heavier in
primaries, and traditionally they used to, anyway, I wonder about it nowadays, but they used to
vote more intelligently, I thought. That is, they didn’t have just the small group of the very
interested come out and vote, they had a broader section of people who would figure, “Who can
win?” rather than what the Democrats traditionally used to do, “Who do I want? Who do I want
to punish?”
So I don’t think in that primary race Tom was ever really very much in it.

MO:

Now, of course we still have to talk about your race for attorney general and your time in

the office, but since we’re talking about the ‘78 governor’s race, I’ll just ask you if you were at
all tempted, having somewhat laid the groundwork in ‘74, to get into that one yourself?

JR:

No. I really wasn’t. I don’t think that there was any great groundswell that I can recall,

and I know I wasn’t interested. I had run for state treasurer and then run for governor and then
run for attorney general—

MO:

And you were in the middle of your term as attorney general then?

JR:

Yes, and to run every two years statewide was not anything I was particularly interested

in, so I don’t think I ever even gave it much thought.

MO:

Well, let’s talk about your race for attorney general. But before that I guess one thing that

made that race a more attractive one was the fact that Lee Johnson decided not to run for a third
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term, and I guess it was around this time that he had a problem with a drunk driving arrest, I
guess, and I wondered if that played a role in his decision not to run again.

JR:

Oh, I don’t know that it played a specific role. I never thought, and Lee gave me no

reason to think that he was going to run for reelection, frankly. I did not think he would, and he
called me I think before I announced and confirmed what I already knew, that he didn’t intend to
run again.
So I don’t know if it made it easier or not, but anyway, it probably did because—well, for
me it did because Lee was a good friend, but secondly I guess incumbents always have an
advantage, but because of the publicity he’d gotten I don’t know if that would have been much of
an advantage or not.
Lee Johnson, because he was attorney general, it made it all the more unfortunate that he
did get arrested for driving under the influence, and I think he just was sick and tired of getting
all the criticism that public officers get, plus that just made him fed up with it. I remember he
said once to me he was just sick of working his tail off and everybody thinks you’re a crook, and
there’s a lot to that. I don’t think he was speaking of the DUII, but about this great suspicion
about all public office holders, and after a while you say, “What am I working this hard for?” if
everybody thinks you’re nothing but a crook and you finally say, “The hell with it.”
And I think that is probably why he got out. He’d been in politics a long time in the state
legislature and went through a very tough race for attorney general, the first one. He’d been a
long time in public service, and there were other things he wanted to do.

MO:

I’ve heard stories that at least he thought that on the driving under the influence that he

had sort of been set up for that, that he’d left a party, and that he thought someone may have
actually called the State Police and told them he was on his way home drunk.

JR:

I don’t think so. Matter of fact, I talked with him very soon after that, and he had been

skiing that day, and then he lived in Portland, but he drove to his apartment or his rental or
whatever it was in Salem because I think it was a Sunday and he had to be at the office the next
morning. There was some sort of a dinner or a party. It wasn’t particularly late, as I recall, at
night, but in any event it was not a State Policeman; it was a City of Salem police officer.
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I don’t recall him saying that he thought it was a set-up. The fact of the matter is, though,
that he said he did drive down the street and pulled into his driveway, and in behind him came
the police officer.

MO:

So he was already home, eh?

JR:

He was already home. At that time that was almost not cricket. If you didn’t swerve badly

or hit somebody or really do a messy job of driving, and you were obviously pulling into your
driveway, why, what the hey. I’m not saying that is good police practice, but that was generally
the practice. For some reason, and I think this police officer was very young and when he
discovered he was attorney general, I don’t think that’s why he proceeded with it, but it may
have been. That is, “What the hell do I do now? I’ve got the attorney general here, and if I don’t
give him a ticket, will it look like I backed off?”
In any event, he gave him the ticket. Lee was convinced that he was not under the
influence. The police officer said he was red in the face, and he said, “I obviously was, I’d been
skiing all day.” And he was tired, and I forget whether he took a breathalyzer or the blood test,
whatever was appropriate in those days, or refused to do so, but in choosing to fight it, he made a
mistake, a political mistake.
But when somebody’s convinced that they’re right, why, they’re inclined to fight it. Had
he said, “Oh, my gosh, I didn’t realize it, this is terrible, I apologize to the people of the state and
I pay my fine,” and explained that he really wasn’t out whooping it up and drunk and didn’t hit
anybody and, you know, he’d pulled into his driveway, and a police officer stopped him and said
he’d observed something about his driving that caused him concern, and “I did have a drink
before dinner,” or something like that, it probably would have been politically acceptable. But he
didn’t take that route because he didn’t think that he had had that much to drink. You know, you
can fool yourself.
I think he said, too, that he had then had his own physician take a blood test, and that his
blood level was over the limit, which in Oregon even then was a very low limit. We’re probably
the least tolerant state in terms of what blood alcohol level, and I think we were at that time, too.
But in any event there was no question that that made his life unhappy.
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MO:

Then of course he did decide not to run in the attorney general’s race and I guess received

a judicial appointment almost right after that, right? I’m a little confused on the date there, but—

JR:

Was it an appointment? I think he ran for that.

MO:

Oh, you’re right. He ran. That’s right. But that cleared the office of an incumbent,

anyway, for your race.

JR:

Yes.

MO:

So you decided to enter that race, and I guess it was a more attractive job to you than the

treasurer’s job?

JR:

Oh, yes. It was. I gave that a lot of thought. I can recall a lot of people, including my wife

saying, you know, when you run as treasurer for attorney general it’s sort of a lateral movement,
and the objective is either to progress up or get out. There was a lot said about that, but there
were a lot of people that wanted me to stay in public life for a variety of reasons, but felt that
although I could have easily won reelection for treasurer that I really wasn’t that enthused about
another four years there, but I didn’t think I could run for any office, reelection of treasurer, with
the idea of running again in midterm for governor. That wasn’t acceptable to me. So that would
be a good place where I could do a good job. It’s a lawyer’s job and so forth.
In any event, I finally decided to run. By then, by the time I made a decision to run, Don
Wilner was talking about it and finally actually announced and started his campaign obscenely
early with the idea that he would scare out other Democratic contenders, and in particular me because there was some rumor that I would do that, but there was also pressure as a loyal Democrat
now that somebody’s already announced for attorney general, you should run for reelection as
state treasurer.
I decided a couple of things. One, I wasn’t going to get in that race early no matter what,
and two, that I was going to run for attorney general or nothing. So that’s what I did. I didn’t get
in early, particularly early. I forget when I did announce. And I used that; every time there was a
story about Don Wilner’s campaign or him announcing, it always said I was expected to run, so
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it always got my name in every one of his stories.
I don’t think we had any pre-election polls, but once we started taking polls, why, it
showed it was obviously a good race for me to be in in terms of what the voters thought.
Don and I were the only major candidates. I think there may have been one or two others
always-run-for-attorney general candidates on the Democratic side. The Republicans had a pretty
good race. Jim Durham, who won their primary, was the winning candidate. Tuck Wilson ran.
Stan Bunn ran, my recollection is, on the Republican side.

MO:

Now, Durham was already in the Attorney General’s Office?

JR:

He was Chief Deputy under Lee Johnson. He was a good candidate. Matter of fact, I told

him I was so impressed I’d make him my Chief Deputy when I won, which I did.

MO:

Even though he’d had this experience and was already in the office, I suppose he didn’t

have the name familiarity statewide.

JR:

That’s true, and that’s what was very difficult for him, to gain that kind of name

familiarity.

MO:

You were just talking a few minutes ago about the problem that Lee Johnson mentioned

to you and that maybe was also beginning to dawn on yourself and lots of other candidates about
the sort of thankless aspect of being in public office, always being suspected of being a crook, et
cetera. This would have been just a few years after Watergate, and I’m wondering if that was a
factor there?

JR:

Oh, sure. Watergate proved to everybody that which they suspected, from the President

on down. People who were very close to the scene knew it not to be true, and most of the people
who said it knew it wasn’t true, but it was just sort of that atmosphere permeated, and it took a
lot of the fun out of it, I guess.

MO:

And was that a watershed event, then, in terms of this loss of public confidence, do you
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think ?

JR:

Oh, sure. Oh, yes. Very much so. I think the Kennedy assassination sort of took the spirit

out of a lot of voters—if that could happen, what’s the point?—followed very soon by Watergate
had a very negative impact on the American political attitude.

MO:

When you saw the Watergate business unfolding, what did you think?

JR:

I thought Nixon was following remarkably close on a path that a lot of us had predicted, I

thought. The guy was most unusual.
I thought it was incredibly stupid. A stupid thing to do, a stupid thing to cover up. Just
incredible.
Of course, as a result of that the media, particularly the Washington Post and those two
investigative reporters became heroes, which inspired every reporter in the United States at
whatever level, from the school board to the Presidency, to win a Pulitzer Prize by exposing
somebody for something, and they were always on the hunt. Never would they bother to print
anything favorable about a job performed by a public servant because it just was not news.
Anybody who’s been in public office can give you a hundred examples about that.
As treasurer getting a triple-A rating for the state of Oregon was an enormous step
forward and saved millions of dollars. I could not get any reporter to—couldn’t care less. But the
stock market dropped 50 points; they were all over you like a tall dog. So I don’t know, it
created a bad atmosphere, I think, for politics, an unfortunate one, too. Watergate did.

MO:

You mentioned earlier also the very real possibility that Hatfield might have wound up on

the national ticket as Vice President, and I believe that was a possibility in—would it have been
Nixon’s first term?

JR:

It would have been whenever Agnew became the Vice Presidential candidate.

MO:

Oh, maybe that was the second time around, then.
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JR:

He was considered for that, and he had a lock on it everybody thought, and suddenly

Nixon switched to Agnew, probably from, you know, advice from his inner circle who thought
Hatfield to be too moderate or too liberal. I don’t know why. There’s been a lot written about it.
He looked to be very strong, and there were a lot of stories “Hatfield is it” were printed, but he
ended up with Spiro Agnew, which was very fortunate for Mark Hatfield, I’ve always thought.

MO:

I was just going to ask you, it seems like kind of an odd match, Hatfield and Nixon.

JR:

Oh, it was. You know, politically that makes it perfect. You had a conservative and a

moderate. Two westerners I suppose is bad, but it would have been a good ticket because
Hatfield had a good reputation where he had a reputation of being a moderate, a gentleman and
that sort of thing, and Nixon was mad dog Nixon even then. So it would have been a good
combination, but as it turned out it would have been disaster for Mark Hatfield. He either
denounces his President and resigns or—he wouldn’t have ended up as did Spiro Agnew, but that
was no time to be Vice President.

MO:

Well, despite this poor public climate, apparently you decided to forge ahead, anyway, in

the attorney general’s race.

JR:

Well, I may make it sound too glum. I think on the national level it really was. On the

state level, I may not have gotten an awful lot of credit, but I never got any disrespect or
anything like that. Oregon’s sort of a laid back state. People don’t pay an awful lot of attention,
but they sure want to know when you goof up, and they don’t much care about learning if you’re
doing a good job because that’s what they voted for you for. But I thought on the national scene
and as a national problem, Watergate did do a lot of harm, and it filtered down to the local scene.
I thought that the office of Attorney General was a challenging one in and of itself, and so
I didn’t have to make the decision whether it would be a good stepping stone. It was a job that I
found attractive, and it looked very do-able on a campaign.
I was able to raise $50,000 in the primary and $50,000 in the general, which is peanuts
today, and not much then, but by then having been through some statewide races, I knew how to
raise small amounts and how to spend them.
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MO:

You were talking about how you organized fundraisers.

JR:

Yes. These fundraisers, the thing to avoid is any overhead. So if you avoid sit-down

dinners and just have a fundraiser—we’d have keggers, is about what they amounted to, and
sometimes, depending on where you were, you’d call it cheese and wine, you know, and stuff
like that, or a kegger. You’d get everything donated, and you’d have absolutely no overhead.
Mooch the hall, if you can. The only thing you expend is time, so you don’t have to charge an
awful lot if you get a big crowd. So you get a big crowd at ten bucks, why, you raise some
money.
Whenever we went to a town or anyplace to campaign, we insisted that they do
something like that, which paid for that trip and a little bit more, so it sort of built up. We
decided that we would have to have TV, and we did have. We bought from the election
backwards. We spent almost nothing on staff. We kept our total overhead down. We knew how
to waste money, and so we didn’t. We’d done that before. We spent it very wisely.
We had some fascinating television ads, I thought. Part of the huge cost of television, of
course, is getting the ads made, and you’d go to people and—my God, it’s like making a movie.
And so we just got a big board, and I put up photographs that I had posing with various wellknown figures, and that flashed on the screen in black and white with the—I forget what was
being said, but what a wonderful fellow I was and what a great attorney general I’d make and
how effective and blah, blah, blah, or whatever the talk was, but it would be pictures of—and
you could just see the people saying, “That’s Bobby Kennedy, that’s George McGovern, that’s
Nelson Rockefeller.” I had pictures with all these people, you know, state and national figures,
but it made that impression.
Another thing about it was all that was in the black and white, and then the end came on
in strong color, and it was just a picture basically of my billboard that I had, which would scare
people off the highway it was so noticeable.
The guy who came up with this idea, Bruce Hugo, recently of different fame, thought it
would be a good idea and it was dirt cheap. There was almost no cost to program this thing. But
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people would say, “My God, it’s in black and white, something’s wrong with my TV,” and they
would get up and start walking towards it, when suddenly, bang, would come on this bright redand-white “Redden for Attorney General, let’s get the job done.”
That was another wise thing we did. We did buy billboards. I’ve always thought people
wasted a ton of money on billboards because the candidate maybe had to have their picture on it,
and then they had to have all the people that endorsed them, and they had to have the background
of this candidate. So you’d go by, and you’d wonder, “Who the hell was that?” These were very
simple. They were a very bright red background, and in white letters diagonally across it was
Redden, and then up at the top was “Elect Democrat,” and then huge print, “Redden,” and then
larger print “Attorney General,” and I had a slogan on there, “Let’s get the job done.” It drove
people crazy.
I can remember Don Wilner’s wife saying that she was going to a Multnomah County
Central Committee meeting; Don was somewhere else and he couldn’t go, so she went, and I
went, and she met me there and she said, “I was driving here today and I drove by one of your
billboards, and I almost drove off the road.” They were just very visible.
We ran if not a lofty campaign a very intelligent campaign.

MO:

And of course you won the race.

JR:

I did. Both the primary and the general by substantial margins.

MO:

What was your first impression of the office itself, once you got on the job?

JR:

Well, I knew quite a bit about the office, anyway. Lee Johnson had done a good job. He

had started different procedures in there which I thought made sense: billable hours, which was
new to state government. That is, each lawyer, rather than being an employee of the state agency,
was an employee, as they truly were, but was treated as an employee of the attorney general.
Those lawyers worked for the Department of Justice under the supervision of the attorney
general, not the agency head. And Lee Johnson started a program whereby they brought these
attorneys back—some of these attorneys were physically housed with the agency and were really
no more than agency employees—
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MO:

You mean different state agencies?

JR:

Yes, different state agencies. And the state agencies loved that because they got free legal

advice in effect. The taxpayers, of course, through the Department of Justice paid the attorney,
who sat in the agency office and worked for the agency. But you know, the buck passing was
enormous. No decisions were made without running it by this lawyer. The lawyers were getting
into policy making rather than legal advice, and it was hard to find the cost of any legal advice.
But anyway, Johnson’s idea was to bring those lawyers back into the Department of
Justice, which was well underway by the time I got there, almost all accomplished. He started
requiring the lawyers to keep time and to bill their state agency by the hour, at a very reasonable
rate compared to outside advice.
State agencies hated that because they had to go to the legislature and ask for enough
money to do that, and the legislature was a little offended by it, but then they realized, why, the
attorney general was coming and was asking for a much smaller budget because the salaries of
these attorneys were being paid by their clients. Anyway, that was a step I thought was in the
right direction, and I continued that.
Lee Johnson had also brought in a lot of new attorneys, most of them very good, and I
think that he had divided it up perhaps more than Bob Thornton had before him. Bob of course
had been there a long time, and the state and its legal problems had grown enormously. There
was a much bigger role for the attorney general for a lot of reasons, so I think Lee had probably
created additional divisions, rather than just lawyers out there in the agencies somewhere doing
whatever they’re doing. He instituted the Criminal Division, the Civil Division, the Appellate
Division, and what they call House Counsel—General Counsel, I think they called it.
I continued most of those policies, and I devoted my attentions maybe to different areas.

MO:

You said that for a variety of reasons the job of attorney general had grown between the

period of Bob Thornton and Lee Johnson. Was at least part of that the way those two men looked
at the job, too?

JR:

Oh, I suppose. But the population of the state, and hence its problems, grew enormously
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during that period of time. During that period of time more and more and more laws were
passed. People began to sue the state, and the state began to sue people. The state began to try to
collect money from people who owed it to it.

MO:

Which wasn’t done in the past, then?

JR:

Not very vigorously. It’s just that the state grew and grew up, and it happened not just in

Oregon but in every state. The role of government became bigger, and the role of the law
enforcement and the attorney general, both civil and criminal, in most states, and in Oregon it’s
civil, primarily, grew apace.

MO:

I guess I was confused about one point. I thought that the Criminal Division had been set

up by you once you arrived at the Attorney General’s Office.

JR:

No, I noticed that in your notes, and no, there was a Criminal Division already in place.

MO:

Okay. One of the things that was reported in the press, anyway, was that when you were

running for the office of attorney general—no, I guess it was after you had won the election, but
you were talking about appointing a deputy attorney general to draft regulations, and Jim
Durham, as we already talked about, wound up being your senior chief counsel in the office.
Was that the same idea, or was the deputy attorney general going to be yet another post?

JR:

Oh, I don’t know. I don’t recall that at all.

MO:

Okay.

JR:

That’s called looking for an issue.

MO:

Okay. One thing that you did mention in our initial interview was that when you came to

the office you decided to try to expand the staff so that more of the state’s legal business could
actually be handled in-house in the Attorney General’s Office, and that before that apparently the
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state had contracted with outside law firms to take care of some of this legal business?

JR:

Yes. Actually, when I first came in I reduced the staff, but that was because we had

many, many attorneys working for the attorney general, some of those employed in the SAIF,
State Accident Insurance Fund office, and I could do it by order and I did, is they became
attorneys for the state accident people and not attorneys for the attorney general. So numerically
I reduced the staff dramatically. I did increase the balance of the staff, but not very much. It was
just a matter of directing the attention, really, and because I had done a lot of civil litigation
myself, that was an area of interest to me.
Lee had a lot of interest in the Appellate Division, as did Dave Frohnmayer, and we all
had a moderate amount at least of interest in the Criminal Division.
When I came in one thing of course that I knew about from my legal career, my practice
of law for 17 years, was how to try lawsuits when people sue you. We had a division set up, and
people were suing the state quite regularly. When I came aboard it was headed by John
McCullough, who heads it to this day. He did not have many experienced attorneys working for
him. He did not have a lot of attorneys who had tried these civil cases, and so the practice had
been to associate with outside law firms, and they had a contract with one of the big firms here in
Portland. They had under their payroll a Claims Manager who was the one who decided who to
assign these cases to, which outside firms, had established a very nice relationship with one of
the firms, and it was a good piece of business for that firm, but it seemed to me ridiculous to
have that many lawyers employed by the State of Oregon and not try our own damn cases.
We needed some experienced attorneys. John McCullough was experienced. He had been
in court innumerable times, mostly defending for the highway these condemnation actions. But
trial work is trial work, and he was accomplished and good at it. Still is. We needed some more
experienced people, people that weren’t afraid to go to court and had been there before.
We were very fortunate to hire a fellow by the name of Luther Jensen, who just died a
few weeks ago, and he was an Oregonian but had moved to California years before and had been
in a trial practice there for I forget how many years, but he had gotten to the age where he could
retire from that firm, and he wanted to return to Oregon, and he applied in the Attorney
General’s Office because he didn’t want to not work. He was a very abrasive guy, but John
McCullough and I, and more me than John, I think, wanted to hire him because of his
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background of trying I don’t know how many cases, and that’s exactly what we needed. Some of
the younger lawyers didn’t appreciate it at first, but they all did before it was over. He was a
good advisor, although he didn’t suffer fools gladly, but he taught those youngsters a lot, and he
himself would walk into any courtroom any time to try any case under any circumstances totally
without fear, which is exactly what we needed.
Attorney General is only a four-year term, but long before I left we were doing no
contracting with outside lawyers, or very, very little, only when we had a conflict. We defended
all of our cases, and there were and there are many of them; you know, a lot of medical
malpractice cases brought against OHSU, a relationship which no longer exists because they are
independent now and have their own legal staff, but the attorney general’s attorneys defended
those malpractice cases. Automobile accidents, civil rights actions, employment actions, the
whole array are defended by employees of the State of Oregon, rather than the far more
expensive contracting it out, and they are very successful in defending.
I think it was a step that had to be taken. It was a natural evolution, but I will say I was
surprised at the extent to which we relied on outside lawyers when I got there.

MO:

Before we go on to talk about some of the cases, I noticed that there was an article on Jim

Durham. Apparently right about the time that you came to the Attorney General’s Office, the
legislature had decided to extend the state’s liability insurance to local governments, and that that
potentially created a heavier caseload for the Attorney General’s Office?

JR:

Oh, I remember. What happened is it was the first, the first or maybe the second, great

insurance crisis, when the insurance companies in this country made a bunch of bad investments
and lost their butts, and therefore said, “Oh, my God, we have to raise our rates dramatically and
review our risks because people are terrible,” as they have done a couple of times since, and
created the insurance crisis.
We decided at the point the local governments couldn’t get insurance, and so they were
going naked, as we say, and the state was in the same position. So the idea was if that was going
to be the case, then they were going to have to have self-insurance and self-defense.
We ran into a problem with another state agency who thought they ought to run the
insurance end of it if there was going to be self-insurance. Local governments had their concerns,
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but we were putting together a fairly good program when the crisis ended, and suddenly, their
investment portfolio having turned around, the insurance company found out that municipal
governments weren’t such bad risks after all, and so the necessity sort of passed.
We were not different or unique. Many businesses and many municipalities and many
states got into this, and I think the insurance industry has never been so cavalier since that time,
and a lot of governments to this day are self-insured.

MO:

So it was a question of the insurance companies pricing themselves out of the market for

a lot of these government entities, then, and I guess they realized that.
Why don’t we talk about some of the cases that came up when you were attorney
general? You mentioned earlier today the cases you would come up against of medical
malpractice as a result of OHSU. Were there any of those that stand out as memorable cases?

JR:

No, they were mostly routine civil cases. One I can recall was a bad result, a nursing

home case, and the state agency involved had removed an aging patient from one nursing home
and put him in another, and the patient died and we were sued for—I forget the phrase that they
used, but it’s a neat little descriptive phrase about what happens to people when you do that and
they end up dying; it’s traumatic moving—that’s not it, but something to that effect.
It didn’t seem like a very logical legal theory to us that somebody who is on the verge of
death is moved perhaps for that reason to another nursing home, whereupon they die, that it’s the
fault of the state agency for moving them, and we had state physicians prepared to testify to that
as expert witnesses. It turned out one of them had given a lecture on this subject where he fully
agreed with the theory which he was about to denounce in court, and that one for obvious
reasons sticks in my mind. I forget whether we said, “Oh, my God,” and settled or just took our
shellacking.
But most of them were just, you know, a patient at Oregon Health Sciences University
gets a bad result and thinks it’s malpractice and brings an action. You try them and find out
who’s right.
Probably the major cases the state was involved in were the fishery disputes on the
Columbia River. They were there when I got there, and they were there when I left, and they’re
still there, but I think maybe from the point of the state resolved.
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When I came in they were working on what they called the five-year plan to resolve the
difficulties on the Columbia River, and these started years ago—shortage of fish, period—
because the Indian tribes were insisting on their treaty rights. They insisted in the state of
Washington, and then they insisted down here.
The state of Washington chose to—and I think still chooses to—litigate rather than
negotiate treaty rights. Oregon litigated a lot of them, and as most states, found out they lost
because treaties are treaties.
But they finally came to a resolution where the states of Washington and Oregon, and
maybe Idaho, agreed with the tribes and the commercial fishing interests and the sports
fishermen that it was a resource problem and tried to resolve it, and did resolve it except of
course the problem they couldn’t resolve is the problem created by the dams and by the irrigators
and by the farmers, and by things which happen out in the ocean over which we have no control
and which we don’t understand. It’s just a dwindling resource, matched with an increased
demand, and it’s created the problem that exists today and maybe is going to resolve itself by just
the end of the fisheries forever, for all I know. It’s very, very sad.
But that created an enormous amount of litigation, some very important cases. I think as
attorney general I argued in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals on the same side as the Indian
tribes did, against the state of Washington. I’m sure that’s the first time in history that’s
happened in any state. I also argued a case to the Supreme Court, unsuccessfully, that was pretty
much a political action brought by the state of Idaho against Washington and Oregon, Idaho
claiming they were not getting enough fish in Idaho and it was the fault of Oregon and
Washington for obviously stretching nets across the river.
We tried to settle it, couldn’t, and I ended up arguing it to the Supreme Court to a very
unreceptive audience. The Supreme Court hates those lawsuits—they’re original jurisdiction,
they call them—and although we had, I think, the facts with us, they were very annoyed. I think
they immediately seized on the idea that probably we were doing that.
My argument, I tried to tell them how many dams there were in the Snake River, how
many dams there were in the Columbia River, how the irrigation, in Idaho particularly, how they
used the Snake River for irrigation and made the Snake River so warm that we could trace some
fish runs that didn’t take a right, they just disappeared. They didn’t go into the Snake River
because the temperature was too warm and the water was too low. But they weren’t interested in
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that, and I couldn’t say I blame them. It was a problem states should have solved, and it certainly
wasn’t a problem to be solved in the Supreme Court, and we were not there by choice.
It was very significant environmental litigation that was very definitely disappointing to
everybody because it is a diminishing resource, and it’s a problem we would not face up to. We
built those dams at a time when we thought they were very important. President Roosevelt’s guy,
when the first dam was built, was asked about, “Isn’t this going to destroy the fish runs or have a
terrible impact on them?” I mean, they didn’t even put fish ladders in. They just blocked the
river with the dam. And he said, “Our job is not to babysit fish,” and it certainly wasn’t.
We’ve spent I don’t know how much money since trying to tailor those dams and
reconfigure them and put in fish ladders and do everything else, but we’ve turned the Columbia
River into a series of lakes, and the Snake River, too, to a certain extent. We’ve raised the
temperature, slowed the flow and blocked the rivers, and use it for irrigation, dumping it on the
land and letting it wash back in with all the pollutants it brings. We’ve logged right up to the
edge of the rivers. And now we’re surprised there aren’t enough fish, and the commercial
fishermen blame the Indians, and the Indians blame the commercial fishermen, and it’s everybody’s fault, but basically the fault of those who were the guardians of those resources and fell
down on the job.

MO:

Now, in this case before the Supreme Court, were you going in with a lower court

decision that favored Idaho?

JR:

No. No, the lawsuit had been filed and was referred to a Circuit Court Judge in Denver as

the master or referee—I forget the term he used, but he would listen to oral argument and make a
decision, which he did. He ruled in our favor, but it was an opinion that was very sympathetic
toward the state of Idaho. He indicated in the opinion that indeed Washington and Oregon,
because of their geographical location, were getting more than their fair share, if there was a fair
share, of the fish, simply because not many of them could get past our fishermen and the dams
and all the other problems they have.
The state of Idaho politically had to appeal, and they did. They got a very excellent oral
argument from their new young attorney general. I’m embarrassed that I can’t remember his
name. The guy who filed the action, for 100 percent political reasons, a fellow by the name of
James A. Redden, 347

Kidwell who was a candidate for attorney general announced, as did Cecil Andrus, who was a
candidate for governor of Idaho, that if they didn’t get more fish, they by God were going to sue
Oregon and Washington, so they had to and they did.
I got into it with Kidwell, and he didn’t appreciate some of my remarks about his motives
for filing a lawsuit. Then he didn’t run again, or he was still attorney general when we argued it
in Denver. He didn’t argue it. I did. He sent a member of his staff. But David Leroy became
attorney general of the state of Idaho very young, and he had to give the opening argument in the
Supreme Court and stood up and said that he realized he was under a very heavy procedural
burden, whereupon he gave an excellent argument, because there weren’t any cases, there wasn’t
any law, there weren’t any facts to argue.

[End of Tape 18, Side 2]
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1995 June 2

MO:

This is a continuation of the interview with Judge James Redden in his chambers on June

2, 1995.

JR:

Anyway, that was very interesting litigation, very unusual, very significant, and it did

bring me to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals for oral argument and to the Supreme Court, and
arguing a case before the Supreme Court, even an unusual one like that, is really an event that
every lawyer hungers for, and it will always be a fond memory that I have, even though we lost.
Nobody won, but we didn’t.
So that was interesting. And we had a lot of lesser but statewide legislation. I can recall a
veterans loan program went to court because there were some recipients of the veterans loans
who sued the state because the interest rate went up, and if they had been successful it would
have killed the program, and these people were veterans themselves who already their house
loans and just didn’t want anybody else to get one, and I remember arguing that in Marion
County Circuit Court.
But most of the litigation was the sort of routine thing that I’ve described that any
individual, any hospital, any company can expect to get when their employees go out and get in a
car wreck, or their doctors perform a little bit of malpractice. You know, and we had the
highways. Some of the highways aren’t built just right, bridges fall down that aren’t supposed to,
and that’s the sort of litigation most of it was and is.
It’s an interesting job for somebody who likes the practice of law, being attorney general,
or someone who likes the law.

MO:

And it sounds like you personally handled a lot of these lawsuits in court, then?

JR:

I kept fingers on a lot of them because I was interested in them. That case, the fish case, I

thought that it was time for the attorney general in person to get involved in that. They had a
lawyer assigned to it, but the case was very significant, and I think I just thought it was time for
the attorney general to step forward and take the heat because we had been, in my opinion, on the
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wrong side. When you get sued, that’s the side you’re on and you defend yourself, but I thought
that we were ignoring reality and that the treaty rights demanded these things, and that unless
Congress was going to repeal those treaties, and they surely were not, that we had no business
saying the treaties didn’t exist, and we had no business—there was already decisions, the Bolt
decision in the state of Washington, and decisions by Judge Belloni in the state of Oregon that
were coming down that said treaty rights are treaty rights, and the Indians entitled under those
treaties to a fair share of the fish. I thought, “Why the hell are we fighting about it? Let’s admit
the treaty rights and see where we go from there,” and I thought it took the person of the attorney
general to do it because the attorney who had been handling it was the attorney assigned to the
Fish & Wildlife Commission, all the commissioners of which thought, “Hell, we want sports
fishing and commercial fishermen to get more.” It wasn’t their business to worry about treaty
rights, but it was the lawyer assigned’s duty to worry about treaty rights, but the lawyer assigned
to it couldn’t stand up to that kind of pressure, for a lot of reasons. I’m not critical of that
attorney, it’s just a natural sort of a thing, but the attorney general should, and that’s why I got
involved in it.
As long as I was attorney general, we got into a couple of cases. I came to this court a
couple of times, we were brought in. I went to the Ninth Circuit, and I went to the Supreme
Court. But we started meetings of attorneys from Washington, attorneys from Oregon, and
attorneys representing the Indian tribes. We met every month for a long time, and the purpose
that I had in mind, and I made it clear, was that it would be better to meet and talk about these
things than to sue, and that also we would all learn, whether we wanted to learn it or not, that this
is a problem we couldn’t solve in courts, that it’s a problem of enormous magnitude, and let’s sit
in a room somewhere and wear each other down, rather than spend the taxpayers’ money going
to court, because unless we could figure out some way a court could order more fish, there
wasn’t a hell of a lot we could do about it, so we’d better learn to live with the resource we have,
and to figure out ways to increase it. The latter we never did, not substantially. Science still isn’t
perfect in that area, but I thought our folks from the state of Oregon, the biologists and fish
experts, were on the right track. The Indians disagreed with them sometimes and agreed with
them sometimes. Everybody had their theories, but none of them worked very well, for a lot of
reasons that we probably will never understand.
Anyway, it was a subject that fascinated me. That litigation, of course, was in Federal
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Court, and when I became a Judge I could not, by law, handle that litigation, and to this day I
laugh at Judge Marsh. Neither could Owen Panner, because Owen Panner, who came on the
bench with me, represented the Warm Springs tribes in that very litigation.

MO:

I was going to ask you, in fact, who the Indian parties were. So the Warm Springs were

one?

JR:

Warm Springs, Umatillas, Nez Perce, Yakamas. Nez Perce were sort of coming in late,

and then a couple of tribes that mysteriously sprung up down on the lower Columbia River. The
Umatillas and Yakamas threatened to send their war canoes down.
They were represented by able, competent counsel who knew what they were talking
about, and the history of those kind of lawsuits in this country is interesting.
In the state of Maine the attorney general was a fellow by the name of Brennan—I didn’t
know him, but he went to the same law school I did, as it turned out—subsequently became
governor, the Indian tribes made an appointment with him to come and talk about their treaty
rights, not only to fish but to property in the state of Maine, and he was too busy, and so his
Deputy handled it, made a couple of inappropriate remarks about the delegation of Indians that
came to meet him and didn’t take the problem seriously, and Maine was tied up for years in
litigation because the Indians were right, they had the treaties.
I guess it’s hard for something for people to face right off the bat. The tribes are so few,
you know, why do they have these rights, and those treaties are outdated, and therefore ignore
them, and you just don’t do that. The only way you can abrogate a treaty is go to Congress, and
Congress wasn’t about to repeal any of those treaties.
Anyway, it’s interesting in the law and interesting in human nature and everything else.

MO:

Since most of these treaties date from the mid-1800s, and I guess it’s my understanding

that the big fight over fishing rights didn’t happen until a hundred years later, did the treaty rights
come into focus at that time because of the diminishing resource aspect?

JR:

Sure.

James A. Redden, 351

MO:

It just wasn’t an issue before then?

JR:

Sure. They were entitled in essence under the crucial treaties to—I forget the share. Judge

Bolt, because he had no help from either side, and particularly from the state, I think the treaty
language was “fair share,” or it didn’t define it, but this Judge defined it as 50 percent, as did
Judge Belloni.

MO:

There was some language about they’d be allowed to hunt and fish in all the usual and

accustomed places—

JR:

Usual and accustomed places, and entitled to—and I forget the share. And a lot of those

usual and accustomed places no longer existed. Celilo Falls is the best example. But as long as
there were enough fish for their religious and sustenance purposes, there were no objections,
which is remarkable. But the resource diminished, and the tribes realized that the way to solve
their problems was through the court. They knew they were right, they were smart enough to hire
good lawyers, and they went about their business in a very businesslike way. I’ve always thought
that the Indian tribes and their leaders are the best negotiators that have ever existed on the face
of the earth. I mean, they would just negotiate. They’re wonderful. I made a lot of friends, and I
think they’re wonderful people, and very interesting.
They knew how to negotiate and they knew how to assert their legal rights, and they did a
wonderful job nationwide, and it was sort of a spreading thing. People couldn’t believe that those
treaties meant anything, and they sure did. Most treaties with the Indians were just broken,
period, and so were these fish treaties. They were ignored until they were dragged into court, and
then we responded. In a lot of ways it’s probably too bad they didn’t start their lawsuits earlier.
With the laws that exist today, those dams couldn’t have been built.

MO:

So the resource might still be there.

JR:

That’s right. For good or bad.

MO:

Perhaps at the cost of some electricity, though.
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JR:

Well, I think the dams would have been built, but not that many, and they’d have been

built a lot better, and we would have had both.

MO:

And the problem now is that any option to modify these dams is just too expensive?

JR:

That’s right, and there’s too many industries along the river now that are absolutely

dependent on the power. They overstate their case, but everyone does, it’s one of those things. I
don’t know what the solution is to the problem.

MO:

I guess there’s not too much optimism that the problem is anywhere near being solved,

even if the present things that are being talked about—about spilling water over the dams, et
cetera, I guess people argue that that probably won’t still restore the runs.

JR:

Oh, yes. Barging fish, suddenly this is the new and brilliant idea. They started that when I

was attorney general, and that was a long time ago.

MO:

And there’s still a shortage of fish.

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

You mentioned that the Yakama threatened to send their war canoes, then?

JR:

That was one of their lawyers that made that comment, but the tribes certainly didn’t need

any “hey, we’re a tribe, too” group, especially on the lower Columbia, beneath their fishing
stations. That was just a little blip that came up.

MO:

Were they one of the more militant tribes, then, in terms of pursuing the fishing?

JR:

The Yakamas were aggressive in asserting their rights. Their lawyer was one of the more

aggressive attorneys I’d ever met. We get together frequently at conventions now and talk about
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the good old days.

MO:

What was his name?

JR:

Weaver. But anyway, they were very well represented, and they were very indignant, as

they should be, at all the resistance they were getting to enforcing their rights, and it got to be
very unpleasant, and I’m sure there were racist overtones that were unavoidable. I thought,
frankly, the attitude of the State of Washington was just to sort of ignore the problem. Slade
Gorton once said after he became a U.S. Senator that his only objection was treating Indians as if
they were super-citizens, which is a very strange remark.
It was a fascinating area, as you must know I found it to be.

MO:

You mentioned that Owen Panner also was not able to hear cases once he got to the

District Court.

JR:

That’s right.

MO:

Was your first encounter with him over these Indian fishing rights, then, or did you know

him before that time?

JR:

No, I knew him before that time. I think I’d had a civil suit he was involved in. He was in

Bend and I was in Medford, so I didn’t know him well, but I’d heard of him and knew him.
When I became attorney general, he had been very active in the cases, still was, but he
had a younger fellow from his office who was the one I saw in court most often, although Owen
attended some of the hearings.

MO:

How would you describe him in those days as an attorney?

JR:

Oh, Owen was one of the best known and best attorneys in the state. I think shortly

before he came on the bench, he was trial lawyer of the year or something like that, and he had
extensive litigation experience, especially considering being from Bend, but his trial practice
James A. Redden, 354

took him statewide. He was a good trial lawyer with a very successful practice.

MO:

And of course he represented Warm Springs as their counsel, too.

JR:

Yes. One of his clients.

MO:

What about Slade Gorton? What did you think of him? Sounds like you were in

opposition to him on at least this fishing rights business.

JR:

The states of Oregon and Washington generally were on the same side. As I said, Slade

Gorton and I argued the case in Washington after working very hard in preparation, so I got to
know him well. We’re still friendly.
I had some points of disagreement with him, I guess, although we never argued about it
or talked about it, but I think the main difference was that came to a head when I argued the case
in the Ninth Circuit when I was attorney general and argued the same side as the Indian tribes
did, which was against the position of the state of Washington and their commercial fishermen.
That case arose out of the fact that a state court in the state of Washington had declared that the
Federal Government had no jurisdiction, something like that. I remember the argument was
whether or not commercial fishermen from Washington could fish into the midline of the
Columbia River, ignoring the federal regulations, and whether Oregonians could do the same,
and it clearly could not.
The purpose of the state of Washington in doing this was to try to set up the case so that it
could be appealed to the Supreme Court, and that was, I suppose, a pretty good idea, but I
thought their position was untenable, and I wasn’t about to argue it. He didn’t argue the case for
Washington, either. He had a deputy attorney general argue it, so I don’t know that we’ve ever
even discussed it.

MO:

When you did get to the Supreme Court on that case, how was that experience different

from a regular court?

JR:

Well, I never was very experienced in arguing appellate cases, anyway. I was a trial
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attorney. So one of the few appellate cases I argued in appellate court was in the Ninth Circuit
and in the Supreme Court of the United States. It’s a very imposing thing to do in either of those
courts, but of course in particular the Supreme Court.
It is the Supreme Court. You walk into the building and you walk into the Supreme
Court. You stand up and look at the Chief Justice of the United States and say, “May it please the
Court, and Mr. Chief Justice,” and you commence your argument.
Justice Rehnquist peppered me with I don’t know how many questions. I later found out,
matter of fact it was a major story, that during that period of time he had severe back pain, and
that he himself admitted it affected his work, but he asked an unusual number of questions
without giving an opportunity to really answer or discuss any of them, to the extent that Chief
Justice Burger turned and said something to him about, you know, “Let him answer,” or
something like that.
It was fascinating, and some of my favorites were on there. Brennan was on there. For an
attorney, to argue before these famous jurists, people describe it as the very top moment of their
career, and very few of us, of course, are afforded the opportunity of ever doing it.

MO:

One other thing I noticed in looking at newspaper clippings from the time was that there

was an article written about a bill that apparently made it to the ‘79 legislature that would have
given the Attorney General’s Office increased subpoena power, and there was conversation
about it increasing the Oregon Attorney General’s Office subpoena powers to a point where they
would be greater than the FBI had—

JR:

You know, I don’t remember that. Was that the first RICO bill that came up or

something?

MO:

I have a clipping here.

JR:

Oh, yes. At that time there was some interest in starting a state RICO. I did not agree with

it, and I thought it was a bad idea. The bill that gave that broad subpoena power was in a bill that
started out to be a child support bill, that would give the attorney general and the district attorney
power to subpoena, for instance, personnel records for the parent who owed the money and
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wasn’t paying it.
The Criminal Division at that time was still eager, far more eager than their boss, to start
a RICO, and so they put language in the bill to give the attorney general sweeping powers to
subpoena records in any matter involving organized crime, which is outrageously broad
language.
I don’t have a good memory of it, but as it turned out the Senate Judiciary Committee
jumped all over the bill. That’s the first I realized that the bill had been amended that
dramatically. So I remember talking to my guys, and they said, “We told you,” and they had
indeed said they’d like to use this bill to get a little more power themselves and I said, “Fine.”
But it went far beyond I think what even they thought was going to happen. As cops will
do, you know, “Let’s ask for the world, and we can subpoena anybody in the world and stop all
crime.” But anyway, it was ridiculous. The reason I didn’t remember it is because it really didn’t
amount to very much as a fight. I think it was a one-day headline. It probably would not have
been constitutional. I saw it in your letter and I couldn’t even remember what it was.
I remember that they wanted a RICO, and I did not. Then Dave Frohnmayer did want
one, did back one, and it hasn’t been totally unsuccessful, but they modified the whole idea of
the power in the attorney general, downgraded it from when they were talking about it in my
time.
I have always had a great fear of giving an awful lot of power in criminal law to an
attorney general in a state. It’s too political a job, and as I used to tell everybody, “I can trust me,
but I’m not sure about my successors.” Dave had that concern, and the RICO bill was then
modeled pretty much on the federal and didn’t give many broad sweeping powers to the attorney
general and concentrated mostly on their ability to grab the resources, the money of the alleged
criminals, which has turned out recently not to be all that good of an idea, civil forfeitures.
Anyway, that was my Criminal Division. Steve Kreutzer was one of them, and Bob
Hamilton. They really thought that would be a wonderful tool, and I really thought it would not,
and it’s turned out, I guess, to be somewhere in the middle.

MO:

You mentioned earlier that you held onto Jim Durham and made him the Senior Chief

Counsel in your office. So was he somebody you really relied on, then?
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JR:

Oh, yes. Jim was Chief Deputy to Lee Johnson, and I made him Chief Deputy. I got some

criticism from Democrats because they look at a job like that as significant and should go to a
Democrat, but I didn’t think it was significant politically. It isn’t a political job, and because it is
a job that requires an attorney, and one with some administrative experience, as well, you don’t
go out and give it to your cousin, that sort of thing.
So anyway, I asked Jim to take the position, at least for a while, and he agreed to do so,
but he said at the beginning that he wanted to help me get started, but he didn’t want to stay in
that particular position. He just didn’t find it challenging enough, and he went into sort of a
litigation position for a while and then ended up with PGE as a vice president. I think all that
happened within a year or so.
We became friends, actually, during the campaign and have remained so to this day,
though he’s in Pennsylvania now and I haven’t seen him for a long time.

MO:

I noticed throughout our conversation today and earlier that you seem to have lots of

friends on both sides of the political fence, and that apparently the heat of campaigns doesn’t get
in the way of friendships.

JR:

Most campaigns aren’t heated—well, I can’t say they’re not. They are now, I guess; you

know, you start throwing attack ads at each other. We didn’t do that then. I guess we couldn’t
afford it, but the most we’d get into it would be at one of these debates before a Lions Club or
something. But in a statewide office you only had one debate that the press covered. In the
attorney general’s race I think Durham and I debated, oh, perhaps 15 times during the course of
the general election, maybe more often than that, but at least 15 times, and I think two of them
got press coverage. And it got to be sort of routine, and they were boring.
I knew I was ahead from my polls, and I wasn’t about to disagree or get controversial. I
was amiable, and it drove Jim crazy. It was difficult to find issues. We both agreed on mother,
flag, and apple pie, and you know, running a good office and doing the things that ought to be
done, and there weren’t very many differences.
Our campaigns then, as I talked about my billboards and the way I campaigned, was all
pro-me. I didn’t ever say a word about my opponent. That was the thought of that day, is why
give your opponent any publicity? In my race, of course, when I had great name familiarity, why
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would I ever mention his name, especially in a paid ad? But still, even when the situation wasn’t
like that, the candidates running sort of ignored each other. If someone had a bad record or they
had made a big mistake, why, you let the press take care of that.
I think in all the races I was in, I usually didn’t know the person I went in against, or did,
but in any event I knew them better when I got out, and most of them are friends even today. The
races weren’t really all that heated, or at least we didn’t heat them up.

MO:

Okay. So maybe this is a good time to stop, and thank you very much.

[End of Tape 19, Side 1]
[Tape 19, Side 2 BLANK]
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MO:

It’s November 19, 1998, and this is Michael O’Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society

resuming, after a three-year hiatus, the oral history with Judge James Redden, and today’s
interview is taking place in the United States Courthouse.
When we last met we talked about your time in the Attorney General’s Office and some
of the cases you handled there, and I guess you’d been in the Attorney General’s Office for a
couple of years when wind of this possible appointment to the Federal Bench came, and I
wonder if you can tell me how you learned of that opportunity and what your own situation was
at that time, in terms of what you were involved with at the Attorney General’s Office and what
sort of decisions you had to make in terms of which direction you were going to go.

JR:

I had been through the statewide campaign in 1972 in the treasurer’s race, in 1974 I went

through another statewide campaign for the governor’s race, and in 1976 I went through another
statewide campaign for the office of attorney general. I came aboard here in March of 1980,
having taken that office in January of 1977, so I served three years and a few months of my full
four-year term as attorney general.
Earlier in that term it was announced, or it was known that Oregon was due for two new
Federal District Court Judges, and then it later developed that one of those active judges, Otto
Skopil, was seeking to be elevated to the Circuit Court of Appeals, so there would be three
openings on the District Court Bench, or if Otto chose to remain, two openings on the District
Court and one on the Appellate Bench.
I didn’t give it too much thought, but at that time I was pretty much in the middle of my
term as attorney general, and I was enjoying that. There was a lot of talk in midterm of Governor
Victor Atiyeh, or at the same time—whatever it was. There was a gubernatorial race coming up,
and a lot of people were pressing me to get into that race, and frankly I had just been through
three statewide campaigns, and the thought of that just—I don’t know, it didn’t seem to interest
me very much, and I began to wonder if I wanted to remain in elected public office.
There was a lot about it I loved. I really enjoyed serving. I did not mind campaigning. I
detested fundraising, and that was becoming about 80 percent of a campaign effort, was to raise
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the money. Now it’s probably 100 percent. They just raise a million dollars and stay home. But I
had never been able to raise more than $50,000 in any statewide campaign I was ever in. That
part was sort of discouraging to me, although I really did enjoy being state treasurer. I learned a
lot myself, and I think I did a good job. And I thoroughly enjoyed being attorney general back in
the courtroom and got to argue some cases in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and before the
United States Supreme Court.
So I began to think about whether I wanted to continue in politics, go back to practicing
law, and then of course people suggested this, or it occurred to me; I can’t remember just what. I
mentioned to Bob Duncan, who was a good friend of mine from the old days in Medford—we go
way back -, that I would like to be considered. He was pretty upset at the time because he was
one of those who thought that the natural thing for me to do was to run for governor, and
everyone but me was convinced I’d win. So he wasn’t too enthusiastic about it and tried to talk
me out of it, but he said, “Of course, if you want to be considered, you’ll be considered.”
They do it a little more formally now. You apply for it; you write to a Senator, in this
case it would be Senator Wyden, and tell him you’re interested, and you go on a list, and they
form huge committees and it goes from there, but it was a little more informal in those days, and
there were a lot of us under consideration, and things just flat-out drifted. I never gave it much
thought. I thought it would be an option, but then the process slowed way down, and it was, as I
pointed out, about three years into my term before it came to fruition, and I was one of the
three—there were three nominees for the three positions: Owen Panner, Helen Frye, and myself,
and we were all ultimately approved by the Senate.

MO:

In ‘78, when this speculation about it first appeared in the press, was also of course the

year that Vic Atiyeh won the governor’s race against Bob Straub, and Straub had served one
term, and could have served a second term—

JR:

Ran again.

MO:

—and under those circumstances had you decided to accept all the advice you were

getting about running for governor, you could have then re-run for attorney general in ‘80 and
then run in the gubernatorial race in ‘82 in an open race with no incumbent, but since Atiyeh
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won in ‘78, you would have been facing a Republican incumbent, and yet you said that
everybody was advising you thought you’d walk into the Governor’s Office.

JR:

I know that when Bob Straub finished serving his term I was in the Attorney General’s

Office then, so he must have won in ‘78, you’re correct. So it would have been ‘82 when he
ended up running against Ted Kulongoski. But that was the election people were looking
forward to, yes.

MO:

And the one that you might have run in if things had been different?

JR:

That’s right. I remember giving a speech afterwards. Vic Atiyeh really won that race big-

time, and we were having a dinner—I think it was probably a fundraiser for a deficit for Ted
Kulongoski, and I was one of the speakers, and I said, “Ted, this could have been worse. It could
have been me.”

MO:

The papers made it sound like it was a real decision to you, but you’ve already indicated

that you’d been through three statewide races already and were getting a bit weary of the
fundraising?

JR:

That was part of the decision; there’s no question about that. I consulted with my wife

and my family more than my friends because you put the family through quite a bit. Our sons
were grown and lived outside the home, and I think they were more inclined to a run for
governor, but my wife certainly wasn’t, and I couldn’t blame her. You put the family in a heck of
a spot when you’re running that many campaigns, and I was finding out that I actually was more
of a private person than I thought I was. But it was still right up until the very end a very difficult
decision for me because I liked what I was doing, yet I felt it would be a tremendous challenge to
go on the Federal Bench. It had never been my desire to go on the State Bench, but the Federal
Bench is an entirely different thing with new and different kinds of cases to try, and no domestic
relations, no divorces, no child custody cases.
So you know, I wanted to do both and I couldn’t, but I finally did obviously make the
decision. But I can recall when I received a call from Justice and they said, “You’re one of the
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three,” I tried to find out who the other two were, and I said, “Well, if I say no, will it be Ed
Leavy?” who was also one of the candidates, and the guy from Justice said, “Well, certainly we
don’t know what would happen if you’re rejected,” because I was thinking, well, you know, Ed
would do a better job than me.
It was one of those situations where there were a couple of wonderful opportunities:
either to stay as attorney general and perhaps go on to Governor, or go on the Federal Bench, and
I ultimately decided what I decided.

MO:

So the stories about the debate were actually true, this was going on in your mind?

JR:

Oh, yes. And I had all sorts of help, I’ll tell you.

MO:

I also read some of the stories, and it appears that Bob Duncan may have been the one

that actually initiated your candidacy for the Federal Bench as a result of your conversation with
him, but then he was one of the ones that urged you not to accept it, wasn’t he?

JR:

Well, at first, yes. But he changed his mind and came back and said he thought it would

be a good thing for me. Bob was and is still a close friend.
The political setup then was that, as it is now, there was a Democratic President, Jimmy
Carter, and the Republicans held both of the Senate seats. That’s no longer the situation in
Oregon now that we have a Democratic Senator as well as a Republican Senator, but when there
are two Republican Senators and a Democratic President, then it is the senior member of the
House delegation, who at that time was Al Ullman, has the responsibility, usually handled by a
Senator who was of the same party as the President, in initiating the process.
Al Ullman was also a friend, not as close as Bob Duncan because Bob and I had practiced
law in Medford against each other, tried cases against each other, had a lot of fun over the years,
but Al Ullman had the prime responsibility as the senior Democrat, and he engaged the
assistance of Bob Duncan because Bob had been a long-time practicing attorney, where Al was
not. So it was the two of those that took the lead, although it had happened again recently when
Ron Wyden was the senior Democrat under Clinton, when we had two Republican Senators, you
find out you still have to get that person through the Senate Judiciary Committee. So it wasn’t all
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that easy, but as I recall the Democrats controlled the Senate when I went through, so it was a lot
easier than it was for Judge Aiken.

MO:

So Ullman also was involved in putting your name forward, and did you have

conversations with him about the position, too, ahead of time?

JR:

I don’t think I did. I may have, but I don’t have any specific recollection. Basically I

talked to Bob Duncan about it, and ultimately when it got closer I called both Mark Hatfield and
Bob Packwood to see if they had any objections or they had any strong feelings about it one way
or the other, and they both were receptive to the idea.
It did turn out later that both of them were a little offended that Duncan and Ullman
hadn’t come to them. History repeats itself, and that happened again when Wyden didn’t consult
with the two Republicans in the Senate then. You know, it’s sort of a protocol thing, and as I
indicated earlier, when it gets right down to it, you’ve got to get through that Senate committee,
and you’d better have some friends.
I don’t know what caused the delay then, but it was a national delay. An election was
coming up again, and the Republicans were the ones who benefited from putting on a stall until
after the next presidential election, which is a tradition no matter who’s putting on the stall,
Democrat or Republican. But it seemed to me that that went on forever.

MO:

It did go on for some time. A couple other names that came up in the news accounts at

the time, in terms of people that lobbied you to stay in politics, were Ted Kulongoski.

JR:

Yes.

MO:

Do you remember him talking to you about this?

JR:

Oh, yes. Ted and I still have a lot of talks. Yes, I do. We talked about it even after I

decided to accept the judicial post. I remember encouraging Ted to run for attorney general, and
instead he ran for the Senate against Bob Packwood, and then two years after that ran for
governor against Victor Atiyeh.
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MO:

The other name that came up was Hardy Myers.

JR:

Yes. Hardy would call me up and say, “What are you going to do?” and I’d say, “Well,

I’m going to keep my options open.”
Ultimately when I did get the appointment, the Democrats through a fundraising dinner,
with the centerpiece being my retiring from politics as their excuse for a fundraiser. I can still
remember he gave a very humorous speech. He went through all the conversations he had with
me, and he said, “Redden would say, ‘I’m going to keep my options open.’“ So we did talk quite
a bit about it.

MO:

There was also some talk in the press about the fact that you were concerned now that the

governor of Oregon was Vic Atiyeh and a Republican, you were concerned about him appointing
your successor, and there was some concern that Atiyeh might appoint a caretaker to the post
rather than somebody who perhaps could do a good job and challenge him in the ‘82 election, or
at least would further their own political prospects, whatever post they were after, and you were
quoted in the press as saying that your decision about which way you might go would be at least
to some extent influenced by who your successor would be, and you had some ideas about who
might be a good candidate to succeed you, and that you would bring those to Governor Atiyeh at
the appropriate time, I think. So can you tell me about that?

JR:

I do remember that. I think as anyone would be in leaving an office like that, you’re

concerned about who is going to take over that job and how well they will do, and I certainly
didn’t attempt to dictate that to Governor Atiyeh. We were friends from legislative days, and it
would have been totally inappropriate and foolish of me, and all he’d have to do is sit there and
smile and say good-bye and appoint whoever he wanted to appoint, but we did talk it over. I
thought that it should be an appointment of someone who was ready to hit the ground running
and do a good job and was not going to be a candidate for that position, which meant that the
governor would have to give up, you know, in effect the option of appointing a potential new
attorney general who could be attorney general and run for election and appoint a Republican to
replace a Democrat, that Republican then having a head start.
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MO:

Didn’t state law bind him to appoint a Democrat?

JR:

No. There was a custom—it used to be the law, but I do not think it was then. But in any

event, I went over and chatted with him, and I discovered immediately that he had the same idea
I had, that it should be not a caretaker as such, but someone who could do the job right away, and
we were both thinking about the same individual, Jim Brown, who was a member of the
Department of Justice. He was an assistant attorney general. Jim was a Democrat, and although
he had some political ambitions, he was not about to run for attorney general that time, and I
knew he’d do a good job. Victor knew he’d do a good job, and he was the one that was
appointed. But I think the press made more out of it, but I did have some concerns about who
would be appointed and discovered that the governor and I agreed really that it should be a nonpolitical appointment, that is, of someone who could really do the job well but was not intending
to use that as a springboard to running for the office itself. Jim agreed to that, and served about a
year, I guess.

MO:

Right. Why was it important to you that they not be a candidate for the job, especially if

they were a Democrat?

JR:

Well, fine, if I could have convinced Victor Atiyeh to appoint someone who would be a

great Democratic candidate, I would have tried to do that, but you knew that wasn’t going to
happen.

MO:

Okay. The other thing I was interested to note at the time is sort of peripheral to all this,

but your son, Jim, Jr., was serving at that time I guess as an aide to Jason Boe?

JR:

Right.

MO:

And he was quoted in the press at various times. Did the two of you coordinate the kinds

of things you would say to the press about your speculation vis-à-vis these jobs, or was he just
speaking off the top of his head?
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JR:

Yes. We never consciously did that, but we were in constant contact, so I’m sure we

talked about it. He was the one that started the keep your options open slogan. That’s what he’d
tell me: “Keep your options open; you don’t want to make a decision,” which was good advice.

MO:

Ultimately you did announce in August of ‘79, which was still seven months or

something before the appointment finally came through, that you would accept the job if offered.
What was the timing of that announcement?

JR:

You know, I don’t remember specifically, but my guess is that that was the time—that

was it. If you want to be considered, you have to say, “I’ll accept it.” As I look back on it, those
of us who said we’d accept it may very well have been limited to Owen Panner and Helen Frye,
I’m not sure, but it was our impression that the appointment would be made perhaps within a
month, and as you point out, it was far longer than that. All three of us were pretty upset by the
delays that came along. Owen was in private practice, and that is extremely difficult on
somebody in private practice, to announce that they’re leaving and then they don’t.
Again, as I say, I don’t know the reason specifically for the delay, but it probably had a
lot to do with the upcoming presidential election.

MO:

Some other candidates that were mentioned in the press for your successor were Harl

Haas, of course Ted Kulongoski, and John Leahy, and Joe Smith.

JR:

I’d forgotten about Joe. Leahy was in the Attorney General’s Office. He had been, but he

may have been Multnomah County Counsel by then.

MO:

I think he was.

JR:

Yes. But he had been in the Department of Justice when I became attorney general and

was in charge of the Litigation Department. I don’t know how that worked; I imagine those
people did express an interest. Again, the Republican governor was not about to appoint Ted
Kulongoski, who obviously would have run for it and undoubtedly won. So it was resolved let’s
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get somebody who can do a great job for the last year and de-politicize it, and I think that was a
wise decision.

MO:

Maybe we can take a minute to talk a little bit more about Kulongoski himself. Had you

known him for some time at that point?

JR:

Oh, yes. He became committee counsel for the House Committee on Labor and Industries

in the 1973 session, when I stepped in as treasurer in January. Before my election as state
treasurer I had at the request of Governor McCall served on the Public Employee Relations
Board. He also appointed me to look into the question of an ad hoc citizens committee on
collective bargaining in the public sector, which was related to the duties I had as a member of
the Public Employee Relations Board, that is, should public employees have the right to bargain
collectively, to have unions.
There was a committee of three of us that looked into the matter, and we concluded that it
would be a good idea, and we sat down and drafted a bill which would allow collective
bargaining in the public sector, this all before the election for treasurer came up. If you recall I
didn’t run in the primary; Alice Corbett ran in the primary and was nominated but then taken off
the ballot in late August by the Supreme Court. I was nominated by convention just before Labor
Day, and up to that time had been working on this bill, and we had completed our work and were
to introduce it at the next session.
I then became Treasurer, so as Treasurer, I introduced it on the House side and began to
work with Ted Kulongoski, who was the lawyer for that committee, and I got to know him then.

MO:

How would you describe him in those days?

JR:

Oh, he was pretty much like he is today. Ted’s very bright, a very able guy. Very

friendly. We work well together, and Ted works well with everyone.

MO:

And maybe just a word or two about some of the others that came up in that connection:

Joe Smith had actually made a run for the Attorney General’s Office.
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JR:

He did. He ran against Lee Johnson. Then I think he also ran after that—oh, when Wayne

Morse died, I remember we had another convention, the second one in history, to replace him on
the ballot, and Betty Roberts ultimately got that, but Joe Smith was a candidate for the spot then,
and he may have run for some other office. But at that point he was practicing law in the
Portland area, and he had formerly been a district attorney in Umatilla County. That’s his
political background.

MO:

So he bowed out of politics after that race?

JR:

Yes. He sent around a letter a few years back and was going to run for the Senate again,

but I guess changed his mind.

MO:

Leahy, I guess was Multnomah County Counsel at the time?

JR:

Yes. He had been in the Department of Justice when I got there as head of the Civil

Litigation Department. I had known him for a few years. When he was Lane County District
Attorney, he was active in Bob Duncan’s—it may have been his Senate campaign, or it could
have been one of Bob Duncan’s congressional campaigns in the Fourth District. But in any
event, that’s when I met him.

[End of Tape 20, Side 1]
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MO:

Did you know Harl Haas very well in those days?

JR:

Oh, yes. Harl was another one that the Republican governor was not about to appoint

because Harl ultimately did, as Ted Kulongoski did, run for attorney general. He ran the next
time, and had he been appointed to it, he would have run as attorney general and everybody in
the world knew it, and Atiyeh wasn’t about to let that happen.

MO:

So it sounds like most of these people that were mentioned in the press, then, were people

that would have benefited politically from being appointed to that job?

JR:

Sure.

MO:

I guess it would be natural that those would be the ones that would be speculated about,

too.

JR:

That’s right. And on the other hand, as a Democrat I certainly didn’t want to see

Governor Atiyeh appoint some nonentity who wouldn’t do a good job, or a Republican who
would use the position for reelection. My recollection is that that would have been legal, if not
appropriate.

MO:

Well, the newspaper accounts suggested that Atiyeh was bound to appoint a Democrat.

JR:

It may have been. I remember that used to be the law, but I thought they’d changed it by

then.

MO:

Okay. Well, anyway, so when it came right down to it, you decided that probably the

federal position was the way to go.
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JR:

It was a wonderful opportunity, it was at that time, and is a great job. It was a very good

decision on my part. I’ve never regretted it.

MO:

Did you know Owen Panner much before you served with him on the Court?

JR:

Just slightly. He of course was in Bend and had pretty much of a statewide practice, but

his emphasis was there, and he and I were involved in one lawsuit, which is when I met him and
talked to him and so forth, mostly by phone. So I didn’t know him well, but I met him when I ran
for attorney general, campaigning over there.
Judge Helen Frye I knew better. She was married to Bill Frye at that time, and Bill Frye
was district attorney of Lane County when I first met the Fryes, and he ran for Congress for the
Fourth Congressional District—I forget the year, but I think to succeed Bob Duncan when Bob
Duncan ran for the Senate. I helped him in that campaign. It was unsuccessful, and he lost in the
primary. He lost to Charlie Porter. At least that’s my memory of it. But anyway, during that
campaign is when I met Helen. So I knew them both, not well, but we were acquaintances.

MO:

Let’s talk a little bit about your drawn-out appointment process, then. Did you have any

idea before you actually got involved in it what kinds of things you’d have to go through?

JR:

No. If I had known what the process was going to be like, I probably would not have

gotten involved in it.
I can remember getting so frustrated that although I wasn’t quite accurately quoted one of
the newspapers, I think it was the old Journal, came out with a statement that I said, “They’d
better get with it, or they can take this job and do something else with it.” I wasn’t quite that
blunt, but I think it accurately described my feelings, and I was told later in no uncertain terms
that it disturbed the judges of this court that I would say that, but I also talked with—after that
quote came out; it was embarrassing—but talked to Helen and to Owen, and they were very
grateful that somebody had said it.
We were all really frustrated. For someone who is like Judge Frye was about to change
her job down there, and every day she’d read in the paper that at any time she’d be leaving there.
Of course, Owen’s partners and Owen’s clients were saying, “Just what are you going to do?”
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For someone in political life, they were really hammering away at me about “What’s going on?
What’s going on? Are you going to drop out or get in?” It was a very frustrating process, I think
more so because there were three of us.
So I think maybe everyone who ultimately has become a judge would probably say the
same thing: “If I’d have known how bad this process is, I never would have started it.” I think
probably Judge Aiken went through the longest and I think the worst process in becoming a
federal judge of any of the rest of us. Her nomination was sent to the floor and died, and the next
session it happened again. It was just terrible, and that’s because the process of selecting and
appointing federal judges has become much more politicized in the last few years that it had been
before—even more politicized than it had been, and she was caught up in that, and many others
were, and are, caught up in the process now that’s very political.

MO:

Of course at the time that you were appointed there was almost a wholesale appointment

of judges to Federal Bench.

JR:

Yes. That was what they called the Omnibus Bill, which gave Oregon two new positions

and many other districts and states as many as that. There was a big shortage, and the caseload
was building and they didn’t have the judges to do it, and still Congress couldn’t get the job
done. It was an amazing thing. They kept fighting about who’s going to get the most judges.
“Well, if that district gets two, we ought to get three,” regardless of why, except “I’ve got more
power than you.”
Then the political thing came into it, too. They said, “Well, if we wait a little bit longer,
maybe we’ll have a Republican President,” and they were right, if they had waited.

MO:

Right. You got the questionnaire that they sent out as part of your—

JR:

Many questionnaires. Many questionnaires.

MO:

Well, one of the things that they ask you is to cite some of your legal writings and cases.

Do you remember which ones you cited and why at that time?

James A. Redden, 372

JR:

Well, it was sort of funny. They said they wanted to know your 25, or some number,

cases that you have tried and the significance of those cases. So here I was, I was seven years
away from my practice, 200 miles away from my office, trying to think of cases. So finally I
called the office, and I said, “Have we stored those old files anywhere?” And they said, “Yes,
they’re stored up in the attic of the building.”
So I went down there one Saturday and climbed up in the attic of our office building and
took down the cartons that were closest to the ladder, and I dug out 25 files, and those were the
most significant. They said the most significant cases, and I wanted to write back to them—and I
think all of us reacted that way—that every case I had was significant. Significant to somebody.
But I found some interesting ones. Particularly they wanted to know what legal points or
factual points about these that were significant, you know, and after you try a few hundred
lawsuits, why, it sort of blurs, but that’s the way I selected the cases, the ones that were in the
front row.

MO:

And do you remember what some of the cases were that you cited and what you said

about them?

JR:

I can’t. I remember one, a case in which I was defending someone who was driving while

intoxicated and drove his truck into the rear of an automobile and sent the automobile off the
road, and there should have been serious injuries. It was just fortunate that the people in the other
vehicle were not seriously injured. They were injured, but not seriously injured at all, and they
brought the lawsuit, and the insurance company for my driver hired me to defend him, and they
sued for compensatory damages and punitive damages.
I knew that there wouldn’t be an outrageous amount in compensatory damages because
the injuries weren’t that severe and the people didn’t miss that much work or have that much
medical bills, but that punitive damages would indeed be severe, and punitive damages are
designed to punish, that is, to teach you a lesson and to punish you and to deter you from doing
this again—in this instance, from driving while intoxicated again.
So I chatted with my fellow and asked him how this affected him and so forth, and he
finally said, “You know, I drank for a while after that, but I’ve given it up, and that’s the reason I
gave up liquor, and it’s changed my life, because of that terrible accident.”
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So my theory was that I could put that testimony on to prove he was already deterred
from drinking. So I put it on, and it worked, and they came back with a minimal amount of
punitive damages. That was the first time that that particular trial judge had heard that theory, but
it made sense to him.
So that’s what I said because that was one of the cases in the front row: That was a
significant legal approach.

MO:

And then of course you had to go back to Washington and sit before the selection panel

and be interviewed by them; is that right?

JR:

Yes. First we had the selection panel here in Portland. That was the Carter

Administration, of course, and when President Carter took office he insisted that there be merit
selection of federal judges, and that led to a big brawl with the Senate in particular because the
Senate said, “Wait a minute, this is our political prerogative, not yours, Mr. President,” and they
got into a tiff about it.
It finally was resolved that there would be a merit selection panel for the Circuit Court
appointments, but not necessarily for the District Court appointments. And this was all going on
while we were all being considered. This was part of the dispute, I think, between the two
Republican Senators and the two Democratic Congressmen, that the two Democratic
Congressmen said, “They’re three people we want, and this is it,” and the Republican Senators
said, “But no, we always have a merit selection panel,” whereupon they appointed the first one
they ever had.
That was a large committee. I forget who the members were. I know Edith Green was on
it, Nellie Fox, John Schwab—it was a very good panel, a large panel, very good panel, and all
the ones who were interested appeared before that panel, and there was a Bar poll, and then
ultimately all that information, together with all the documents we filed out were sent back, and
then we had our hearings before the Senate Judiciary Committee, and in fact when we went back
there was one Senator present, Senator Baccus from Montana was the Senator that was present.
He left and was replaced by another one. It may have been Heflin. But it was not like you see on
television when they’re appointing someone to the Supreme Court. I understand now that quite a
few members of the Senate, or the members of their staff, will attend these and ask questions of
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the judge, but those there was only one Senator present.
I went there with Mark Hatfield and Bob Packwood, Bob Duncan and Al Ullman, and
Owen and Helen were there, and there were I think two judges from other districts that were
there. But we were all presented by our entire congressional delegation, and I think the Senate
and maybe some observers were pretty interested to hear how Senator Hatfield was proposing
that I would become a District Court Judge, and Bob Duncan was pointing out how this was a
little bit different than most states in Oregon because I had managed Bob Duncan’s Senate
campaign against Mark Hatfield, and Mark Hatfield was saying, “Yes, but I knew him when he
was a state representative and I was the governor,” and I don’t think that happens in many states.
It was sort of a jovial hearing.
As I recall, they asked each of us one question, I can’t remember what it was now, and
that was it.

MO:

And then were there follow-up queries from them after that meeting?

JR:

You know, I think there were. I think there were, but nothing significant. It went quickly

after that. I don’t know the time element, but it wasn’t much.

MO:

So then the appointment finally came through in March of 1980?

JR:

I think the appointment actually came in February, and the three of us decided that we

had waited long enough for them; they can wait for us to tidy up our affairs and go on the bench.
So we asked them to put it off for about a month.

[interruption]

MO:

Okay, we’re back on tape. We were just talking about when the appointment finally came

through you took a month or so to tidy up your affairs. Of course, you were anticipating the
appointment, so I imagine you already were preparing to leave?

JR:

Oh, I think by then we were pretty numb to it and really had no expectations even after
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having the hearing that anything was going to happen in a hurry. Nothing had.
Owen, of course, was in private practice and had quite a lot of cases to dispose of and to
advise his partners on and his clients and so forth, and Helen to clean up her docket, and I had
some matters at the Attorney General’s Office, as well. So we took that time to do it.

MO:

You lived in Salem at the time?

JR:

Yes. I had moved to Salem in 1973 from Medford.

MO:

So when the appointment came through I assume it meant some disruption in your

personal life, too, because you eventually moved up here, right?

JR:

Yes. We had to sell our house in Salem and find a house up here. When I moved from

Medford to Salem, it was a bad seller’s market in Medford and a bad buyer’s market in Salem,
and when I moved from Salem to Portland it was a bad seller’s market in Salem and a bad
buyer’s market in Portland. But ultimately we found what we wanted and were able to sell our
house down there. Interest rates were really high, and it was difficult to sell. It was a tough
market to sell. I commuted for, oh, six months, I guess.

MO:

Did you commute every day, then?

JR:

Yes.

MO:

In terms of the other folks in the Attorney General’s Office, were they ready to go on

without you?

JR:

Oh, yes. They’ve survived quite well.

MO:

And Jim Brown was in office, then, right away?

JR:

Right. I think the day I left he was sworn in.
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MO:

How did the rest of your family feel about the appointment once it finally came through?

JR:

Oh, I think we were all pretty happy about it. I think relieved. As I say, when a process

like that takes that long, you don’t know whether you’re happy because it’s over or happy
because you’re a judge, but—

MO:

We already talked a bit about your son Jim. He was working for Jason Boe at that point,

then?

JR:

Yeah, he was.

MO:

And what was your wife up to at that point in time?

JR:

She wasn’t employed outside the home, but she had the unenviable task of finding a

house up here and spent hours looking. It was a hectic time. We finally found the place and
moved. As I remember the last time we were driving up we had to live in a motel up here for a
while because we finally sold our house down there before we found one up here. We put our
furniture in storage and were each of us driving a car up the freeway on a nice sunny day, June I
think it was, or somewhere in the summertime, and we’re looking over at Mt. St. Helens and
seeing I think it was the third or fourth ash spill, and we said, “What are we doing, driving into
the teeth of a volcano?”
We stayed at a motel on Barbur Boulevard somewhere for—it must have been a month or
more.

MO:

What part of the city was your new house in?

JR:

We’re in Beaverton.

MO:

Are you still in that house today?
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JR:

Yes.

MO:

So you made it up here. I’m wondering what your first days at the court were like?

JR:

Well, it was sort of confused. As I said, they had been short judges for a long, long time,

and about all that they were able to handle, that is, the judges that were here at the time, were
criminal cases. There was Speedy Trial Act on criminal cases, so they concentrated on those, and
to my memory they had not tried a civil case for a very long time, except perhaps some
emergency situation, because of the manpower they had.
So when we got aboard, why, then suddenly we had the judges but we didn’t have the
system of getting cases organized and to trial. Jim Burns was Chief Judge, and he appointed
Owen Panner to the Calendar Management Committee, the Calendar Management Committee
being newly created, with Bob Christ, who was the Clerk, Ed Leavy, who was a Magistrate
Judge at that time, and Owen Panner as Chairman of it. Owen drafted me to serve on that
committee, as well, and we tried to set up some semblance of order to try to get these cases that
were being filed and that were stored here and there waiting on the assembly line, to get them to
court and tried and disposed of or settled or whatever because Owen and I both understood as
trial lawyers that cases never go away until there’s a trial date, and then they’ll settle, generally
very close to that trial date, but if you don’t set a trial date, why, lawyers just by nature turn to
some other emergency.
So we spent quite a bit of time setting up a system that worked. I can recall I think the
first week I was here that Bob Christ came into my office and said, “We have a case, So-and-so
versus So-and-so, that the lawyers are ready to try now.” I thought that was a little odd from my
experience as a trial lawyer that I ever had anything to say about when it should be tried, but I
said okay, I’d be glad to try it.
A while later he came in and said, “Oh, would you mind, we have a visiting judge that
has agreed to come and help us out here, so would you mind if he tried that case?”
I said, “No, I don’t mind,” and as soon as Bob left I went down to see Owen Panner and
said, “Owen, we’ve really got to get this thing organized.” And with the help of the other
members of the Court, the Calendar Management Committee came up with various suggestions
about how better to handle the work.
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Basically we went to a direct assignment system, and that took a couple of years to get to
that point, but direct assignment is where when the case is filed it’s assigned to a judge for all
purposes. Formerly it was filed, and then Magistrate Judge Juba would receive all the motions
and hand out or assign those motions to the various judges of the court to deal with. So you
might on a Monday, which was motion day, have three judges have a motion in the same case,
and it was very confusing.
So some of us were for direct assignment and some were not, and ultimately we did go to
a direct assignment method. It was a close vote, but once we implemented it, everybody made it
work, and it did work and it’s worked very well. What happened at that instance was that we
began to get cases assigned to us the minute they were filed, and also the cases that had not been
assigned to any particular judge, and there were hundreds of them, were divided up and assigned
to judges. So you took a look at this pile on your desk of cases, some of them that had been here
for years. Some of them were brand new.
So we decided and had decided even before that that the only way to manage the backlog
was to get everybody to double-set and triple-set, quadruple-set civil cases, a civil case to start
every Tuesday and every Thursday, at least one and preferably two, if not three cases. Then the
Magistrate Judges, who handled the criminal cases, would assign criminal cases to us on top of
that. At first that wasn’t much of a problem; we didn’t have much criminal work.
That got sort of scary when you would look at your calendar and for the next month out
you would have two or three cases set to try every day of your life. But as a matter of fact, we all
knew that 90 percent of cases settle, and that occasionally you’re going to get caught, but not
everybody’s going to get caught. So I may have two set next Tuesday, two to try next Tuesday,
and both of them are going to go to trial, so at that Monday’s judges’ lunch I’d say, “I’m stuck,
who’s available?” and somebody always was.
So we got accustomed to that living on the edge and found out that even if you did get
caught with more trials than you could handle, there was somebody that wasn’t. Somebody could
handle it. We had enough judges that were able to pick up a file and go try that case.
At first it was a lot of work, we were working a lot of hours, weekends, but once we got it
worked in it became just such a highly efficient system that it just sort of ran itself, and nobody
today is in charge of the calendar. We discuss it every Monday, like “Anybody got any
problems?” “No.” “Okay.” I mean, it takes care of itself.
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I haven’t checked the stats for a while, but I’m going to provide those to you—those are
the statistics I was talking about—this court was way ahead of almost all districts in this circuit
and well up on the list of efficient districts nationwide in termination of cases. I like to think that
the quality of the disposition of cases is good, too, but it’s become a very efficient court, and
once we got the person, three new judges, we were able to put it all together, and we kept up
pretty well. We slipped a little behind in senior positions not being filled. We haven’t had any
new positions created, but it takes time when there’s a vacancy now. My vacancy went three
years before it was filled.
Of course, when you become Senior, you have the option of walking away and doing
nothing for the same salary that you’d have it you stayed and worked, and most of us would
rather stay and work. We can reduce our caseload somewhat but still help, so that nobody is
going to be stuck with two trials. We’re always available to settle cases for others and to try
cases for others when they’re in a bind. So it works very well.

MO:

Who was on the Court at that point? You mentioned Judge Burns.

JR:

Judge Burns was Chief. Judge Belloni was an active. Judge Skopil was an active District

but went on the appellate bench. So when we came aboard the two active judges were Burns and
Belloni, and then Panner, Frye, and Redden. Gus Solomon was a Senior District Court Judge,
still handling some cases. And we had two magistrates in Portland, George Juba and Ed Leavy.
George Juba is now retired. Ed Leavy is now a senior appellate judge. He went from magistrate
judge to district judge to appellate judge.
Mike Hogan was a full-time magistrate in Eugene in 1980, and Mike of course is now
Chief District Court Judge and still in Eugene. So the bench then went from three to five, and
Judge Burns and Judge Belloni were getting close to senior but were still active judges at that
time.

MO:

Maybe we can talk a little bit about Gus Solomon. He of course had had a long career by

that time.

JR:

He had indeed.
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MO:

What was his presence like when you first came on the bench?

JR:

Well, I had had cases before Judge Solomon in my years—

[End of Tape 20, Side 2]
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MO:

This is a continuation of the interview with Judge James Redden on November 19 1998.
You were talking about Judge Solomon.

JR:

I have talked to Judge Solomon since I’ve become a judge, of course, on many occasions,

and he’s described to me how it was when he came aboard. There were two other judges then; I
believe it was Fee and McCullough. He was an appointee of Harry Truman, and he was not a
popular one among the bar, and it was not popular with the two judges.
Judge Solomon came aboard and was really running a show alone and without a law
clerk because whoever the Chief Judge was, it was either Fee or McCullough, did not authorize
him to have a law clerk. And one day the Chief of the Circuit called up and asked him why he
was so slow in the work here, and he explained to him that the other judges were frequently
trying cases in other districts, and he had no law clerk. Boy, it really hit the fan, and he got a law
clerk immediately.
But as a result, Gus had a tremendous amount of responsibility and was very dedicated to
keeping the system working, and he set up his system and kept it going. Part of that system was
what I referred to as the Monday Call, and when I’d get a case in federal court, you’d say, “Will
the Court come down here?” No. Okay, so I guess I go up there.
So they had Monday Call, which meant I would drive up on Sunday, stay overnight
Sunday, show up in the old Gus Solomon Courthouse Monday morning, just jammed into those
corridors with all the other lawyers who were there for call day, and eventually your case would
be called, and that process took anywhere from five to ten minutes. Then I would get in my car
and spend the rest of the Monday driving back home again.
Needless to say, I couldn’t afford to do that, or my clients couldn’t, and if they couldn’t, I
couldn’t. So a lot of us in Medford began to refer our cases to Portland, but if you’d say, “Would
you show up at call for me?” you’d get a lot of lawyers that would do that for nothing. They’d
say, “Sure, I’ve got to be there anyway.” But then Judge Solomon would say, “This is not your
case; where’s Attorney Redden? I want Redden here. I want the head of the firm here. I want the
man who’s going to try this case.” So he was very demanding in that fashion.
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But I tell you, he ran a tight ship, but he got it done. For many years he did it by himself.
Then Bob Belloni came aboard, and the two of them ran a very efficient court for many years
just really the two of them. It’s always been an understaffed court, and we have always had, and
all the judges jump up to claim it, too, that we’ve got a tremendous federal bar here that has
worked very well with the court. I don’t say they love us all or loved everybody who’s served on
the bench and vice versa, but we work together well, and we’ve got a great deal of respect for
each other, and the judges of this court talk about it frequently, what happens and how different
it is when we try cases with attorneys from out of state, and that happens frequently. We get
these major corporations that get involved in litigation here in the District of Oregon, and
frequently they feel they should get their Chicago or their New York or their California lawyers
up here because the Oregon lawyers are rubes, and I can tell you that there is a difference, and
they’d be well advised to stick with the Oregon bar. They’re a lot more efficient.

MO:

More efficient than out-of-town lawyers?

JR:

Yes. By far.

MO:

And that’s because the Oregon lawyers are used to practicing law in this court, do you

think?

JR:

I think it is. I think, in spite of what I can say of some of the judges in the old days—and

they were tough—it created an expectation on the part of lawyers that they would come to this
court prepared to resolve that matter. They weren’t here to play games; they were here to try
their lawsuit. Although everyone will acknowledge that this court is a lot more user-friendly than
it used to be, we still have a very efficient bar that works very well with the court. We have
meetings, we have annual meetings, and we just make sure that we’re all on the same track, and
what the point of all of this is is to resolve this litigation. Litigation has become so expensive that
it’s intolerable to think of delay or wasting time filing motions, and you notice the difference
between Oregon lawyers and out-of-state lawyers; it’s the pile of paper that you get from the outof-state lawyers that you just don’t get from the local lawyers. We handle a lot of things by
telephone, and it works very efficiently.
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MO:

Was the conference that I just sat in on a few minutes ago an example of—

JR:

Right. This matter is a very interesting case, and there’s some national participation in

this case, and that’s one of the points I wanted to make to local counsel, that he would be the
local counsel, and that I would look to him to keep this on track, and not to the attorneys from
New York or the other two attorneys from firms in Portland. There being only one individual
plaintiff, why, I’m going to deal with one lawyer because we can’t effectively do it otherwise.
Another thing was that this is a case, as you heard, where the defendant has some
insurance policies, but the insurance companies aren’t sure that they defend this kind of a case.
This is an employment discrimination case. So the company’s counsel has tendered that case to
the insurance companies. They haven’t responded as yet, and the plaintiff’s getting nervous. So
when I’ve got these motions coming in for extensions, I just got those two on the phone and
resolved it, as you saw, gave them 30 days and told them to tell their insurance company they’d
better get with it and to put it in the pocket of the insurance company. If they caused the delay,
then they can’t complain later that they’ve been jeopardized by papers or documents filed by
house counsel for the defendant. So it will all work out, and we’ll resolve the case, but it happens
a lot. You can see that a case is at some point where it could go every which way, and the best
thing to do is to get everybody on the phone and get things squared around. And lawyers are—as
you could see—those two wanted to work something out. There’s no animosity there. They just
want to figure out the best way to protect their respective clients.
That happens all the time. I think all of us spend an hour or two on the phone almost
every day in calendar management work. As you heard, I said, “Well, I was going to set a life
schedule, but I won’t today, but I will do it later.” That is if they begin to fight over discovery
matters or there’s a motion for a continuance, as there was in this case, I’ll say, “Okay, you can
get 30 days to do this, and then 30 days to do this, and then bang, bang, bang, and your trial date
is such-and-such. That’s a firm date down the line, be ready.” And they’re ready. Everybody
knows that trial date is there, and they’re either going to try it or they’re going to settle it, but it’s
going to be one or the other.

MO:

Do you think this might be handled differently, in a more cumbersome way, in some of
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the other districts?

JR:

Oh, yes. I’ve gone down to other districts. I’ve been to Southern California and Alaska

and tried cases, and they have a very cumbersome system. It would frustrate me totally.

MO:

You said that this court may be a little bit friendlier than it used to be, and you also had

said earlier that you didn’t think much of the system that existed when you had to practice law
before this court, and you’ve mentioned Judge Solomon’s strictness. Was it just the strictness, or
is there more to say about the system in the old days?

JR:

Well, when I came, you know, I described earlier the system of cases being filed and not

assigned to any specific judge.

MO:

Oh, right.

JR:

And that just led to total confusion. Once we went on the direct assignment, the lawyers

responded to that, and their reaction was, “My God, if this judge who’s got the case now is going
to have it forever, I’d better be careful about what motions I file, and I can’t just throw
something in there to stall.”
And as I said, we’d be waiting for lawyers to come to our court, and “Oh, I’ve got a
motion on this case across the hall with that judge.” It just didn’t make any sense at all.
So frequently in litigation one side or one party is in no rush to get it to trial, and if you
let them dilly-dally, they will dilly-dally. They will just even outright stall it, and you may
criticize them for that, but basically that’s good strategy for them to do it, and it’s going to
happen unless you have somebody managing that case.
We went back to “Baby Judge School”—we call it Baby Judge School—and they were
advocating then that everyone go on this direct assignment system, and we brought that back.
The judges who had been doing it one way forever just saw all sorts of problems, and one
problem was serious, and that was the magistrate judges. If you had a direct assignment, and the
case was assigned to an Article III Judge, what would the magistrates do? Whereas now the
magistrates are doing some or most of the motion work and filing findings and
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recommendations. So I—think it was me—finally who said, “Well, why don’t we just put the
magistrates on the same list, and when the case comes in, it’s assigned to a judge, an Article III
or a magistrate judge, it’s assigned to that judge for all purposes?”
Our magistrate judges are very well thought of, always have been. If the parties sign a
consent—we’re talking now of course about civil cases—if they sign a consent form, why, the
magistrate judge tries the case to judgment. It’s the parties’ option. I predicted that they would
consent, and overwhelmingly they have. So on the civil side of our docket we have increased our
judge power by including all of these magistrates in it, and we have—when I think back, we had
two magistrates then, and since then Bill Dale became a magistrate judge, and Jan Stewart’s
become a magistrate judge. John Jelderks has become a magistrate judge.
We’ve expanded our court by magistrate judges more than we have by Article III judges.
But all of those magistrate judges take assignment of civil cases, and I don’t know what the
percentage is but the vast majority of parties consent. Most of our magistrate judges have come
from the state bench. The lawyers know them, and the only ones that won’t consent are usually
the out-of-staters who don’t understand our system. You know, they say, “I want a real judge.”
Local counsel, and they have to have local counsel, usually recommends they do consent, and as
soon as everybody finds out they’ll get a trial sooner, why, they consent.
So we really run the civil calendar very efficiently, and that’s one of the reasons.

MO:

Another thing you mentioned about Judge Solomon which reminded of something I was

going to ask you earlier, and that was that he didn’t necessarily do too well in his bar poll at the
time that he was appointed, and I was wondering how you did in the bar poll?

JR:

I think that bar poll came out Judge Leavy, Judge Panner, Judge Redden, Judge Frye, in

that order. I know that Judge Leavy was number one and did not get the appointment.
A bar poll is sort of a popularity contest combined with name familiarity and isn’t always
the best gauge of it, but the merit selection panel came up with pretty much the same group, and
those names were submitted to the Senators, but that was the bar poll. And there were many,
many people in that, too, that were excellent. As a matter of fact, some of them, like Judge Jones
and Judge Marsh, have subsequently become Article III judges. Judge Dale, I remember, was
interested at that time, and he subsequently—you know, he was one of the best judges in the
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state system and became a magistrate judge here and did a great job until he retired.
So it was a good group, and I was very pleased to find that I matched up against some of
them, and that it wasn’t because I was attorney general, although that gave me name familiarity
for the poll purposes, I think, but it’s because I had practiced law for 20 years in Medford and
tried a lot of cases and knew the system, and although I wasn’t all that familiar with the federal
system, it’s not that different.

MO:

Why did Judge Leavy not do better in the process?

JR:

You know, I don’t know. Probably it broke down to Al Ullman was a close friend of

Owen’s, I was a close friend of Bob’s, and it was certainly time to appoint a woman to the
Article III, and they had a great opportunity with Helen, who was an experienced trial judge.
Judge Leavy already was a federal judge, a magistrate judge. He was an excellent choice, but he
would continue to be an excellent judge, and I think a lot of that went into it. There’s always—
you know, you never really know, but it’s a political system, and in Oregon it’s always been
buffered by a sort of an openness about it so that nobody would get away with appointing their
incompetent brother-in-law, but there’s politics in it, no doubt.

MO:

You mentioned the somewhat unique use of magistrate judges in this court, and to some

extent that came about after you were on the bench, right?

JR:

Actually it started before I came aboard. Judge Skopil and Judge Burns had an awful lot

to do with the magistrate statute and pushed the process nationally of the hiring of magistrates.
Congress wasn’t totally happy about it because basically it was to answer a problem: You
people won’t get off your duffs and give us enough judges, so we’ll find a way to get sort of
assistant judges.
In most districts in the country, it stayed just that, that a magistrate was there to assist the
Article III judge, and when the Article III judge would get a case where a discovery matter
would come up, he or she would say, “Here, Mr. Magistrate”—and they didn’t call them
magistrate judges, it was magistrate, period—“resolve this matter for me and give me your
recommendation, and I’ll act on your recommendation.”
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In our court there were always more consents. When that first started, the Article III
judges of a court could pretty much go out and find somebody they wanted to be a magistrate
judge and appoint them. Now there’s a very detailed statutory method of selecting them which
works extremely well and protects us from favoritism, but those judges, Gus Solomon and Otto
Skopil and Jim Burns and Bob Belloni made excellent selections of magistrate judges, not giving
it to somebody who might be a friend, though they might have been, but somebody who would
gain the respect of the bar and be able to help them, and even get consents to try cases.
So Oregon was ahead even when we came aboard, but we were the first state to have
direct assignment of cases to magistrate judges, and it drew a lot of national attention and still
does. Some districts have copied us, and some have copied us somewhat modified. Some still are
of the thinking that—you know, they don’t even take the same elevators, or don’t bring them to
their judges’ meeting, which we have always done. I mean, we’re all judges of this court.
It has worked so well for us I’m surprised that more courts don’t do it, but it’s sort of a
cultural thing almost for the court as to how they got started or viewed this magistrate system.
I’ve served on national committees with magistrate judges who do nothing but settlement work
or do nothing but discovery disputes, and it’s a terrible waste of a judge. They’re constitutionally
forbidden to try criminal cases, so the Article III judge has more work to do. On the other hand,
we’re authorized two law clerks, and they’re authorized one. But if it were not for the magistrate
judges and the senior judges, this court would be buried, and at one point was, because they were
understaffed, but we’ve managed to keep up even when we were short a couple of judges by the
judicious use of magistrate judges.

MO:

Well, I wonder if you can tell me a little bit of your own first impressions of being a

judge and to what extent you maybe anticipated them and to the extent that you maybe didn’t
anticipate what the experience would be like.

JR:

Yes. It was different. Of course, I’d appeared in many courtrooms, and I knew generally

what judges did for a living, so there weren’t any surprises. I guess the surprises were—and they
weren’t really surprises, I knew that federal courts had different kinds of cases than we did in
state court, like antitrust and cases like that, and were beginning to get and had been getting
environmental cases and the more controversial types of cases, and I was expecting that.
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What I was amazed to find out is how much diversity jurisdiction there was. That is, a
case can be brought in federal court if the parties are from different states, so if somebody from
Washington gets in an auto accident in downtown Portland, they can sue the Oregonian in
federal court because they’re two citizens from different states, and that applies to corporations,
as well. So a lot of business litigation we have is because the corporations are all from different
states. Many of those cases! I just was amazed to find in federal court.
My first case was an exterminating company from Oregon which went up to Washington
and exterminated a house, killed the little critters, and over-exterminated it and people got
headaches and things like that, and we tried that case in federal court. I couldn’t believe it. So
that was surprising, the wide diversity of cases that we get from the really routine to the very,
very complex, challenging cases in the areas of constitutional law, environmental law, and patent
law, intellectual property law. Some of them are almost overwhelming, really require a lot of
work.
I thought I might not like being a judge for the reason you’re sort of separated, I’d always
thought, from other lawyers, but I haven’t found that to be true. Most of my buddies that were
lawyers were lawyers from Medford, and I think maybe it would be a little more difficult for
someone in a small town to go on the bench, and I know that some of my friends went on the
state bench in Medford, and you know, their former partners are there and their buddies are
there. But it all worked out. I thought it would here, and it did.
There’s a lot of frustrations to this job. There’s a lot of challenges to it, though, and most
of us will confess that there are not many jobs that are any better than this one—although
Congress does not always give us our cost of living increases. I must point that out.

MO:

When you first came on the court you of course so recently had been in the thick of

Oregon politics, and just coincidentally it happened to be at the point in time when there was a
fairly important presidential race going on between Carter and Reagan that led to 12 years of
Republican rule and also the defeat of an incumbent President. So did you watch the 1980
election very closely at the presidential level, and for that matter did you still have your finger in
any local politics once you got here?

JR:

Oh, no. That’s verboten. We’re certainly allowed to vote, but that’s about it. We can’t
James A. Redden, 389

even contribute to campaigns, but our wives can, so you know, you can participate, but it would
be inappropriate to get active.
But I certainly was a close observer, and I very wisely concluded that the only potential
Republican that could not defeat Jimmy Carter was Ronald Reagan. So that showed how smart
of a politician I was. But I still enjoyed politics as an observer, even to today. You know, I’ll go
home and watch the impeachment hearings on Channel 10 tonight.

MO:

Right. They got underway this morning, I guess. Well, I think you weren’t the only

person that thought Ronald Reagan wouldn’t run well against Carter.

JR:

Right. I thought he wouldn’t run well against anybody. I was amazed.

MO:

What do you think was critical in that election, or was there any reason that you could

come up with why Reagan did so well?

JR:

Oh, I thought Carter was a good President, and I think history will record it, but he could

not convey that. And he had that Iranian crisis, and he was up against the Great Communicator. I
mean, that guy turned out to be that which he is, which is an actor. We’ve never had a President
that could lay it on like that guy. He was amazing, and a great campaigner. The country was on
sort of a negative trend about government. After many years of an expansive government
conservatism was becoming popular, and he seemed to be a very personable answer to that, and
he won overwhelmingly. By the time it happened it didn’t surprise me, but I never would have
guessed that when that race started.

MO:

Well, I’m at the end of my list of questions for today.

JR:

Okay.
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MO:

This is a continuation of the oral history with Judge James Redden in his chambers on

March 31, 2000.
Okay. You were saying?
[Discussing jurors:]

JR:

They’re very perceptive, and they bring to the system a perspective that is needed. I ask

several different kinds of questions and encourage them to talk, and sometimes they have found
something in the evidence that to them is of great significance and perhaps led them to the
verdict which I didn’t think was significant at all, but it was not wrong. They were correct; it’s
just, by God, that’s right. I hadn’t thought of that, and none of the lawyers had, either, but they
had picked up on something that we, being too close to it, maybe did not.

MO:

Can you think of an example of that?

JR:

No, not really. It’s just nuances that they know are important.
The most impressive part of it is you always know that they’re a little reluctant to serve

on the jury, they’ve heard terrible things about it and perhaps have served on a jury where it was
a terrible experience, and they find out at least under our system they’re not abused. They don’t
sit there, as I say, for a month. They’re going to be there one day. If they get on a jury, it’s going
to be an hour-long voir dire and not a day-long voir dire, and that the judge is going to make
certain that even to the extent of putting time limits on the parties that they’re not going to be
wasting their time, that the judge is going to have them in that box at 9:00 a.m. and at 1:00 p.m.,
and they’re not going to sit around while the lawyers argue motions.
If a lawyer has an objection, I’ll say, “State it,” and if it’s hearsay, I’ll say, “We’ll argue
it the next recess,” or I’ll rule on it right then. I don’t have them argue with me in the court and
don’t allow speaking objections, so they’re not sitting there listening to the lawyers talk to each
other and the judge, and I don’t send them out, “Oh, we’ve got to argue this right now.” I wait
until the next recess.
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This was a tip from Judge Solomon. When the next recess comes, “Now, what was it you
wanted to argue?”
“Oh, I guess it didn’t matter.” Because it didn’t.
So from a juror’s standpoint, they’re not wasting a lot of their time. They think their time
is important, and it is, and if they’re going to work 9:00 to 5:00, we work them 9:00 to 5:00.
Unless it’s an emergency of some sort, I insist the witnesses are there in advance of their time,
and things move expeditiously.
So they enjoy the experience, and as a consequence they do a good job.

MO:

Well, the third question on my list here, we’ve already skirted the edges of this when we

were talking earlier at the very beginning when we were talking about the expanding jurisdiction,
et cetera. Some of the cases that we have further down on the list might even be examples of
this, but I wonder if you could talk about the impact of events in society on the Federal Court.
How does public perception of what’s going on in a particular matter influence things that take
place in the courtroom?

JR:

Well, I think the most regrettable thing that’s happened to the judiciary since I’ve been a

member is politicizing of the system. It’s always been a political system because the
appointments are made politically. They’re made by an elected official at the recommendation of
other elected officials.
I came on this court 20 years ago fairly expeditiously. The process was long, but not
because of the politics of it. It was because it turned out that one of the great delays was the
American Bar Association representative, who had to participate in it, was ill. But anyway, we
progressed. President Carter was a Democrat, and we had two Republican Senators who sat with
me at the table, Hatfield and Packwood, and recommended to the Judiciary Committee that I be
passed. In spite of the fact that I had been an active Democrat, somewhat of a liberal one, I
guess, in the legislature, and I’d also been treasurer and attorney general, it didn’t matter a whit
to them because they thought I could handle the job—and maybe even wanted me out of politics,
but—
But today, one who had held that string of Democratic offices would not get by the
Senate Judiciary Committee, period. It is pure politics. They cloak it in, “Well, we don’t want
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judicial activism.” For a sitting state judge or a sitting district judge to go to the appellate bench,
they will examine every decision, and if they want to block you, they will come up and can come
up with a decision that went a way that they personally disagree with, and they now want to
appoint judges who are clones of whoever is making the decision in the Senate.
There has been some gross mistreatment of judicial candidates, including Judge Aiken
and other judges who were called back there on an overnight basis and then told they might as
well go home, that they would get some more questions in writing, but “we’re not going to create
any more new judges for a while or replacement judges for a while.” It’s just been a remarkable
performance by the Senate. I’m not saying that it couldn’t happen if the situation was reversed
with a Judiciary Committee of liberals, but that’s not what we have. We have a Judiciary
Committee full of conservatives who seem to seek judges that are clones, and they have sat on
appointments of people that are perfectly fine upstanding judges for political purposes.
They have also attacked the judiciary in other matters, both Democrats and Republicans.
For instance, Bob Dole didn’t like a decision that he heard about that was made by a judge in
New York, Judge Baer, and they asked Senator Dole about it—and I’ve always sort of liked Bob
Dole because he at least has a droll sense of humor, but they asked him what should be done, and
he said, “Well, they ought to impeach him.” And I thought to myself, “Senator Dole, don’t you
know that you’re the one that impeaches them? What do you mean ‘they’?”
Of course then they ran it by President Clinton, who was running against Dole at the
time, and he said, no, but he thought that judge ought to reconsider his ruling or something. So
there was an unpopular decision of a district court judge, that gets into the presidential election
campaign. I mean, how ridiculous can we get?
So I think that has been a bad impact. What they call “judicial activism,” of course, is a
decision that they don’t like that a judge has made. If they don’t like it, then it’s judicial
activism, and if it’s okay, then it isn’t judicial activism. The way they define it is that a judge
putting in their own particular feelings and legislating a decision. Of course, anybody would
criticize that, but that’s not what has been done. It may be that they don’t like the decision, but
that’s why we have an appellate system.
Anyway, I think it’s affected the federal judiciary, and it’s certainly affecting the state
judiciary now when there’s ballot measures on to, you know, let the Senate participate in the
selection of the judges, just like that wonderful federal system. And God, if that passes the state
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judiciary is in trouble. In the federal system it is, after all, an appointment for life, and perhaps
the Senate ought to have a look at it, and I agree that they should. But when it is an elected
position and the people take a look at it every six years, why does the Senate have to? They’re
just going to politicize it, just like this Senate has politicized the appointment of federal judges.
There’s got to be tests, but the test is pretty obvious; you know, what does this person
have in the way of experience? Has the person had any experience in a courtroom? If not, forget
it. They certainly can’t become a district court judge, though they might be suited for an
appellate position, such as a law professor. Do they have judicial temperament, you know, or
what is their record, but not what are their political beliefs.
A lot of them are turned down flat-out because they’re environmentalists. Well, they can
be an environmentalist and still be able to read the law fairly. Or they’re a criminal defense
attorney, therefore they don’t quality, or they’re a plaintiffs’ lawyer; certainly they can’t qualify
to be a judge. Heavens no, they can’t be a judge! Well, heaven doesn’t know that, and they
don’t, either.
But anyway, it’s an annoyance, and I hope it passes. I think it started with the Reagan
Administration, and most judges probably that are Democrats feel the same way with the litmus
test being “Yes, I’ll follow your platform in appointing federal judges, and I will not appoint a
federal judge, no matter how good that person may be, if they don’t agree with this convention
on this issue or that issue.” And they’re still doing it in these races. Promising not to appoint a
judge who might disagree with the political party’s stand is a pretty poor standard to put up for
who qualifies to be a good judge.
All of us who go on the bench rule against what we’d like to rule all the time. Frequently
we wish the law wasn’t that, or if I wrote that law, it would be written differently, but we follow
the law. I have sentenced people to five years or ten years, minimum mandatory sentences, and
said, “I’m doing this not because I agree with the law but because it is the law. I think this is an
outrage, but you’re off to do your ten years.”
Now, Congress is offended by even your saying that, but they’ve got to trust these people
to follow the law. They take the same oath as Congress does, and that’s what they have to do,
follow that oath.
There was a great article that came out the other day. I wish I’d saved it for you. It was
written by a judge and a law professor about this thing we’re talking about, their view of judges.
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One adventure that a Senator had, he said, “You put a hold on my guy. Why is that? You know I
can get him approved by the Senate and he’s a perfectly fine fellow. What’s up?”
“Well,” he said, “I practiced law with that fellow, and I had a case against him once and
we had a discovery dispute. And I disagreed with him strongly on that.”
“Pardon me?” And he would not let go of the hold. He was mad at that lawyer because
they had opposed each other.
You know, it’s become sort of the Senate: “We Senators will select the judges, and we
don’t give a damn what their Senators in their states say when they put the name before us, and
we don’t care what the President says. We’re going to pick it.”
You know, these are the same ones that turn around and say the big problem is that
judges don’t follow the Constitution. “I carry a copy of the Constitution in my pocket every
day.” You want to say to them, “Well, read it.”
It’s been an unpleasant part of the system, I think. If you go back in history, this has
occurred from time to time, little blips in our history, including Franklin Roosevelt trying to pack
the Supreme Court, and there were days when judges were not considered liberal enough for the
Democrats. The rulings that the Supreme Court made which Roosevelt wanted to pack, they
thought those decisions were outrageous on child labor, and we’ve got to get judges that think
differently. So it’s not an unusual and it’s not a brand new thing, but I think it’s gone a little far
in this age when it’s become part of the election process of a Senator who’s got to go home and
say, “By God, we’re not letting those liberals on there,” and it becomes part of their mantra, and
after they talk enough it really prevents them from doing the right thing. But as we always say,
this too shall pass.

MO:

So you’re making the point now that there are blips, so you think this may be a blip, too?

JR:

I hope so. Looks more like a mountain, but that’s just a matter of perspective.

MO:

And this particular blip you think began with the Reagan Administration?

JR:

Well, it’s hard to say it began there, but I think the politicization of the judiciary did with

the litmus test approach, and the promise that a President made to the convention, and then to the
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voters, that “I will do this, I will prevent anyone from serving who disagrees with my party, or
the majority of my party, or at least my political convention on a given issue because they have
passed a platform.”
Now, how do they prevent that? Well, they have to guess in advance how that judge
would rule on a case that that judge has never heard, nor has anyone else, and has never been
briefed. It’s just strictly a political thing in order to gain votes to say that, and then in order to
keep that promise, then they will disqualify people for the slightest thing, and in the Reagan case,
anybody that had written anything on the question of abortion or said anything on the question of
abortion that indicated that they were in any way pro-choice, had given a speech, had done this
or that, whether they’re Republican or Democrat, would not get that position.
Another thing they decided was that they would not put anyone on the appellate court
that had been appointed to the district court by Jimmy Carter. Owen Panner, one of the more
conservative people who became a judge, and who never for a minute allows his political
philosophies to enter any of his decisions, one of the finest judges we’ve had on the district
bench, was put up for the appellate court, and he was not appointed because they didn’t trust him
because he had not been appointed by a Republican President, he was appointed by that rascal
Jimmy Carter.
He tells a great story. He said finally they called him one day from Washington D.C. and
said, “Well, you were appointed by Carter. Are you a Republican or a Democrat?”
He said, “Well, I’ve been a Republican all my life.”
They said, “Well, okay.” And they chatted a while, and then they called back and said,
“We checked on you, and not only are you not registered Republican, you’re not registered at
all.”
And Judge Panner said, “Where did you check?”
“Multnomah County.”
He said, “I don’t live in Multnomah County. I live in Washington County, and you’ll find
that I’ve registered there as a Republican.”
They also hired groups of professors to go through these candidates’ records, rather than
the FBI; you know, they had hired their own FBI, so to speak, and they had systems where when
you went back there, if you were a good guy in their eyes, why, they’d coach you on what the
answers are going to be. I’ll say one thing, you had to know every decision the Supreme Court
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made in the last decade: “What did you think of that one? What did you think of that one?”
These are all decisions dealing with what they saw as social questions, and some of the judges
couldn’t really see what the hell they were getting at, but they were told what the right answer
would be.
But you know, that’s not right, and I don’t care who does it, and if the Democrats do it,
they’re wrong. The system is designed to produce something less than a perfect judge, I suppose,
but it should not be used to put in political clones of anybody. The person is not there as a politician or to make decisions on a political basis, but to be a judge, and it seems to me relatively
simple to find out that person can do that and not just rely on their own feeling that if they belong
to a different party or have a different philosophy on one issue then they’re disqualified to serve.
Anyway, I hope to see it end, and it has improved gradually.

MO:

Before we leave the discussion about the appointment process, you mentioned what

happened to Judge Aiken, but I didn’t completely understand what occurred there.

JR:

Oh, I’m trying to think of how long she was before the Committee, that is, from the time

that her name was forwarded to the President by Senator Wyden—who was still a Congressman,
but because there was a Democratic President and two Republican Senators, the ranking
Democratic Congressman got to make the presentation of the candidate to the President under
the rules. I don’t know how much time expired before she was finally appointed, but it was about
three years.
In that case, for whatever reason, they decided that she was a hopeless liberal, and they
centered on one particular case, and I think it was a sex offender who came before her, not a
serious situation, and she sentenced this person basically to counseling, and the person violated
the terms of the probation in a morals case—first it may have been something like a traffic case,
and then they violated the probation because of a morals case, and the person was brought back
before another judge and sentenced to five years, which is exactly what Judge Aiken would have
done, but in their system, you know, this case is assigned to you regardless of who had the case
before.
The other judges in the court and the district attorney all wrote to the Senate and said,
“This is absolutely a no-brainer. This is not a mistake.” But they grabbed onto that because they,
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for whatever reason, didn’t want her on the court, and I think one of the reasons was that she was
married to an individual who used to be the State Democratic Chairman, Professor Klonoski. I
think that was one of the main reasons, and therefore she must be a hopeless liberal.
She is liberal, but she had also been a state judge and never demonstrated any dangerous
tendencies in that regard. There was a Senator from Montana who didn’t want her on there
because he was very concerned about her rulings on the issues of the forest. He was a
lumberman, and he was worried about having one of these people. She had never ruled on any
sort of a timber case because those are federal cases generally.
And it went on and on and on. Finally, she didn’t want to abandon it, but she was getting
a lot of advice saying, “Forget about it, these people will never pass it.”
Then Gordon Smith got elected, and Mark Hatfield was still a Senator. Hatfield came
aboard on her cause when he saw that the nomination was floundering and convinced Gordon
Smith, before he was elected to the Senate, while he was running, to participate in approaching
the Senate. He got Orrin Hatch involved in it. They got Anne back there and had a hearing in the
Senate Judiciary Committee and approved her, but then there was an election and they had to
start all over again.
But Gordon Smith was on her side, and Gordon Smith was a friend of Hatch, and it went
on and on and on, but they finally got it through. Now, if that had been me, I would have told
them long before that what to do with their job, except I probably wouldn’t because once you get
into that it’s sort of a competitive thing, “I’ll show you SOB’s.”
But she was going to make them turn her down. She wasn’t going to back down, and if
that Senate Committee passed it but said, “You’re not going to pass the Senate,” then “Okay, let
them vote me down.”
She did draw quite a few no votes. It was unseemly, and I think one of the reasons was,
frankly, that she was a woman. They have not been kind to women candidates, or minority
candidates. That’s a tough accusation, but when you look at it, they have not been. Maybe they
had good reasons in each instance, but I think they start with that and find reasons. One thing is,
you know, it’s a Democratic President whom they hate that’s putting these names before them,
and that’s a problem unless that person is for some reason known to be a good solid conservative
or something, or comes suggested by somebody like Orrin Hatch, who wouldn’t have trouble
getting through his nominees.
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But it was a tough, tough thing, not only on Judge Aiken but on the whole group that
went through at that time. I think the Senate softened after that, but they had done things like
bringing out 17 candidates, sat them all down in front of the Judiciary Committee and asked each
one of them one question: “Do you think that a federal judge should belong to the American Bar
Association?”
At that point they were convinced the American Bar Association was semi-communist
and far, far too liberal. Each candidate answered the question as best they could, and they sent
them all home and said, “If we have any more questions, you’ll get them in writing.”
Even with Anne and with Judge Brown, they were called on short notice. “Buy your
ticket and fly back here.” And then called up a while later, “Don’t bother.”
I mean, you just don’t treat anybody like that. It costs a few bucks to fly back there from
Oregon, and they ain’t paying. But you make a system like that, it eliminates a lot of candidates.
It eliminates a practicing attorney. Now, somebody like myself who’s attorney general, I would
not have, but I could have put up with that because I could have just gone along doing whatever I
was going to do, and see if I care. Judge Aiken was a judge, and she could do the same thing. But
somebody who’s in private practice and every day there’s a story out saying this person is too
liberal or this person is going to get it or isn’t going to get it, you know, they’re losing their
clients, they’re losing their practice—they cannot put up with that.
I know lawyers that would have liked the job and would have made good judges who
said, “Are you kidding?” They’re not going to do that, they’re not going to dangle out there for
two or three years. They can’t afford to. So it’s limited it a lot, and you know that even among
those who can put up with that treatment are not going to volunteer if they think it’s that bad.
That’s not only for judicial positions, but for any position.

MO:

You know, another aspect of politics and the federal judiciary that seems like a real

recent phenomenon is all the litigation that the White House has been involved in in these last
eight years, especially the last four.

JR:

Oh, yes. I would say that President Clinton is not a great friend of the federal judiciary at

this point, or if he is, it’s amazing.
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MO:

It also seems that in terms of the decisions regarding some of these legal actions that have

been brought against the Clinton Administration, it seems like the outcome depends a lot on who
appointed the particular federal judge that’s hearing it.

JR:

At least who the federal judge is or what their beliefs are. I haven’t read the briefs on this

recent case, Judge Lambreth, but it sounds like an unusual decision to me, and I think it’s gotten
so political back there that it astounds anyone out West, or beyond the Beltline, but it’s become
sort of commonplace back there, and I think it’s one of the greatest mistakes that our judiciary
has done is appointing Ken Starr—

[End of Tape 23, Side 1]
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JR: —as a result, you know, I’ve got some sympathy for Ken Starr, caught in that morass, he
who wanted to be a Supreme Court Justice himself and had an almost impeccable reputation is
now not thought of that well. I read something about him the other day that he’s joined some
conservative action group back there—

MO:

He was touting the Heritage Foundation.

JR:

Yes. I think it was as tough on him and his career as it was on Clinton, but it was a

mistake for Supreme Court Judges to do what they did in the way that they did it. It indicated
that they were willing to get into this political mess for what they thought would be the right
result. If they had picked a perceived neutral, it might have been all right. Maybe the first fellow
they thought was really too friendly and that people had lost faith in the investigation. But to
turn around and place somebody who had earlier spoken about the case, and had attacked the
President on the basis of what he knew about the case, was a bad mistake.
I think another decision made by the judiciary which I disagree with was saying that they
could proceed with the civil action against the President while he was still in office. I think as a
practical matter it was a bad decision. I’m glad I didn’t have to sit on the decision, but I think
that was a mistake, and I think a lot of people, regardless of party, agree with that. It did seem to
be political, but I think those people that made those decisions never saw it as that political. They
just saw it as, well, this is something we have to accomplish, and when it gets so politicized, the
outrageous becomes acceptable, and I think that’s one of the problems around the country. That
goes to campaign finance reform and everything else.
We’ve got a candidate for President who says, “We don’t want to change the campaign
finance system because it’s not good for my party.” And nobody really wants to change it. I
mean, it may be an issue, but I think people are convinced the Democrats want to change it
because it’s not good for their party. But the fact of the matter is it’s a god-awful system for the
country. It is so political and so highly partisan in Oregon and every state legislature. You know,
it’s something else you say “I hope it passes.”
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I think it’s affected our life in general, and it’s wrong. I think they’re passing bad laws
because they get in this sort of a mood of partisan politics, or they block legislation for the same
reason, and they’re all doing it. This is bipartisan wrongness that’s going on, but I think it does
hurt the country, and I think it has affected some judicial decisions, even if they weren’t court
decisions, that have turned out to be a mistake and I think have cost the judiciary some respect
from a significant number of folks.
I’ve got to go.

MO:

Thank you very much, and we’ll talk again soon.

[End of Tape 23, Side 2]
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MO:

This is Michael O'Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society continuing the oral history

with Judge James Redden on July 6 2000. Today's interview is taking place in Judge Redden's
chambers at the United States Courthouse in Portland.
Well, Judge Redden, I thought today we'd talk about what arguably could be your most
significant case, at least an important case, which would be the Loud Hawk case. Could I ask you
to start by telling me what you knew about the case prior to it arriving in your courtroom?

JR:

Well, I arrived long after the case arrived.

MO:

You were maybe in the Treasurer's Office, or perhaps the Attorney General's Office?

JR:

I was probably Attorney General when it all started. I remember reading about it in the

newspapers, and the case was assigned to Judge Belloni, and when I came aboard in 1980, the
case was several years old.
I really didn't know very much about it when I first received the case, other than
generally what it involved. I had no idea what the rulings were that had been publicized. The
newspapers and television covered a lot of the demonstrations, people marching around carrying
signs and the things that they thought were fairly interesting.
The case itself involved a group of Native Americans who left Seattle in two vehicles
headed for South Dakota, and they had been under surveillance and it was known that they were
following that route, that they were doing what they were doing. The alleged crime involved the
carrying of weapons and explosives in the vehicles. There may have been three of them. One of
them involved a trailer. There were Native American men and women, and they were to be—for
whatever reason the Government had, they were to be stopped and apprehended in Idaho, but an
Oregon State Policeman saw them and stopped them just this side of the border, much to the
grievance of the prosecutors and the court here because had they gone a few more miles, why, it
would have been somebody else's problem.
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MO:

I guess they wanted the Ontario police to just report that they had spotted them?

JR:

I think that was right, but he stopped them. They all stopped, I guess, there was no

problem in that, but when the police officer began to make his inquiries, they ran. There was a
shot fired. I can't remember the names of all of the participants in it, but there was a shot fired,
and some were arrested and some escaped. Dennis Banks was one of those who escaped and was
later apprehended. His wife and some of the others were arrested that night.

MO:

As I recall, there was speculation that it was Banks and Leonard Peltier that had escaped.

JR:

Right. Peltier, interestingly enough, several years later was dropped from the case, and I

was the judge on it when that happened. But Dennis Banks was one of the escapees, and the
others were arrested and arraigned, and I'm vague about that part, but it actually proceeded all the
way to a trial; I mean, they had a trial date scheduled before Judge Belloni.

MO:

In May of '76, I believe.

MO:

Is that when it was? May of 1976, so you're talking four years before I became a federal

judge. The history of the case would show that it spent almost all of its time in the appellate
courts of the United States, and they're the ones that sat on it and sat on it and sat on it forever. I
don't know when the event occurred. What do your notes reflect?

MO:

Well, I don't have that note right in front of me, but I believe it was perhaps a little over a

year earlier, in 1975.

JR:

So for a case of that magnitude, it was brought to trial in pretty good time, and what

happened was that the Government after photographing the explosives destroyed them, and so
when they proceeded to trial, the Defendants moved that the counts involving explosives be
dismissed because there was no evidence of them, they had no opportunity to inspect them, had
no opportunity to test them, and Judge Belloni dismissed those counts, and the Government
refused to proceed. Judge Belloni said, "Well, we'll proceed on the gun counts, and the others are
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dismissed, and if you're not prepared to proceed tomorrow morning, I'll dismiss that, too."
And the Government did not proceed. He dismissed it, and they appealed it, the
Government appealed it, and it was, I don't know, three or four years before that case was
referred back to Judge Belloni. He was reversed and was directed to proceed with the explosives
and the gun charges, the Court ruling, apparently, that the Government acted prudently in
destroying the explosives and that the Defendants had enough evidence of what they looked like
with the photographs and that sort of thing. But that was a very lengthy delay.
I think then Judge Belloni was ordered to make some rulings on it, and it took him quite a
bit of time to do that. He sent those rulings up to the Court, and then they came back, and that
was part of it. In other words, as I recall it, Judge Belloni dismissed the case when the
Government refused to proceed on the gun count only. Then it was referred back to him, and it
took a couple of years to do that, to make some determinations of findings of whether it was
necessary to have the explosives there, something like that, and he did that and sent his findings
back up to the Court of Appeals, and they sat on it for a while longer, and they sent it back.
I think when they sent it back on that instance is when Belloni kindly gave me the case,
and I had just come aboard.

MO:

He took himself off it?

JR:

Yes, he took himself off it. So that was four years into it. The reason it's important as to

how much time it spent in the Court of Appeals is when I ultimately dismissed the case because
of untoward delay by the Government, I pointed out that this case had become ancient because it
had spent so much time—mainly in the Ninth Circuit, but also in the Supreme Court—that it had
become an ancient case, and that the defendants were deprived of their opportunities to defend it
adequately.
The Ninth Circuit affirmed that, and the Supreme Court reversed it on their typical
breakdown of five-four, I think it was, but it was a pretty spirited opinion. I'm still absolutely
convinced I was right. I always like to read the dissent when I'm reversed. Brennan wrote a
brilliant dissent.
But the argument of the Supreme Court was, well, it was the defendants that caused the
delay because the defendants filed so many motions, which doesn't seem to be a very clear
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approach to what a defendant's allowed to do and who gets the constitutional rights and so forth,
but in any event I think by that time the case was ten years old.
Then I was appealed on an issue. When I got the case, the Government backed up and reindicted—they must have gone to a grand jury; I'm just not too sure.

MO:

I think if I remember correctly when the Appeals Court sent it back, they reinstated the

dynamite charges, but the gun charges which the Government refused to go to trial on in '76
were not reinstated, so the Government had to file a new indictment on the gun charges.

JR:

That's right. And in so doing, they upped the ante on some of the defendants, in

particular, if I recall, Dennis Banks' wife. We had a big argument about that. Hundreds of
lawyers came in. That was amazing.
I finally ruled that the Government could do that, the law allowed them in a re-indictment
to up the ante, but there was a right to appeal that, and so the Defendants appealed that ruling,
and it went back up to the Ninth Circuit after I don't know how long I'd had the case before me,
not very long. It went back up to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, who sat on it again for
several years, this time waiting for the Supreme Court to make a ruling. The Supreme Court had
a case with that specific problem before it, whether you could take an interlocutory appeal, and
they didn't want to rule until the Supreme Court ruled on that case. Maybe it had come from the
Ninth Circuit, I'm not sure, but the Supreme Court didn't rule. It was a long, long time, a couple
of years.

MO:

There was also a motion on the part of the Defense that the new charges on the guns

amounted to vindictive —

JR:

Vindictive prosecution. I think that had to do with upping the ante, increasing the severity

of the changes against some of the defendants.
The issue before the Court of Appeals immediately on that was whether an interlocutory
appeal was allowed on such a ruling, which I think was a three-year problem for them.

MO:

Well, the Defense had put together this argument on the basis of vindictive prosecution,
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and then right in the middle of that a Supreme Court decision came down in United States v.
Goodwin or something like that that removed some of the basis for the Defense's motion that it
was vindictive prosecution, that made it more difficult for them to make that motion. I don't
know the details but —

JR:

I can't remember. It was a hard-fought case because of the very nature of it. It came at a

time, I guess, when the situation in South Dakota was really sad.

MO:

We should maybe talk about that, too, the political context.

JR:

Tragic circumstances back there, and there were very high feelings on it.
By the time I got it, the prosecutors had all changed and the defense counsel had all

changed, but I guess there had been and there continued to be for a while sort of a parade of
lawyers appearing before me and saying they were representing this group and they wanted to
have something to say, and I was a baby judge, and I just wanted to make sure everybody got to
say what they had to say, and finally I said, "Look, everybody's got a lawyer now, and you're not
it," and we got it straightened away.
Then somebody came and said they—I can't remember the lawyer's name; he had an outof-state ticket as well as the right to practice in Oregon, and he was here briefly, and he finally
left and he told my judicial assistant that he was going to back to wherever and he wasn't going
to practice in Oregon anymore. He said, "People up here just don't get indignant enough." He
said, "They're far too laid back." He was irate about everything at all times.

MO:

Would this be Dennis Roberts maybe?

JR:

No. Dennis Roberts did a good job. He was one of the activists' lawyers. But a lot of that

crew had dropped out before I got there. They just had sort of tenuous connections with it.

MO:

Roberts was more active in the Belloni trial, I think.

JR:

Yeah, in the earlier stages. He appeared once, I think is all, but there was a pretty steady
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changeover.
But Peltier was in jail, for life, I guess —

MO:

Yeah, he'd already had two life sentences or something.

JR:

Yes. And we had this lawyer march in that said that he was representing Peltier. First he

came into court and said he was asking Leonard Peltier if he could represent him, and he wanted
to be there just in case Peltier said yes. And I said, "Well, he's not before the Court and neither
are you."
Finally Peltier agreed that this fellow could represent him in this case, so he came before
the Court, and he was upset about everything and making speeches and carrying on. I said
something to Charles Turner, who was the prosecutor at that time for the Government, and I said,
"I really don't understand why the Government's prosecuting Mr. Peltier. He's got two life
sentences, hasn't been indicted."
So he looked back at me like that, and a couple days later I got a motion to dismiss Peltier
from the case without prejudice —

MO:

From the Government?

JR:

From the Government. I was out of town when the motion hit. I think I was sitting on the

Court of Appeals, or doing something, and I came back to the office that weekend to catch up on
paperwork, and I signed the order.
On Monday morning, or early in the week the attorney held a press conference. He
wanted to demonstrate that there had been collusion between the judge and the prosecutor to
dismiss this case against his client. I saw it on television—I guess they put it on television on one
channel, anyway, because it was sort of funny, and deadpan the reporter said, "But nobody can
figure out why he's upset that the Government dismissed the case against his client."

MO:

And I guess a footnote is that Peltier was actually sentenced to those two life terms with

respect not to what happened in Oregon, but with respect to what happened at the Pine Ridge
Reservation earlier.
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JR:

That's right. That's true. So that was sort of one of the highlights of the case.
We had several appearances before the Court on various issues, and a lot of wrangling,

and finally I think we had set a date—we did have a trial date, maybe a couple of them. I
remember we got down to whether or not we were going to have a jury questionnaire sent out to
jurors. The Defendants were concerned that because they were Native Americans they wouldn't
get a fair shake. I did not agree with that because I didn't—and I still don't think that that reason
would have given them an unfair shake. That was the essence of the case, and they certainly had
a position to speak from as well as the Government. But in any event, I think I had agreed and
we were working on what kind of a questionnaire to send to the jury and how many jurors to do,
and they filed a motion to dismiss. And I thought again, why, no way, but the more I researched
that and looked into it, the more I was convinced that the Defendants were right.
So I granted the motion to dismiss on two grounds. The Ninth Circuit affirmed me, and
the Supreme Court reversed it on one of the grounds, and the other ground had sort of drifted out
of everyone's consciousness. So when it all settled out, the Defendants pointed that out and filed
a motion to the effect that nobody has reversed Judge Redden on dismissal for such-and-such
ground, and asked for a clarification, and I said, "No, I'll just enter an order saying this case is
dismissed on the second ground and let the Ninth Circuit figure out what to do," and they punted.
They just said, "Well, that doesn't make any difference," and so forth, and I think it was again
appealed to the Supreme Court. I'm not sure.
Soon after that motion came down the parties got together, and the Government knew it
had a real problem in putting a case together after all those years, as did the Defendants, that it
was no longer the headline case; people weren't paying very much attention to it. As I recall, it
had very little coverage when it was dismissed, and whether it was affirmed or denied, nobody
paid much attention anymore. It was an old case. Nobody cared anymore in terms of the media
and the public. They'd forgotten about it, and that may have had something to do with it, but the
parties began to think that this was a chance to dismiss it.
I forget the terms of it, but I remember sentencing the defendants. I think the Government
dismissed the case against several of them, and I remember sentencing Dennis Banks. They
wouldn't dismiss against him, but I sentenced him to probation. And that was the end of the case.
Defense counsel were justifiably criticized for all the motions they filed and encouraging
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the delays they did, but in a sense it worked for them because by the time they were faced with a
trial, as I say, the Government had sort of lost its spirit and the case had gotten too old to
prosecute, but basically it was the delay on the part of the judicial system.
I traced it back once, just to see how much time this case had spent because I didn't
know; you know, I had gotten it when it was four years old, but the vast majority of the time
before me it was in the appeals system somewhere. The Supreme Court said, "Well, that was the
Defendants' fault for filing all those motions." No, that was our fault for taking so damn long to
rule on them.

MO:

I read some of the history of this case in Ken Stern's book, and between the first

appearance of the defendants in front of you, which I believe might have in 1980, just shortly
after you were appointed, to the second appearance I think two years went by or something like
that —

JR:

That could be.

MO:

— or a year-and-a-half, something, but —

JR:

That's right. I think I was assigned the case when it came back to Belloni.

MO:

I think that's right. And were you assigned the case just by the normal process of random

case assignment?

JR:

No, we didn't have the random case assignment then. I think Judge Belloni was not senior

or going senior, but he had been carrying the load for so many years, and this particular case was
really tough, and he just expressed his desire, I think, to the Chief, who was Judge Burns at that
time, that he wanted it reassigned, he no longer wanted it.
I heard before I was sworn in that I was going to get that case if it ever came back. I don't
know how the decision was made, but it was hardly random.
But the Court had a number of very difficult old cases when we came aboard, and I think
that it certainly was the usual thing, too, or it wasn't unusual at all that when three new judges
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were going to come aboard, that the judges who were here, including Judge Skopil, who was a
district judge and went to the circuit, had decided that these old cases had to be assigned out and
matters expedited on them.
So I drew that one, and it was a very interesting case. I think it was a little difficult for a
new judge to walk into one that—it wasn't particularly complex, although it was a case that was
made complex, but one where it's so tense. That passed out of it.
I recall several hearings I would go on the bench—and I still do the same thing, I go on
the bench, and you hear the gavel and "Judge Redden presiding," and I get my chair and look
around and sit down. By then everybody sits down, and I didn't notice that the defendants were
not standing, and I guess that really is offensive to some judges, that everybody should stand. I
didn't even notice it.
Somebody mentioned it to me one day, and I expressed, "Well, I didn't notice it, so I
guess it couldn't be too bad."
Also, the Defense had put out an Indian blanket on the counsel table, I think to see if they
could annoy the judge. I'm sure it never annoyed Belloni, and it sure didn't annoy me.
But I did look the next time I came in, and they were all standing. So I thought we had
reached some sort of a point there. But there was a lot of hard feeling between prosecutors and
defense counsel on that one. It was really too bad. One of the reasons is the kind of
representation that the Native Americans received, and there were just an awful lot of lawyers
involved in it. Hard to control because at the beginning, anyway, many of them were from out of
state, and it was a case where the judge, then Belloni, had to be very careful to allow them all
their rights, and if they had lawyers from anywhere, why, they could represent them.
I think as it started out they appointed lawyers, you know, local lawyers, to defend them,
but then it became a cause, and part of the problem, the battle between the FBI and the tribes, if
you will, and there were really high feelings, and we were not the only court that had such a trial;
there were a lot of them going on, and a lot of feeling that Native Americans were being
discriminated against by the law and by the courts, state and federal.
So there was a lot of high feeling. Sid Lezak, who was the United States Attorney, I don't
think ever held animosity toward anyone, but he was accused of it all the time, and he just really
got very sensitive about it, understandably so.
Charlie Turner was in charge of the prosecution. When I got the case back a lawyer,
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Tommy Hawk—which I thought was a fascinating name for a lawyer, especially in a case like
that,—was long gone.

MO:

Did you know Hawk?

JR:

No, I didn't. Charlie was very feisty and very aggressive, and when he ran into lawyers—

I guess it was taken over by the Lawyers Guild or some such organization. Ken Stern is a good
example. He came out and was I think a first-year law student when the case first started, and he
signed on to do good, and he was lead counsel arguing before the Supreme Court before it was
over with. So both sides were very, very aggressive, and the kinds of lawyers that really got
upset when the other lawyer got upset, so there was a lot of time spent with me explaining to
them that I didn't much care if they liked each other or not, let's get on with the business, but it
was fascinating.

MO:

In Stern's book he describes tactics apparently that they used purposely to annoy Turner.

JR:

Oh, yes. But you know, the defendants saw the whole thing as nothing but discrimination

against Native Americans, and then you get a prosecutor like Charlie Turner who said he has
nothing against Native Americans unless they had cars full of guns and explosives and were
going to go kill people, and back and forth they would go. So it made it lively.
It was an interesting case, and I had a lot of sympathy for both sides. Finally I think I
arraigned Dennis Banks the day I took his plea and sentenced him—or took his plea because they
hadn't even arraigned him.
One thing that worked in favor of the defendants in that case, because of the age of it,
was the fact that from activist Native Americans, angry, asserting their rights, they had become
older, of course, and Dennis Banks I think in particular had become a leader in the Native
American movements and was accomplishing quite a bit, and was a good citizen and a subject of
admiration. I don't know if books have been written about him, or movies made, but everybody
was always talking about it. He had really distinguished himself, and the others not so much, but
none of these defendants were criminals by nature, and they all were respectable citizens and so
forth, and that makes really a big difference in the way the public perceives it when it's a little bit
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older; it's are these people really evil, or did they have a cause and were naive and foolish. So as
I said, I don't recall if there were news stories about the sentencing or about any of the final
proceedings.

MO:

Well, as a matter of fact, I didn't find much. And with reference to what you were just

saying about Banks, by the time you got the case I think he was somewhere else, but during the
period when Judge Belloni had the case, Banks was down in the Bay Area being sheltered by
then-Governor Jerry Brown for extradition both to South Dakota and Oregon.

JR:

That's right. That was a big beef before I came on the bench when Straub was Governor,

and there was a big drive for Straub to clear it to send them back to South Dakota, and I think
then they all went to California, knowing that Governor Brown wouldn't, or something like that.

MO:

That's right. Brown refused to extradite them. Straub was sitting on the fence, although I

think ultimately he refused to extradite them, as well. There may have been an appearance by
Banks in Belloni's courtroom, and Straub on that occasion did not extradite him to South Dakota.

JR:

Bob Belloni really had many more appearances. It was really in the early stages where

the action was. I talked to him about it, of course, and thanked him for giving me this case, but—

[End of Tape 24, Side 1]
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JR:

— he was in all the hearings, and he said after one of the rulings that Belloni made, I

think probably when he dismissed the case in the first instance, why, he got a letter, which he
still had, a letter from Bill Walton, who said, "I never thought I would think a federal judge —"
You know, Bill Walton was super-liberal in those days and getting involved in lots of causes,
including Patty Hearst, I guess, but anyway, he wrote a letter to Judge Belloni thanking him for
his judicial demeanor and basically for being fair, that he didn't think the judicial system was
fair, anyway, but he was very pleased. And I remember saying to Bob Belloni, "Here I dismissed
the case entirely, and he never sent me a note!" By then Bill had gone on to other things.

MO:

So no celebrities showed up in your courtroom?

JR:

No celebrities. No, I never had any celebrities except some of the lawyers. I did have—

who's that famous lawyer? Oh, darn. He's represented all the causes, and he came not to
represent them, but he came to testify at one of the hearings the defendants wanted, something to
do with other cases against the Native Americans. He'd be furious that I forgot his name, but he
testified, much to Charlie Turner's dismay, and he later wrote a poem and sent it to me. I'll have
to remember that name. It will come to me sometime.

MO:

Was it William Kunstler?

JR:

It was Kunstler.

MO:

He was representing Banks in New York, I believe, when Banks was hanging out on an

Indian reservation there in New York.

JR:

That's right.

MO:

There was that interesting twist where Straub was leaving office here and Atiyeh was
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coming in, and Brown was leaving office in California and Deukmejian was coming in.

JR:

The times they were a-changin'.

MO:

Yes. And at that point I think Dennis Banks left the Bay Area, and was then in sanctuary

on an Indian reservation whose name I can't pronounce in New York.

JR:

You know, that's another interesting thing. Late in the case I had a call from a meeting

with the Chiefs of that Indian reservation.

MO:

That's right. They came to Portland to speak with you, didn't they?

JR:

They wanted to speak with me, wanted to meet with me. So I conferred with the

prosecution as well as defense counsel: They didn't want any lawyers around, would it be all
right? And they both agreed.
These were just a great group of people. There were several of them. I know it filled the
table, around the table. I should remember the names. They're famous in New York. That's quite
a reservation back there. It's a huge thing. They've had some disputes lately about ownership of
this or ownership of that with the State of New York, but basically they get along really well, and
that's where Dennis Banks was.
They basically wanted to tell me what a wonderful person Dennis Banks was and the
good work he was doing back there, and why Indians believed what they believed. It was a
fascinating discussion. I always wanted to go back there sometime and visit, but I suppose the
leadership back there has changed and they wouldn't remember it any more than I do.
That was one of those things that never happens in a case, other than a case like this.
Judge Belloni said he'd get fan mail from all-stars. But Belloni would have the stories. I mean,
that was when it was really active. I don't know that I had more than five hearings.

MO:

I know you do have a little bit of firsthand knowledge about the situation in South Dakota

because you had met the man who—Janklow, I think, who had previously been Attorney General
in South Dakota, but by the time this case was unfolding he was Governor, I believe.
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JR:

I think I may have met him, but I didn't know very much about him. My knowledge of

what happened back there, at least at that time, was that of about anybody else, what you read in
the newspapers and heard in news accounts. So I wasn't very familiar with that, though I have a
sister who still lives in Rapid City, South Dakota, and she lived in South Dakota at that time, and
she was horrified by the events that transpired there, and we'd visit occasionally, still do. I know
that she talked about it.
Then during the course of the trial that always came up, that issue always came up, but
we had a hearing on it, sort of a "who's fault was it" type thing, or arguing on it, sort of to clear
the air. That was the whole thing, and I think that may have been one of their defenses, that they
were justified. It sure would have been at a trial, that it was self defense.

MO:

Well, they were asserting that Dennis Banks' life would be in danger if he were extradited

to South Dakota.

JR:

Oh, yes. Oh, yes. I don't think it was realistic, but the only reason it wasn't is they

wouldn't dare. That time passed, too, even in South Dakota, but I think there was a time—
Janklow had—I don't know if it was justified or not, but had really a reputation for being a wild
man, and I'm sure that's partly true, but I heard a number of stories about it, which I think did
give the governors some concern about sending Dennis Banks or any of that group back there.
After I sentenced Dennis Banks, I wanted to meet him, so he and his lawyer came into
chambers afterward and we chatted, and I said, "You know, it just occurred to me that my sister
told me years ago when we were talking about this case that she was on a jury in South Dakota
state court where Russell Means was tried and acquitted, and she was the foreman of the jury."
He said, "Wait till I tell Means that."
That one did not involve Banks but did involve AIM, the American Indian Movement. I
think that was a fight at the courthouse—not a shootout, but I think a fight. But anyway —

MO:

There was one other thing I wanted to ask you. Before you made your ruling dismissing

the case based on the defendants being deprived of a speedy trial, there was a bargain that was
worked out—I may be a little bit hazy on the chronology of these events myself—but apparently
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it was a bargain that was brokered by you, and there was an agreement that all the defendants
would be sentenced to probation, and in Banks' case it would be unsupervised probation on the
Indian reservation in New York, and everyone had agreed to it. Charlie Turner, I think, had
agreed to it, and all of the defense attorneys agreed to it, except then at the last minute each of
the Indian defendants, of course, had a different attorney, and it was Redner, Russ Redner, and
his lawyer Lynn Parkinson, who decided that—well, Redner, according to Stern's book, anyway,
decided that this wasn't the way of a warrior, and he was a warrior, and so he wasn't going to
accept this deal.

JR:

Oh, yes. So I think we just dismissed against him.

MO:

I guess that was it. But they were prepared to go to trial, Parkinson and Redner were

apparently prepared to go to trial and to claim that Redner was innocent, and that all the others,
or Banks, in particular, I guess, was the main evildoer, and so they jumped ship from what had
been a unified defense team.

JR:

It began to come apart, the unified defense, and largely because—well, I don't know, I

think I may have got some of this from the book or talking to some of the participants, but some
of the defendants were upset because it seemed to be all Banks.

MO:

Yeah, that was part of Redner's complaint, I think.

JR:

And there was some jealousy there. I think Ken wrote about it, too, that one of the

lawyers got in a fight and claimed that he got beat up or something because of this, but there was
a lot of tense feelings at the end.

MO:

There was some paranoia that he had been beaten up by the Indians or something.

JR:

Yes. I don't think that was the case.

MO:

Well, I think Stern in his book speculates that maybe the lawyer in question, I think it
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was Bonds, Michael Bonds, and apparently he was speculating that the night that that occurred
apparently he had left Ken Stern's place, according to Stern's account, and was quite intoxicated,
and that there was speculation that maybe he had just fallen down himself or something.

MO:

That could be. But there was apparently some very hard feeling towards the end, and it

was because everybody from—their perception of it was, either among the defendants or the
defendants' lawyers, is that it was all Dennis Banks, and if Dennis Banks was going to plead,
why, they were all expected to, and if he wanted to go to trial, why, they were all expected to,
and I think there was some hard feeling about that. Of course, I just got the ripples about it and
didn't know much about it until after I read Ken Stern's book, but I do recall something about one
of them said no, and so the Government dismissed it against them because they weren't prepared
to go through an expensive and difficult trial like that against one person. I don't know if the
Government could have put on the case at that point. It would have been really tough.

MO:

Back to the general tenor of the times and the political situation in South Dakota et cetera

at that time, I believe it was Ken Stern who introduced in your courtroom a letter that he had
received from a District Judge in South Dakota, Judge Nichols. Do you recall that letter?

JR:

I recall vaguely about it. Judge Nichols had made some findings in a case very favorable

to Native Americans and not the Government, and there was some sort of a letter. There was a
lot of that. That was the sort of thing that made the trial so tense is that that would make
absolutely no difference, so why are you offering it to me, what another judge thinks about
another case. But I do remember that Nichols was very upset with the Government.

MO:

That's right. He was accusing the Government of misconduct, I think.

JR:

Yes, very strongly, in his decision.

MO:

And he maybe went beyond what he said in his decision in that letter.

JR:

Yes. He was upset.
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MO:

Do you know Nichols personally?

JR:

No. I think he had gone senior by the time—I'm not sure, but he was no longer

particularly active back there, and I didn't know much about that case because it wasn't related to
this, other than that it arose out of the same Pine Ridge situation and about the attitude of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Government, in going after Native Americans.

MO:

The supporters of the Indians also made lots of allegations about unsolved murders on the

Pine Ridge Reservation —

JR:

Oh, yes.

MO:

— that they thought might have been perhaps not at the hands of federal authorities, but

with perhaps knowledge or —

JR:

I can remember they were arguing about that in the case, and maybe there was testimony

about it. I remember Charlie Turner arguing, or making a proffer of evidence, that the real
conflict started between factions of Native Americans on the Pine Ridge, the activists versus
those that didn't want to be so active, and it was bloody. Then the Government's contention, I
think, was that those deaths came from the strife between the Indians, and of course the answer
to that was that it was because they got some of the Indians to be docile and —

MO:

Well, there was a quotation in Stern's book attributed to the then Attorney General of

South Dakota, after Janklow had become the Governor, maybe, that he said, "Well, we don't
really have an Indian problem, we just have a problem with Dennis Banks and Leonard Peltier,
and we can solve that problem just by eliminating those two individuals." I mean, I'm
paraphrasing it.

JR:

There's no question that those activist tribes. the American Indian Movement really was

very, very active.
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MO:

Stern's book also had an account by Ed Jones about the trial. He said that you her a lot

about the Brady decision in court, but very seldom do you actually comes across a piece of
evidence that actually qualifies under the Brady decision, but that there was a piece of Brady
evidence presented in your courtroom. I believe it had to do with Charlie Turner and the U.S.
Attorney's Office not providing a report by some service station attendants who failed to identify
Dennis Banks as one of the people in the car or something?

JR:

I remember something vaguely about that. Yeah, I do remember that. Vaguely.

MO:

That would be somewhat unusual, wouldn't it for the U.S. Attorney's Office to be caught

in that sort of situation?

JR:

Yes. They're usually very careful about that. I forget what their response was, but I do

remember thinking on it.
I think one of the attorneys went out there when they were getting ready for trial and
began to interview all these people, and I think that's when they found out that these people had
said, "We couldn't recognize them." And I think the Government said, you know, "That wasn't a
big deal to us. 'Can you recognize them?' 'No.'" You know, "We'll find somebody who can."

MO:

If I remember correctly it might even be that these same service station attendants had

from a photograph identified someone else as being in the car that wasn't even a party in this
case.

JR:

Oh, is that right?

MO:

We might talk just for a minute or two about some of the people involved in this case,

maybe starting with Charlie Turner.

JR:

Oh, he was very aggressive in this case. I've seen him in other trials, and this was unusual

even for Charlie.
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As I said, it was that personal animosity that existed, I think, that drove lawyers from
both sides to conflict, and there's no question that they were needling Charlie. I can't remember
specific incidents, but I do remember being surprised that I had to say, "Come on, come on," you
know, that sort of thing.
Charlie was furious, and so was Sid Lezak, although Sid didn't appear in court, but he
was just really hurt, I think, at all the accusations that were thrown at him for having the temerity
to be the U.S. Attorney at that time.

MO:

So did Charlie or Sid talk to you after the case about it?

JR:

I've talked to Sid about it. Sid was not in the case when I came aboard. I mean, he had

backed away from it.
I remember once we were having dinner at somebody's house and chatting about this
case, and kidding me for getting me reversed for dismissing it, and so we got into a conversation
about the delays, and he took the position, "They delays weren't our fault." And I remember
telling him, saying, "I never have understood why you didn't proceed to trial on the gun charges.
You didn't need those explosives. If you had convicted them of the guns, they would have gotten
the same sentence as they would have if the explosives were intended because there would have
been two counts, and they would have sentenced them to X years and X years concurrent." And
I said, "I never have understood why you gave them the opportunity to appeal and then refused
to go ahead with the gun charges."
He said, "Well, yes." But I think at that time that he was upset, that he thought it was a
deliberately bad ruling that he got from Judge Belloni, and you know, he was really into it, and
so, by God, we'll appeal it. That caused, I don't know, a three, four-year delay.
So I did talk to him, but I never have talked to Charlie Turner about it, though we still
exchange correspondence about other things. I'm sure that he thought I should not have
dismissed it, but I know I did hear later that they were betting on how I was going to rule on that,
and Turner's the only one that thought I was going to dismiss it. The prosecution team said,
"Nah."
I think Turner had had his fill of it.
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MO:

According to Stern, the Defense made the argument before Judge Belloni that possession

of the dynamite wasn't even illegal because it was commercial dynamite and they didn't have a
particularly large quantity and anybody could buy it and this kind of thing.

JR:

Could be.

MO:

You already talked about Ken Stern. So I guess during the Belloni phase of the case he

didn't even have his law degree.

JR:

No. No, I think he was a law student.

MO:

That's right. And then by the time the case came back, I guess Banks asked him to be his

attorney, and it was one of his early cases.

JR:

All I know is by the end of it he was representing Banks, and whereas I would call him

lead counsel, from the standpoint that as I understand it he did most of the arguments before the
Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court, but yeah, that's right. Of course, it was ten years.

MO:

So what would you say about Ken Stern back in those days? What kind of an attorney

was he?

JR:

Well, I don't know that Ken had a tremendous amount of experience in the courtroom,

and he left the practice of law, gladly. I don't think he really enjoyed it.
I read his book, of course, and I remember one of the defense attorneys was quoted as
saying, "Well, the best thing to do about something like this is to be the author," because
somebody was asking him, "Did this really happen?" "Well, I guess if the author said it did."

[End of Tape 24, Side 2]
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JR:

He and the rest of them certainly did a great job in their research and investigation, and it

was undoubtedly true that their objective was not to get to trial, and their objective was to make
this an event and turn the defendants into the heroes and the Government into the villain, and this
is what annoyed, putting it mildly, Charlie Turner and others, who would say in court, "You
know, Your Honor, these people were arrested with guns and bombs, and they were bent on
going back there and using them, and not for building highways."

MO:

How did you feel about that argument?

JR:

Well, you know, I kept saying, "When this case goes to trial, that's what it's going to be

about. It's not going to be about the rights and wrongs. So let's everybody stop talking about that,
and let's just start talking about how we get this case to trial."

MO:

What was it going to be about?

JR:

It was going to be about whether the Government can prove that these people had those

weapons in those cars and were going to South Dakota for nefarious purposes. That's what it's
going to be about; it's not about who did who right or wrong, which is of course why the
Government, one would think, would want to get to trial and the defendants would not. It's
funny, if that was the objective of the defendants, they won, but they won because the
Government spent so much time in the Court of Appeals.

MO:

Gave them some help, eh?

JR:

Yeah, gave them some help.

MO:

Okay. Well, why don't we leave it at this and maybe follow up a little on this next time.

So thank you.
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MO:

This is Michael O'Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society continuing the oral history

with Judge James Redden. Today is November 6 2000, and today's interview is taking place in
Judge Redden's chambers at the United States Courthouse in Portland.
Judge Redden, we talked about the Loud Hawk case last time, and I thought we'd follow
up on it. We may have talked about this last time, but I guess one of the things that was true in
that case was that the defendants themselves all had individual representation and didn't
necessarily have the same goals or view of the case, and I wonder if you could talk about that.

JR:

When you have that many defendants in a case that is that emotional and takes that long,

there is going to be some dissention among the ranks. Of course, I wasn't privy to the
discussions, but it was obvious to me that there was some disagreement, and toward the very end
I think I was told that there was considerable dissention and that any plea agreement would have
to include dismissing the case against some of the defendants because they would not enter a
plea of guilty, they would go to trial. So they had to be dismissed, the plea agreement requiring,
however, Dennis Banks to enter a plea of guilty, with the others, some at least, being dismissed
out.
They did have different agendas, apparently, and also I was told there was some jealousy
that Dennis Banks, who was only one of the several defendants, was the most famous, nationally
and internationally even, at that time at least in the minds of some, and there was some jealousy
about his controlling the litigation. That is, if he didn't want to go to trial, there would be no trial,
and if he wanted to go to trial, there would be a trial, and the others, at least some of them,
resented that.

MO:

I think you dismissed the charges against Kamook Banks, the wife of Dennis Banks,

because she was —

JR:

That was part of the plea agreement, that he would plead guilty if she would be

dismissed. I remember that.
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MO:

I believe that she was charged differently or something was the reason for that, that she

could have been prosecuted separately by the U.S. Attorney's Office on a somewhat different set
of charges.

JR:

Yeah, somewhere in the dim history I recall that after I took the case over in the early

1980s, there was some sort of a motion that went up to—I guess it was in the Court of Appeals
when I took it over, and we were waiting for one of their opinions to come down, and it came
down and called for a re-indictment, or at least the U.S. Attorney decided to file a superseding
indictment, and he enhanced somehow the charges against Kamook Banks, which would have
exposed her to a more serious sentence, a longer sentence, and I don't remember the details of
why it would, but that was the case, and that led—I don't think the Government realized it, but
that entitled her to appeal that decision, as upping the ante, and they could take an interim appeal
on that, and they did, and it was up in the Court of Appeals for a long, long time, and they finally
said it was all right. That was one of the lengthy delays that I relied on in my opinion dismissing
it, that it was a delay caused by the Government, the Government being the prosecutor and the
courts. But in any event, that may have been the reason. I don't recall the details of that.

MO:

And I guess when the Supreme Court rejected it—I mean, I guess this is sort of another

footnote, and maybe—well, I guess the Defense side made use of every avenue they had, it
sounded like from Ken Stern's account, anyway.

JR:

Well, of course that was the reasoning of the majority on the Supreme Court was that all

of this delay, and it was an enormous amount of delay—it didn't spend very much time in the
District Court in the total time, but it spent an enormous amount of time in the appellate courts;
every time it went up they took months and years to make a decision and send it back down here.
In one instance they were waiting for a ruling in another decision, a procedural ruling on another
decision to be made by the Supreme Court, and rather than ruling themselves, why, they waited
and waited, and it was years and finally the Supreme Court came down with a ruling, so they
followed suit.
But you know, it is the prosecutor who filed most of the motions that were appealed, and
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that's okay, but they did file them, and the court or courts sat on them, and so that was the delay,
and the law, it seemed to me, was very clear that if the government causes undue delay, the
government being the prosecution and the courts, that the defendants had a chance, depending on
how serious it was, to get a case dismissed.
The response of the Supreme Court, which I found interesting was that, "Well, the
defendants filed a lot of motions, too." Well, okay, that's what defendants do.
In any event, I've always said I thought Brennan wrote a brilliant dissent.

MO:

Did you think, by the way, that that decision eroded at all the concept of a defendant's

right to a speedy trial, generally speaking?

JR:

I don't know. You don't get too many cases that are that extreme, and I can't think of any

point. I know that it was cited in a recent decision by the Oregon Supreme Court, that
controversial decision about an untoward delay, and I read that, but it wasn't really on point, but
it could be when another case matching that came up. But you know, I thought the Supreme
Court decision was wrong, and I always argued that there were more judges, if you count me,
that ruled with me than ruled against me, by a six to five majority, so I must have been right.

MO:

The other thing that was kind of interesting about this case was the charge that the

Defense made that the U.S. government at that time was so upset about the events at Pine Ridge
that they were mounting an all-out war against AIM and the Indians, and there was this very
unusual circumstance of another District Court Judge in South Dakota first writing a letter,
which was quoted in Ken Stern's book, and according to Ken Stern even offering to be a witness
for the Defense in the trial that was taking place here in Oregon.

JR:

I never heard anything about him offering to be a witness. He may have, and I did see, of

course, a copy of the letter, which was to the lawyer and was given to me, but it had no effect on
me, nor should it have. It was an entirely different case. I don't know the judge, and I have no
reason to believe he's wrong or even exaggerating, he may be correct for all I know, and I would
accept it as being correct, but I also bore in mind that when that case was tried in South Dakota,
that was just at the conclusion of what was almost a war between FBI agents and Indians, with
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deaths on both sides, and if there was misconduct, I think it was a product of the times and of the
case and of the hatred that went on, and by the time we tried the Loud Hawk case, that had pretty
much disappeared, at least from the courtroom. I found nothing that the Government did in this
case during my stewardship of it that was improper. There was some discovery that they didn't
deliver, but that's quite common, especially in a case like this where there are mountains of
paper. My memory is that Mr. Turner was embarrassed that he had overlooked this. As a matter
of fact, they had considerable evidence that Dennis Banks was in the vehicle; I mean, he was
seen getting in it and driving it away and this sort of thing, so that the fact that some
eyewitnesses apparently didn't recognize his photograph but saw a photograph of another
American Indian Movement person and thought it was that person, was not that significant, and
it wouldn't be something that the Government would deliberately withhold because it wasn't that
significant. In any event, I didn't see any dirty tricks by the Government, either the FBI or the
prosecutors in this particular case. You've got to remember, this was a long, long time away from
the incident itself and the bad times in South Dakota.

MO:

That's right. It was probably almost 15 years in the past at that point. There was one of

the original defendants that was in the motor home, Annie Mae Aquash, who turned up dead on
the Pine Ridge Reservation, I guess missing both her hands, and there were charges thrown about
by the defenders of the Indians that did it.

JR:

I recall that happening, and the accusations and the denials, and of course I have no idea.

MO:

There was also something in Stern's book that there was a rumor that the Denver chapter

of the American Indian Movement executed her because they thought she was a snitch or a
traitor or something.

JR:

I remember that.

MO:

Stern sort of characterizes Turner's attitude toward the case as being a little over the top,

and cites that there were other people in the U.S. Attorney's Office that were willing to let it go a
lot sooner than Charlie Turner was.
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JR:

I don't know about that. Charlie was in charge of it when I got here. Earlier in the case

Sid Lezak was in charge of the case and litigating it, and I think there was an extra enthusiasm on
the part of the prosecutors here because of the defense that was put up, and I'm not being critical
of anyone, but you know, to their viewpoint, the prosecutors' viewpoint, and this was stated in
open court when they'd get a little huffy, is that here we had a case involving some people who
put some guns and some bombs in some vehicles and drove them from Washington and headed
for South Dakota to use these guns and use these bombs in a war against the government, and
now that the case is filed suddenly they're being called the evildoers in this case, and that they
wouldn't be prosecuting these people if they weren't Native Americans and so forth, in other
words, trying to create public opinion that this a persecution and not a prosecution. Well, the
Government obviously thought otherwise, and they were getting so many jabs from the army of
attorneys that at one time or another represented the defendants, that they got mighty touchy, and
that was an element in it. Ken Stern says in his book, as you say, that they deliberately stoked
those fires.

MO:

Right. They were trying hard to irritate.

JR:

Right. Very interesting.

MO:

Maybe further evidence of the effectiveness of that defense strategy—at least this is

mentioned in Stern's book, I don't know if it's true or not, but he claims that the Oregonian ran an
article on the District Court rating the judges that were then sitting on the court, and of course
you were a relatively new judge, and that you had overall pretty favorable input, but the overall
ranking the Oregonian assigned to you was influenced by some particularly negative evaluations
coming out of the U.S. Attorney's Office at the time. I haven't seen the article, but according to
Stern the Oregonian mentioned that fact, saying something like "Judge Redden's ratings are
lower than they would have been, except for one opinion coming out of the U.S. Attorney's
Office."

JR:

I don't recall that. They weren't ranked. I mean, they sent out a questionnaire to every
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attorney in the state and asked for a response from them, whether or not they'd ever been inside
of a federal courthouse or courtroom or knew any of us or didn't. There were probably five or six
hundred responses, I guess, when none of the judges, not even the ones that had been here for 20
years had seen that many lawyers, but in any event, it wasn't a ranking, but what they did do is
ask for comments and then put those in quotes, and they had comments from the defense bar and
comments from the prosecution side, and one of the comments to mine was—it was really
funny—"There's no limit to what he," that being me, "no limits to what he would do to get a
defendant off," or to "thwart the government," or something like that. All the other comments
were benign; that was certainly the most critical and maybe the only critical one that was made.
I recall that Charlie Turner was away, he was at a meeting or on vacation or something,
and he got back to town and the folks in his office told him about the statement being made, and
he did call me and said he wanted me to know—because somebody had attributed, maybe in the
press or maybe it was just gossip—that he was the one that sent that in, and Charlie assured me
that he was not, and I knew he was not. I think that the press thought that because of some of the
rulings I made or whatever that Charlie and I were opponents or something, but we respected
each other than and are still friends. I still have correspondence from him. He's retired and living
in Washington, and we're both baseball fans and exchange correspondence and talk to each other
and so forth. But I knew that he hadn't made that comment.
One of the problems with that poll and that kind of a poll is that, as I say, it goes to every
lawyer in the state, and so there were prosecutors who tried cases in my court that were not
federal prosecutors but were state prosecutors, came over from the state during the great opening
volleys of the war on drugs and they tried drug cases over there, and I chided one of them in
court in front of the jury during closing argument for comments he was making, and I did it
because I thought if I did not the case would be reversed if there was a conviction, and it would
have been, and the Court of Appeals mentioned that I cured the error by my comments. And I
always thought it was probably that guy, but I don't know. It could have been anybody.

MO:

I think the quote was something to the effect that you were prejudiced and that you would

do anything possible to decide a case along the lines of your prejudice or something like that.

JR:

It was something like that. It caused more laughter than anything else.
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MO:

But is it indicative at all of the intensity of the Loud Hawk case that Charlie would

actually go out of his way to call you to dispel this rumor?

JR:

Well, because of the intensity of the case people thought that he made it. He did make

one comment publicly to the press before that. I made one ruling, and a reporter asked Charlie
about the ruling, which was adverse to the government, and he said something to the effect,
"Well, we're not all happy campers over here," meaning in his office. That's the first time I'd
heard that phrase. I thought that was a fair comment. I knew they weren't, but that wasn't the
point. But it wasn't a vindictive comment, but I think some people took it at that and thought
there was some real friction going on there, and there wasn't. When I ruled either way, for or
against somebody in that case, somebody got angry because everybody was really gung-ho, and I
ruled against both sides frequently and did not make them happy campers.

MO:

Well, you said you ruled against both sides, and I guess you had a lot of opportunity,

from the sound of things, because Ken Stern admits in his book that part of his strategy was just
to bury you in a mountain of paper-work, of motions of various kinds.

JR:

To annoy Charlie Turner, and it may have annoyed Turner, but it did not help the

defendants. I think a defendant makes a big mistake doing that because somewhere in that pile of
motions there might be a good motion and a significant motion, and if you buy it with a pile of
nonsense, it's not going to get the attention you want. What lawyers do to remedy that, of course,
is file all this mountain of stuff, require the judge to read through it, and then come into court and
say, "Well, we have one serious motion here, Your Honor," and that is not a good way to start
the day.

MO:

Not necessarily something the judge will look favorably on, eh?

JR:

That's right. Absolutely not. You know, the lawyer wants to annoy the appointment, but

he's got to think, "This might annoy the judge."
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MO:

Well, maybe we've just about put that one to bed. Do you have any other final comments

on the Loud Hawk case?

JR:

No. It was an interesting plea agreement. I forget the details of it, but as a part of the

agreement Dennis Banks—and it was the first time he had been before a Court in the District of
Oregon on this case, he had not even been arraigned, but he was represented and arraignment
was waived and there were no legal problems about it. So he appeared in court to enter his plea
of guilty, and he wanted to make a statement, which of course anyone pleading guilty would. So
in this case it was a lengthy statement and he took the witness stand, and it was transcribed, and I
gave a copy of that transcript to the Historical Society. It was a very interesting statement, quite
eloquent, and summed up his views of it.
And then it was over. And I forget just how many years, ten years or so since the incident
before it was over, and it sure ended in a whimper, and I don't mean his statement, rather than a
bang.

MO:

Actually that was an interesting aspect of the case now that I think of it was that I guess

earlier part of the reason Banks wasn't appearing was because there was a feeling that he might
be in danger if he appeared, I think—in danger of extradition to South Dakota where people
thought —

JR:

That was way back in the beginning of the case when I was not a judge. I was Attorney

General or perhaps even Treasurer. It was when it first started, and there were demonstrations up
here by the group—it had a name, but I forget what it was—that was backing the defendants,
citizens and so forth, held demonstrations outside the courthouse. Bob Straub was Governor, and
he made the public statement that he would not extradite, and it was all because they feared that
if he would extradite one or more of the defendants—and again Dennis Banks was the key—to
South Dakota, he would be assassinated by the governor or something. It was really pretty
dramatic stuff. That statement really got things going, and he received both praise and criticism
for the position.
Then the governor down in California got involved in it, too, and he got in a beef with
[William John "Bill"] Janklow, who was then and I guess now the Governor of South Dakota.
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MO:

Oh, he's again the Governor?

JR:

I think he is the Governor again, last I heard. But in any event, it got to that level of the

governors whaling away at each other.

[End of Tape 25, Side 1]
[Tape 25, side 2 BLANK]
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MO:

This is a continuation of the oral history with Judge James Redden on November 6th.

JR:

Malcolm, as I said earlier, was able to do what not many people can do; he can sort of see

what it's going to look like in his mind, and that helped in the selection of art, which there's a
percentage you're required to do, and rather than get something outrageous, why, some of it is
pretty funny. There are inscriptions and quotes all throughout the courthouse, inside and outside.
Primarily, as far as the judges are concerned, the courtrooms themselves are courtrooms
where you can hear everything and see everything. The vision, and we did this by computer first
and then in sample make-believe courtrooms and so forth, everyone in the courtroom can see the
judge, and the judge can see everyone in the courtroom, and that is not the case in most
courtrooms, where one or the jurors can't see the judge, or the judge can't see all the jurors
without leaning over, or people get out of sight by simply standing up. And the sound in the Gus,
you know, those huge beautiful courtrooms—nobody can ever afford to build those again, but
the sound is terrible, people had to yell and use microphones, and the sight lines were not very
good. Beautiful courtrooms; they never will build them like that again. That was built at the
beginning of the Depression, back in the early '30s, and it was built for something like a million
dollars.
But this courthouse has been a great success. We still have courtrooms that aren't used
yet because we don't have that many judges, but because judges who go senior, like myself, stay
and work, they will fill up as judges go senior and stay here and continue to work, and eventually
when the Senate gets around to it a new judge comes in and uses one of the new courtrooms.
Judge Jones went senior, and his replacement will probably be within the next year, and as I
understand it the last vacant courtroom and chambers will be used by then. Then of course
nobody will go senior for a long time, although we're entitled to another position, and so it will
soon fill up.
Congress got so upset over the number of courthouses that were being built that they
went back to the ten-year plan, so now we're back to the situation where they build a courthouse
that will suit your purposes for ten years; of course, it takes about three to five years to build
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them, so that gives you about five years before you have to look around. But anyway, that's
Congress. We got in under the 30-year plan, in that window, and the taxpayers, especially the
future taxpayers, will be very grateful. They won't know it, but they'll be very grateful.

MO:

It seems self-defeating if Congress is concerned about the expense of new courtrooms to

—

JR:

Well, you know, they have to consider the politics and we don't.

MO:

You said that the GSA came up with the idea for the new courthouse and even identified

the piece of property here in Portland.

JR:

It was surprising because there's a whole process you have to go through to select the

property, and this selection was one of the two best, or three best. I think that was pretty obvious,
but still in all you don't pick it in advance. This is the first time anyone can remember that it
wasn't the judges of a court that said, "Hey, we need a new courthouse."

MO:

Do you know how that happened to be, that the GSA took the initiative?

JR:

I don't know. We read it in the paper.

MO:

You mentioned also that part of the trepidation was because of the GSA's reputation. Was

that because of what you said a little bit ago about how there had been a history of judges in the
GSA not getting along?

JR:

That's right, and a lot of other things go into it, too. You have to get the support of a

legislator, and the legislator may be 100 percent for it or may not really be—some of the
buildings that went up in the ten years before this one was built were really, you've got to say, a
waste of money. There was one that was built in Springfield, Massachusetts, where I was born
and grew up, and I occasionally go back there, and I went back there once and, lo and behold,
there's this new federal courthouse. It was built in sort of a renovated area of downtown
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Springfield, and I was anxious to see it, or interested in seeing it.
So I went in, and I was appalled. First they had some art out on the lawn that looked
really like it came from a junk yard, and I went in there and I talked to the judge and talked to the
people that worked in the courthouse, and there were sliding panels, you know, like you see in
restaurants—it was terrible, and I asked them what happened. I guess they had to move out of the
fine old courtroom they had that was ancient, and then they cut the budget, and I don't know
what happened, and the judges had nothing to do with the construction of this courthouse, I think
mainly because they were all way up at the other end of the state in Boston, except for the one
judge down in Springfield, and so GSA sort of went on its own, and when budget cuts came,
they cut there.
During the course of our conversations about building this with GSA in the early days,
they were asserting their position that "We are the landlords, we're the ones that build it, and you
just rent it." Then we gave our side of it, saying, "We're not trying to build a palace, we just
want it to work, and the last thing in the world we want is something like the dump they built in
Springfield, Massachusetts."
One of the guys said, "Oh, no, we'll never build another one like that." So I thought, "I
was right."
So now they're going to replace the courthouse in Springfield, and there it sits in a prime
spot downtown and they'll turn it into a federal building where federal employees will have to
work.
But you can make those mistakes, and that was what we were concerned about, and we
wanted to have our input. And GSA came out of this as happy as we did. There's been a lot
written and said, and I don't think that it means much to very many people, but that this was a
combined process and a working arrangement between the landlord and the tenant about building
a building for the tenant that probably had never happened before, but we all hope it will happen
again because it's a good way to do it.

MO:

I was going to ask, do you think it will be a precedent, then?

JR:

I think so. I think if the courts go to GSA and say, "We want to do it that way"—and I

don't know if that's happening or not. It didn't speed anything up, but it sure kept the relationship
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going. There were disputes, of course, all along. We were well into it when they announced that
they were going to take a floor away, and this building is not as tall as it started out to be by one
story. We were sort of upset about that, but we talked about it and figured they were probably
right that if they build another story they'll be criticized because it will take that many more years
for it to be used as a courtroom, and this will give us as much time as we need, and so that's
something that we agreed to. When you do that, you say, "We'll agree to that, but —"
We wanted to build a model courtroom so we could work on this project, and they were
opposed to that. They finally built it out of plywood out at the airport, which was what we
wanted, and it cost $10,000, and they thought, "We'll just criticized by the press for building a
plywood thing for $10,000 to see what it looks like and then tearing it down," but we prevailed,
and they did it, and then we sent out press releases and the reporters came out and we took a look
at it. Sure enough, I looked over in the corner and the reporters that were there were surrounding
this guy from GSA, and they were asking why the money was spent, and this guy explained
exactly why; you know, the money we will save by the mistakes we've corrected. Those
reporters went away and we got a great story out of them. It was a good idea. Sometimes you do
have a good idea.
It turned out to be a pleasurable experience for GSA and for the judges, and more
important, we got a great product. It's a courthouse that looks good, is good, and works. It works
very well, and it will be here, absent war, for a hundred years. So it's well worth the investment
we made.

MO:

And it was named after Senator Hatfield. Was that sort of a foregone conclusion?

JR:

To no one's surprise. We were not allowed to discuss it with him until after he became

ex-Senator.

MO:

Well, there's been another courthouse story in your life. Was it just a week or two ago

that you went down for the dedication of the courthouse —

JR:

No, the ceremony there was a couple years ago. It's been the James A. Redden

Courthouse for several years now.
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MO:

Oh, I see.

JR:

What they did is a project of upgrading the building, which was built in 1915, a fine old

building —

MO:

And we're talking about a building in Medford now; is that right?

JR:

Yes, courthouse in Medford. Used to be the courthouse and post office. They almost shut

it down, but then they needed a full-time magistrate down there—again, the criminal calendar,
and then we have an Article III Judge, a District Court Judge, who goes down there on a regular
basis from either Eugene or I go down sometimes from Portland. The business is there. So they
renovated the courthouse, rededicated it and named it, and we had a ceremony several years ago.
They did everything but revamp the courtroom, and they're now in the middle of doing
that. And by that I mean they're going back to what it was originally. Some years back, for
reasons unknown to anyone that's living now, they decided that the courtroom was inappropriate,
and they tore out the old bench. It was centered in the courtroom itself, like old courthouses
were, and they put a huge bench up there which takes up almost the entire well of the court. It
still worked very well because it's a small courtroom, but anyway, they decided they would go
back to the way it was, and so that's the project now, and there will be a dedication of the
courtroom. It was supposed to be November 1st, but it's put off until sometime in December
when the project is completed. But the name change and so forth was a couple years ago.

MO:

When did you first her that you were going to be honored by having your name on the

courthouse?

JR:

I knew that Senator Hatfield was going to put in the legislation, which turned out to be

pretty interesting, too.
What happened was I had a judicial assistant then by the name of Julia Plumber, who was
a very close phone friend with Senator Hatfield's secretary or major-domo, and Governor
Hatfield and I were acquainted and friendly, but in any event, I used to tell Julia Plumber, who
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would never have lived in what she considered to be redneck Medford in her life that as soon as I
went senior I was going to move back to Medford and we'd all move to Medford, and we'd all try
cases at the James A. Redden Memorial Courthouse, and it got to be going joke with us, and she
wasn't going to go to Medford, and you know, this sort of thing.
Also, I was exchanging correspondence with a friend of mine back East who had been the
former mayor of the city and a candidate in various political endeavors, Tommy O'Connor. So I
was corresponding with him over the years maybe about once or twice a year, and finally he
wrote me a letter bragging about how there was a Thomas J. O'Connor animal shelter built, and
so I said, "What an honor to have something named after you," and I'd send him mail addressed
to the Thomas J. O'Connor animal shelter and so forth, and he wrote back and said, "Well, you
don't have anything named after you." So this was going back and forth.
So Julia suggested, unbeknownst to me, to my clerk when the project came up to do this
that they ought to change the name, and Julia later told me that she and Hatfield's secretary sort
of connived over it. So I think Hatfield and I perhaps were among the last to come up with this
bright idea.
But in order to get the bill through, it had to be put in anonymously, and it was a
paragraph in a bill that must have been an omnibus budget bill to get that through because things
were so partisan then, and everybody was mad at everybody, that he didn't think he could get that
bill through the House if it was his bill. He had some people in the House that were mad at him
or something.
But anyway, it's quite an honor. It's a little embarrassing, but it's really nice. People may
walk by there and think, "Who the hell is James Redden?" That may be true, but I know.

MO:

Well, Judge, maybe we can save any other topics for a final wrap-up meeting.

JR:

Okay.

MO:

Thank you.

[End of Tape 26, Side 1]
[Tape 27 MISSING]
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MO:

This is Michael O'Rourke for the Oregon Historical Society, beginning an interview

today, January 14 with Judge James Redden. Today's interview is taking place in the United
States Courthouse in Judge Redden's chambers.
We have on our agenda today, Judge, to talk about some of the environmental cases that
you've heard under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, I guess. It turns out these cases are relatively
recent cases, the two we were going to discuss today. The first one was brought in '98, I
believe—or maybe that was the date of your opinion.

JR:

The case was filed in 1996, the Hells Canyon Alliance versus the U.S. Forest Service,

coupled with a lawsuit by the Hells Canyon Preservation Council versus the Regional Forester,
and these cases, as I say, were assigned to me in 1996 when it was first filed, and I discovered
then that Judge Stewart and Judge Panner had had the same case. It had been filed and first
Stewart dismissed it as not being ready, and Judge Panner did the same thing when it was filed
again. These cases that time were filed by the rafters who wanted the Forest Service to come up
with a plan, and they were insistent. Of course their hope was it would just limit the use of the
river during the appropriate season to rafters and not to any motor transportation.
They were both dismissed because the matter was still under consideration by the Forest
Service. They had been through so many studies of this and appeals, and people contributed, and
then at the last minute, why, the director—on three occasions, I think, three different directors,
said, "Well, we'd better take another look at this."
So when they filed it for the third time, I got the case, and I dismissed it, but I kept
jurisdiction over it. I began to get a little gruff, particularly with the Forest Service because I
couldn't see any reason why they couldn't come up with a plan. I didn't much care what the plan
was, as long as they came up with a plan because filing a lawsuit is a pretty expensive business.
It was filed again, and I had jurisdiction, so I kept it, I think at least three times until
finally it was filed in Idaho by the motor boats because I don't think they liked my attitude, and it
was filed there and Judge Lodge from Idaho called me and said, "This is yours." I said, "Okay,"
so then the rafters filed and we consolidated those two, and that's the case that went up to the
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Ninth Circuit.
It wasn't an enormously difficult case, but I've always noticed if there's any really hard
feelings involved or, you know, people are adamant about their position, the older that case gets,
the worse it gets, and it just is very hard for people to come together and agree on anything, but it
seemed to me when I first got the case that the Forest Service had already said—matter of fact
they had picked an alternative which did say that they could split the time on the river, that all
the motor boats wouldn't be kicked off the river, but there would be a window, that is, a period of
time I think of three weeks, during the rafting and boating season where no motorized craft
would be allowed. That didn't sound too unreasonable to me because the earlier plan was to
throw the motor boats off the river entirely, which I never thought made sense.

MO:

Although up to this time the motor boaters had free access to it?

JR:

Free access, yes, and of course the increase in the use of motor boats really had created

some problems there.
On the other hand, the Forest Service didn't even realize there were a lot of places along
the river where people lived or had businesses and could not reach them in any other way except
by motor boat, so they needed to do a lot of thinking. Also, the legislative branch got involved in
it because both sides, rafters and motor boaters, had some political clout, and in particular,
according to what I read in the paper, the motor boaters had the greater clout, and their
congressmen would help out and sort of growl at the Forest Service—and this I'm gathering only
from arguments made in my court, and also articles I read not knowing I'd ever get this case.
So I thought the best thing to do was to keep jurisdiction and just urge them in the
strongest terms to come up with a plan. They finally did, and both sides objected. When I ruled,
they both appealed, and the opinion issued and has ended it.
The law that it created on wild and scenic rivers encouraged the defendants in the next
wild and scenic rivers case that I got, which was a cattle case in Eastern Oregon—I made a
ruling requiring the BLM to file an environmental impact statement, and that was appealed by
the BLM and by the cattlemen, and that appeal was subsequently dropped because the language
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and in the Hells Canyon case is what the cattlemen told me
when they dropped their appeal, that they felt that that language was the law of the Ninth Circuit
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and that their appeal would be unsuccessful.
That was a difficult case, too, because we had a situation where there were cattlemen
over there who had been on federal lands for as long as their memories, I mean their families for
years back had had these rights, and along came Congress with this new rivers act, and they were
all assured that it wouldn't affect them because they were already established, and of course the
language of that act is very broad, very sweeping. I was surprised that a lawsuit hadn't been
brought earlier, but this was a very remote area, and although there was some rafting on it, it
wasn't that extensive. The weather's pretty rugged up there, and the season was very short, and
I'm speculating that that's why an action was brought for many years. But when this action was
brought, it immediately created some hard feelings on the part of these cattlemen and the
Cattlemen's Association then of course got involved, the government was the original defendant,
because they were trying to take their livelihood away from them, and you know, for years and
years it had been thus-and-so and so-and-so. Of course the environmentalists weren't concerned
about that. They took the attitude these people had been using government land for free all these
years, it was about time, and blah, blah, blah. They were at each other pretty good.
It wasn't a happy ending for anybody, but there is presumably an environmental impact
study going on now, as I ruled the government should have done before they imposed the rules
that they did.

MO:

And that was one of the grounds that the environmentalists brought the suit under was

that they were required to file an EIS.

JR:

Right, and the government took a position, no, they didn't have to do that, and I think

they were wrong. Anyway, I so ruled, but then it was going to be they said five to seven years,
and I said, "Well, in the meantime why don't you work out some arrangement, because otherwise
I'm going to have to enter an injunction telling everybody what to do."
Well, the government just absolutely refused, and the Cattlemen's Association absolutely
refused, and the plaintiffs were willing to do so, but I don't know what they were discussing at
that time, but the government was determined that it would not. So I just said, "Okay, let's have
your arguments," and they briefed it, and then I imposed an injunction. I think it filed it and then
gave them an opportunity to see if they could get together on that, and there were extensive
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negotiations. Most of the negotiations were done in this building, and I saw them frequently, and
they worked out a plan based upon my plan, my injunction, and then we went over it, had several
oral argument and went over it bit by bit by bit, and I tried the best I could to enforce the law, as
well as not carry it so far that some cattlemen would have to sell their property or give up their
land, when basically an environmental impact statement might have allowed them to do it, and
might yet allow them to do it. So I think everybody was unhappy, as everybody was unhappy in
the boating case. So I guess I must have been mostly right.

MO:

I read the three opinions that you sent me, and it looked like you had upheld a complete

ban on grazing because they couldn't get together?

JR:

On certain areas, yes. That's right, and I think that is what they negotiated long and hard,

and I understand that there's a lot of differences among the parties that were not set forth in the
lawsuit, and part of the duty of the mediator in that was his silence, and that these were not secret
negotiations, but they were confidential negotiations, and that if I had known the basis for many
of the negotiations, it might affect my opinion, and they were at least concerned about that. So I
know that those negotiations were hot and heavy and went a long time, but I don't know just
what problems presented themselves. But I think as in the Hells Canyon boating case, I think you
find, and particularly in the cow case, as we called it, the government and the Cattlemen's
Association in that case were the defendants and that was because of course the government had
the right to tell those cattlemen just what they could and couldn't do even before this lawsuit was
filed, and I think over three years there animosity had grown between those two groups, and I
think that the cattlemen were very effective in holding off the government. They worked very
closely together in the lawsuit and both took the same side without ever saying anything in court
that would give me any reason to think it wasn't a true love affair, but I don't think it was a true
love affair.
It was an unlawful lawsuit, very difficult because the people over in that part of the
country are very independent, and although they rely heavily on the government, as we all do in
the West, why, they're not all that fond of the government. So any time the government does
something that they disagree with, they tend to get pretty upset, and in these cases you can see
why because it affected their very livelihood, and it affected it in a manner in which the
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cattlemen and the motor boaters just thought, "Here come some environ-mentalists who are
going to tell us how to change our lifestyle, and these evil federal courts are going to allow them
to do it, and it just ain't right," and I can certainly sympathize with that position because I know
that's exactly what I would think if I were in their position.
But you know, Congress passes these laws and then we all have to live by them.

MO:

This whole field of environmental laws has become so much more important in recent

years, I think, partly because of acts like the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Clean Air Act
and so forth. Do you think that Congress has done a good job or a not-so-good job with respect
to drafting this legislation?

JR:

I think they've done a pretty good job. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act goes quite far, but

it is not too ambiguous. Some of their acts that they pass they've compromised, and you know,
for the lawyers and the judges to sit down and figure out what they meant is just like flipping a
coin, but this legislative scheme is good. I don't think anybody like Congress can know what the
effect of an act like that will be unless they went to every area they were talking about and saw it
and realized what would happen and who would be displaced, and of course they can't do that.
The objective of this was to maintain these wild and scenic rivers, basically in that pristine state
and just exactly where it was. That was their intent, and I'm sure they thought they were pretty
noble about it, but it hasn't been successful in being able to do that because practical things
interfered with that. But it does have a very strong impact on a very few people, and sometimes
their livelihood, though frequently not as much as both sides would represent.

MO:

There was one calculation in one of your opinions that there was an income loss to the

cattlemen as a result of being denied this grazing area of about $692,000, but that that only
represented a quarter of a percent of the total livestock revenue in the county, so it didn't seem
like it was a very large impact, but I suppose it was a large impact if you were the farmer who
suffered it.

JR:

Oh, yes. You bet.
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MO:

Also, the Fort McDermot Indian Tribe got into this, too? [Fort McDermitt Paiute and

Shoshone Tribe] I mean, they didn't officially enter the suit, I guess, but they wrote you a letter
or something?

JR:

I'd forgotten that. Yeah, they wrote that letter on the side of the cattlemen because I think

they leased some property to the cattlemen, and this would affect them. But this sort of came, I
think, as an afterthought by the Cattlemen's Association to throw them into the mix. They had no
standing, so they had very little say. But that's another example of, you know, when Congress
passes something like that they don't realize the counties' involvement, tribal involvement, and
they just say, "Well, there are just a few cattlemen there," like they didn't count, all in the name
of doing the right thing, which is the preservation of these rivers. I think we'd all have to agree
on that except when it happens to us, but that we have pretty much destroyed a great part of our
heritage, and there's enough left, though, to be worth saving, and that's what we ought to do.

MO:

Was it because of your personal interest in these suits that you held onto the jurisdiction?

JR:

No. Matter of fact, they are never pleasant cases, but I thought that if a judge dismissed it

but kept jurisdiction, that I could make the Forest Service come up with a plan and they did get
the impression that it was a matter that needed resolution.
The first plan that they came up with seemed like a pretty good idea to me, it was a
compromise between the parties, so I said, "Why don't you revisit that?" But of course every
time they revisit something they have to go through all the hearings process and appeals process
and citizen input and all those things that take months and months and months, so no matter how
fast they resolve it, it is not going to be resolved fast.
So I kept the pressure on, and that was very annoying to the motor boaters. They were
offended by that because delay and no action was the best thing for them. They liked things the
way they were, the status quo, and of course the floaters were just the opposite, they were
outraged by delay. So there were a lot of hard feelings.

MO:

Just another footnote on the Indians' intervention on the cattle grazing one, they also

made a claim, which you in your opinion said you found to be meritless, that somehow or
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another the elimination of grazing would adversely affect sacred burial sites. Do you recall that?

JR:

Oh, I just have a vague recollection of that. I haven't read those opinions in many, many

years, but I do recall thinking it was sort of a futile effort on the part of the tribe, and maybe a
half-hearted one.

MO:

I was wondering if they had an argument to support that.

JR:

I couldn't find one.
There's a great story about that case. When I first got it, the boating case, I told them that

I wanted both sides to know, and you can ask me to recuse if you want to, but I want you to both
know that I am a river rafter and I love it, and I've rafted the Rogue and I've rafted the Snake,
from Hells Canyon on down on that particular section. And when I've rafted the Rogue and when
I've rafted the Snake, there have been motorcraft, including jet craft on that, and I want you to
know that I thought they were very noisy, but I also thought that they were a good idea. On the
Rogue River they have those jetcraft, and one of the games is you raft out as the jet boat comes
down with all these poor innocent passengers on there, and as they drive by, why, you get a
bucket and you throw water up on this jet boat and you get some of them wet, and they get
outraged and the jet boat takes off and then turns around and comes back, and by that time you're
paddling as fast as you can to get to the shore but you never make it, and then they do a sweep
and they drown you, I mean, it's just awful. And it's just sort of a game that developed.
And on the Snake, when you come upon a boat, why, it just sort of slows down and goes
around you, and they had all the rules. And I said, "Although I prefer rafting, I have been on a
jet, and I notice that when I see jets go by, there are a lot of senior citizens on there that
otherwise would never get to see it. So you people who are wealthy enough or strong enough or
young enough to hire a rafting trip would get it all to yourself, and these other people would
never ever see it, and I think it's worth seeing by anybody. So I'm prejudiced against both of you.
Now, you want to recuse me?" And they didn't. I tried.

MO:

What about some of the people involved with the grazing case? There was Christine

Olson from the U.S. Attorney's Office here in town?
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JR:

She did not appear in the case. The pleadings always have whoever happens to be the

U.S. Attorney because the U.S. Attorney's Office represented them. I think Tom Lee was the
lead lawyer in both of those cases.

MO:

Any interesting stories come out of the courtroom that you remember?

JR:

Not that they've told me yet.

MO:

Okay. Also named in the suit were people like Bruce Babbitt, but I assume he didn't

appear?

JR:

No. Oh, no. They always have to name the head of the Bureau of Land Management or

the Department of Interior and name the head of each. Somewhere along the line Bruce Babbitt
was the Interior Secretary.

MO:

Why do you think the BLM was so aligned with the cattlemen's interests in this suit?

JR:

Well, I don't know that they were, but I do think that over the years, given the budget

constraints that they have, they had very few personnel that could wander that range, and if they
wanted to make the cattlemen do something that would cost them some money, they'd get
resistance, and there really wasn't much they could do. Those cattlemen had the legislative
branch on their side, the congressmen from over there and the Senators, generally speaking. I had
a sense that that was what was going on, and also in order to make the decision we had to go
through the record, and the record included all sorts of correspondence about everything,
including reports that somebody on the ground would file with the BLM, one of the rangers, and
say, "I suggested to the cattlemen they do thus-and-so, and they in effect told me to go to hell."
They didn't say it that bluntly, but nothing would happen. So I did get the idea that they were sort
of outnumbered and it was not a really major case for them, budget-wise or otherwise, because it
is so remote and there were so few people affected, but that didn't change the law.
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MO:

I guess the Hells Canyon suit went to the Ninth Circuit, and your opinion was affirmed.

JR:

Yes.

MO:

And you just mentioned that that was a factor in terms of an appeal.

JR:

That's what I was told. That case was appealed after they settled the injunction matter,

and then told me later—in one of our telephone conferences we had fairly recently I asked them
where the appeal was, and they said they had dropped that based on the law in the Hells Canyon
case. I've kept jurisdiction over that, and they keep running into problems implementing what
they've agree to do, and they're still quite contentious, but we've been able to work it out.

MO:

Both of these cases came up during the Clinton Administration.

JR:

I think that's right.

MO:

Do you think it would have been any different if it had been under a Republican

administration?

JR:

Oh, in these two particular cases I don't think so. I think that Republican administrations

are more likely to be behind business, which would have been the motor folks, and which would
have been the cattlemen, but in a case like this nationally for a political party they would not
want to get too involved because the stakes weren't that high nationally. Of course we do know
the Bush Administration when they came in has really been very deferential to the western states
and what they as states want to do. That's one position, at least, where the Republican
administration is states' rights.

[End of Tape 28, Side 1]
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MO:

Any thoughts about the future of this type of environmental case in terms of the burden

on the courts? Is it going to become a more important part of the court's business?

JR:

I don't think so, unless there's some new broad act passed that might affect those who are

not presently affected, but we have had a steady parade of environmental actions in the last 20plus years that I've been here. One of the first cases I had, and certainly the first case I got
reversed on, was an environmental case out of Salem, the gypsy moth spraying. But there have
been any number of environmental cases since, and some of the cases in this court have been
extremely important cases, and of course we've all had our fair share of them because we have
just a lottery on how cases are assigned. It's by blind draw, so no one judge gets all
environmental cases.

MO:

In some cases laws passed by Congress—and perhaps the best example in the Northwest

is the Endangered Species Act—that in some cases the consequences have been such
acrimonious fights and have had such potentially far-reaching impacts, such as removing dams
on the Snake and Columbia Rivers, do you think there's going to be a reticence to pass sweeping
environmental legislation in the future, or do you think there will continue to be more legislation
in this area?

JR:

I don't know. I haven't given that much thought, but my guess is that the fight now will be

resisting repeal of some of those acts, like the Endangered Species Act, rather than passing hew
ones. But although there's a lot of opposition against the Endangered Species Act, and against a
lot of environmental laws, there is perhaps an 80 percent backing by poll. That doesn't mean
those people are ever going to do anything about it, but most of the people in this nation are for
preserving the environment, however they want to phrase it, and so I think we're in for
environmental protection, but there is going to be more and more resistance because it just gets
tougher and tougher; when it costs somebody a lot of money, why, we're going to hear about it in
court.
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MO:

Well, we're finished with our list of topics on your career in general and your career here

at the District Court. You've taken senior status now, and I'm just wondering what's going on at
home at this point in your life?

JR:

I still work, oh, every day. I am able to come in a little bit later and go home a little bit

earlier, unless I have a trial going, so I don't put in the hours that I used to put in, but I still work
pretty hard and take a good load of cases and help out other judges and take cases when they get
burdened and try to help settle some cases for other judges. So it's still fairly busy, but I do have
more time to myself.
We have two grandchildren we spend a lot of time with. I have two sons, one of who
writes for the Portland Tribune, and the other is a third-year law student at the tender age of 47.
He enjoys that, and we enjoy getting together and we do at least once a week for lunch and keep
in touch. The family is close, and we see quite a bit of them at home. We sometimes get the
grandkids over on the weekend. We have a little pool at our house—I say little because it's not a
standard size, but it's still very swimmable, so we bring the kids over, and have since they were
barely able to negotiate, and they're great swimmers and they just love the pool. So summertime
especially we see a lot of them. They live in North Portland.

MO:

Both your sons do?

JR:

No, one lives out in Hillsboro, and the other one lives in North Portland, the one with

grandkids. So that's basically my life.
We don't travel very much because of my wife's back. Travel isn't comfortable for her
since she had back surgery, so we don't travel very much, though occasionally I do. At least once
or twice a year I go back to Boston with my sons or go down to Eugene for a football game or
something like that. Last spring I went down to Florida for spring training, and I do have time for
things like that that I never had time for before.
So I do some of that sort of thing, but basically I'm a homebody.

MO:

So are you a bit of sports fan, then?
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JR:

I do enjoy sports. I run on a daily basis still, slower and slower. I don't go any further, but

it takes more time now.

MO:

And do you swim fairly often in your pool, as well?

JR:

I do in the summer, but we don't heat it in the winter and I don't go to any indoor pools.

That's too much trouble.
I have an extended family, too, and we have a family reunion at the coast every summer,
and we're in close communication with our family all over the country: South Dakota, North
Carolina, Florida, Alaska, Washington. So we keep in touch.

MO:

When you said you have lunch with—was it just one of your sons?

JR:

Jim and Bill, both of them.

MO:

Both sons every week?

JR:

Every week. We try to do it at least once a week just to make sure we're keeping in touch.

MO:

And Bill's the law student?

JR:

Yes. And he works for the Public Defender while going to law school.

MO:

And Jim was involved in—was it PDXS?

JR:

Yeah, PDXS, he had Bill both were involved in it. Then Bill left PDXS and then went to

law school, and Jim kept PDXS going for, oh, perhaps a year or so after that, and then finally
quit it, and about a year after that, if it was that much, the Portland Tribune started up and he was
hired by the Portland Tribune and he is a senior reporter for them now. Senior staff reporter or
something.
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MO:

Well, during the PDXS days that publication was notable for taking some fairly extreme

political stands on some issues, anyway.

JR:

Right.

MO:

How did you feel about that?

JR:

Oh, I didn't mind. I just told them to change their last names. [laughs] That was a

standard family joke.

MO:

Do you have any civic involvements with organizations around town?

JR:

I don't do much of that. We're somewhat restricted. I do participate at Oregon Food Bank.

A good friend of mine headed up that drive they had to build the warehouse, and I'm on the
board for that, and I really shouldn't be because it's involved with fundraising, and as long as I'm
an active in any way federal judge, I can't raise funds, but I can help in other ways, and I think
that's an excellent cause. In the past I've belonged to several civic organizations, but when I came
up to Portland as a federal judge I did not continue those memberships, and I haven't. As a
lawyer and a political figure, that was appropriate, but not so appropriate as a judge. So I haven't
taken very much part in civic organizations other than the food bank. And as a family we of
course contribute to a lot of these organizations that we're interested in.

MO:

As you look back on things from this point, does any period of your career stand out as

being the most satisfying or rewarding part of your life and career?

JR:

I guess as a trial lawyer, as a legislator, as a statewide political, and as a judge, they've all

had their highlights, and I suppose their lowlights. You don't think of the lowlights; it's the
highlights that you consider, and I've enjoyed every one of them. I think for a political job the
legislature is the place to be, at least it was. In Oregon it was almost a voluntary thing, and I only
stayed two terms because then you have to, you know, go earn a living somewhere, but I got a
James A. Redden, 452

greater feeling of accomplishment out of there than I thought I would. I just enjoyed it very
much, and I think it's because of the working with others, members of both parties, and trying to
get things done. That doesn't seem to be happening too much anymore, but in those days, back in
the '60s, we worked very closely together.
I enjoyed my service as State Treasurer. I learned a lot and got some things done there,
and I enjoyed being Attorney General, and that was a move back toward the law. I left that after
three-and-a-half years of my four-year term to accept President Carter's appointment to this job,
and this has been a wonderful job. Wonderful challenges.

MO:

Any regrets about roads not taken?

JR:

Oh, no. I started with moving from Massachusetts to Oregon. If I said, "Gee, what if I

hadn't done that?" I'd be second-guessing myself forever. But the four of us moved out when the
children were too young to remember it, and it's been Oregon ever since, and we're delighted
with it.

MO:

No regrets about not going for the governor's job?

JR:

No. Those positions have become less and less attractive.

MO:

What about the future? Any plans beyond what you're doing now?

JR:

No. There's always a possibility that something else may come up, but I suspect that I'll

continue being a senior judge as long as I'm making a contribution. Sometimes we have to have
somebody tell us that it's time to leave, but nobody's told me yet, but I've asked all my colleagues
that if they get the feeling I ought to be spending more time at home and less time here, they
ought to tell me. We've all agreed to tell each other.

MO:

One other topic which may not turn out historically to loom as large as it seems to now,

but I had on my list here to throw out a question about your own view of the recent events in our
country, in particular September 11th and the possible erosion of civil liberties as a result. Do
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you think there's going to be any long-term impact on the American system as a result of this?

JR:

I don't know how long term the impact will be, but I suspect there will be. It is being

treated as a war, and every time we've been in a war we've lost some of our civil rights. I forget
who first observed it, but it's a true observation that the first casualty of war is the Constitution,
and this has been no different. In each instance in my memory, which started with World War II
and the incarceration of 120,000 Japanese American citizens, the reasoning has been, "Well, this
is a very different type of a thing." I don't think we'll ever do anything that bad again. There was
no justification for that then. But we're looking again, you know, to foreigners or foreignappearing people who have threatened our freedom, and it's very easy to take away their rights
because they're limited anyway, but it's always a mistake. Unless you want to personally give up
your civil rights, you shouldn't be saying somebody else has got to lose theirs.
I think it's a matter of concern, but this is not a total war against another nation or nations,
and so there isn't that feeling that there was when we were attacked by Japan, and the reaction to
Ashcroft's proposals and the President's proposals was so fast and so strong that I think they
backed away from them. But there are going to be some problems with what we're doing with
the prisoners in Guantanamo Bay. I think we have to have concerns about that because these are
not prisoners of war, and so you can't treat them like prisoners of war. Somebody in the
administration finally said they should be treated as criminal defendants. So then you say, "Okay,
let's give them an appointed lawyer and try them in federal court." Well, they're not going to do
that because they're really not criminal defendants, and they're not prisoners of war, and so what
are they and who are they and what rights do they have?
This is a country that has done an awful lot of preaching to others about civil rights and
how to treat people and justice and do it our way because we're so perfect, and then the world
watches us, and anytime we want to violate our own precepts, we go right ahead and do it. It's
going to create, of course, even more hatred amongst people in the world against us, which is
always unfortunate, though sometimes unavoidable.
I think it's a matter of concern.

MO:

Well, anything else that you can think of—I know it's been a long process—that we

haven't talked about that we should?
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JR:

No, there couldn't be anything left.

MO:

Well, I'm sure that's not true. I have to say that I have very much enjoyed this process

myself, and I want to thank you.

JR:

It's far too long for anybody to read, so I think we're both safe.

MO:

Well, thank you very much for your time and patience.

JR:

Okay.

[End of Tape 28, side 2]
[End of Interview]
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JR = James Redden
MO = Michael O’Rourke

MO:

Interview today with Judge James Redden in his chambers. It’s January 27, 2006. When

we talked earlier, years ago now, we talked a bit about some of your early involvements
involving salmon and treaty rights, fishing on the Columbia River and spilling water over the
dams, etc.; although, maybe we weren’t spilling that much in those days. I know that in the last
two, two and a half years or so this has been an issue that has been very much in front of you
again. And so I wondered if you can talk a little bit about how things have evolved since those
days when you were attorney general here in Oregon and were acting on behalf of the state.

JR:

Sure. That case was United States v. Oregon and others, including the State of

Washington, and it was a case filed and prosecuted by the government for the benefit of the
treaty tribes in the government’s role. And so they filed that case to ensure that the treaty tribes
got their rights under the treaty. The case went on for quite a long time, and is still going on to
this day, but it’s in a different framework now. But, when I became attorney general, they had
just come to what they call the Five-year Plan. And, I signed that, but knew nothing about it
actually because that work had been done by the attorney general prior to it and all the tribes and
all the parties and the United States came to an agreement about apportioning the fish. And that
was a very difficult fight.

MO:

Right. As a matter of fact—
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JR:

The State of Washington was more aggressive, certainly, for or against treaty rights than

Oregon was, but they all finally had to acknowledge that the treaty rights were treaty rights, and
to follow it. That was sort of my theory all along anyway because there was a treaty and the issue
had come up in my campaign and of course you get questioned by folks about it. I always took
that position that the treaty says we gotta do it. You know, if you don’t want to follow the treaty,
you go back to Congress to change it [….?]
But anyway, that case is still going on. I cannot, by law, participate as a judge in that case, nor
can my colleague Owen Panner because he was on the other side. He represented the treaty
tribes. That case is now in the hands of Judge King, and they are still apportioning fish, but the
question of rights of a treaty are no longer up front. That’s been pretty much settled, as I
understand it. But it is still a case to make sure that the tribes get what they are entitled to and
perhaps they’re discussing and no more. But there are a lot of issues that I’m not familiar with,
nor need I be.
But this case that I now have, the so-called salmon cases, was filed way back in the early 80s,
and Judge Marsh had the case. And this is a case brought basically by environmentalists, treaty
tribes and others under the Endangered Species Act. And the plaintiffs are suing the United
States. And the issues basically are, is the United States following the Endangered Species Act,
or is it violating the Endangered Species Act? The Endangered Species Act is a very in-depth
act, I mean, it was passed in 1973, signed by President Nixon at the time, and it is a very detailed
protection of endangered species and that is what the parties are dealing with. In the Columbia
River cases, came along when they put some of the salmon runs in the Endangered Species Act
because they were, and are, and continue to be, endangered species.

MO:

This would be probably 1992 or sometime around that time.

JR:

Yes, somewhere around in that time, and after they were listed, they began to monitor

them and, of course, several of the runs have already gone extinct. The wild salmon are in very
bad shape and declining rapidly. The hatchery fish are the ones in the returns that the
government is bragging about. [MO laughs].
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JR:

It is a real problem and basically the plaintiffs take the position that it is the dams that

are inflicting the most damage and killing the most fish. But if you look at the Columbia River
Basin and look at the dams, the way they are situated and where the public utility dams are
situated all along the way up the Columbia River, all the way up the Snake River, not all the way
up the Snake River, the dams the Columbia River up into Canada. And so it is a problem for the
smolts to get over that dam by going through the turbines. It’s an immense problem for them.
[laughs].

MO:

Right and the dams cause other problems too.

JR:

That’s right. Oh sure. And you know the dams are a great benefit to the public northwest.

The dams are producing cheap power and we are, in this area, addicted to cheap power. And it’s
clean power and has a lot of benefits for the area. And of course the businesses and so forth are
really upset if the power rates are going to go up. And of course anytime we have a spill for the
smolts going into the ocean, into the rivers, Bonneville Power’s […..] hey, you’re really kicking
up the rates. While a little bit suspicious about how much, it’s $75 million here and bazillions
there. But that is the fight and of course, they are saying things like you know we’re going to
have brown outs and so forth. Basically that is not the problem, but it does cost money in a sense,
because they would have generated more power and sold more power if we didn’t spill. There’s
no shortage of power to the folks out there, but Bonneville could, and has in the past, sold
electricity to California.

MO:

Right, which would reduce the rates that they ----

JR:

Yeah, and of course that brings them money and they can pay their debt to the

government and so that’s an argument. And, of course, the plaintiffs say, “But you’re charging
the fish.” You’re saying all of the use, all of the water that doesn’t go through the turbines and
charged up to the fish, but nobody complains about irrigation and farming and recreation and you
know, and it’s the way it is, and so we’ve got all of those people involved in it. There are amicus
on this side and amicus on that side.
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MO:

Oh yes.

JO:

We just went through an injunction proceeding and tried to, and we should have looked

as we go through, but there were thousands of pages, I mean thousands of pages—scientific
evidence and, I mean, it’s just an enormous case. You’ve got to read through all of that to get
there […..] To go back to today’s situation, there’s a conference going on right now or just
concluded perhaps. They call it 2001 something conference where the federal government again,
the spokesman for the administration, has indicated what the next biological opinion will be. It
will be an emphasis on harvest primarily. It’s the Four H’s problem, harvest, hydro, habitat and
hatcheries. The government has not concluded that we’ve been doing too much emphasis on
hydro, which is very expensive and so the must-do is to reduce the harvest. But of course the
treaty tribes cannot be reduced and so this will go to commercial and sports fishermen. Much of
it, harvesting, is out in the ocean and I don’t know quite what the government is going to do
about that.
And then habitat is the other important theory. They are urging now that they buy more habitat,
or are going take better care of habitat, and they’re pretty vague in what has been said so far. But
the habitat in the area, the Columbia River Basin, is very important in terms of famine. So we’ll
be looking at that in the next biological opinion. That they’re going try and not de-emphasize
perhaps the hydro, but if they balance it with others it may be that there’s a way to save the
salmon without breaching any dams. And that’s the question; the plaintiffs basically would want
to do that. The government’s adamant that it won’t happen and of course, no judge can just say
take down the dams or don’t take down the dams, we just work the confines of a biological
opinion. But it is a significant case and very important to everybody in the Northwest in
particular.

MO:

And highly politicized.

JR:

Oh yeah, oh boy, it has gotten very political in the past couple of years. And that’s too

bad. I mean, basically, if they would leave it to the scientists and then the lawyers take a look at
that. Once the politics get in, you run up against somebody who says no and you know it’s pretty
hard to get around it. But the parties are working pretty hard on it. They are collaborating. I
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found that the 2000 Biological Opinion was inadequate and remanded that. And they came up
with a 2004 Biological Opinion, which it seemed everyone’s opinion that it should have been
turned back, and I did turn it back and they are now working on what will be the 2006 BiOp and
the question there is jeopardy. What does it do to the dams? Are the fish the endangered species
in jeopardy? Well, the answer to that is, yes. But then to find out what is causing that—the
government takes the position that it's not the dams. That what we’ve been doing with the dams
has increased the runs of salmon and so we have to go elsewhere. Now if they’re correct, fine,
let’s go elsewhere, but there are so many mysteries about this, we don’t know what’s going on
out in the ocean and the fish were coming in increasingly with runs and the government, of
course, they said, “See.”
It’s sort of that game and we argue about it in the meetings we have. What is going to happen
[laughs] if the runs diminish? Is the government going to take blame for that? Sure enough, the
runs diminished last year, so we don’t know what’s going on out there and you get blamed for
the rain or blamed for the sunshine, but you know, there is just so much that we don’t know
about it. But as long as the Endangered Species Act is in effect, it is the responsibility of all of us
to follow that law. And it may be very expensive, it may never succeed, but the only way we can
succeed is to find cooperation between all the parties in the Columbia River Basin, rather than
have them at each other’s throats. And the collaboration is improving. And I have hopes that this
time they will come up with a biological opinion that will save the salmon from extinction and
I’ve always thought they could, they’ve just got to make some hard decisions. So we’ll see what
they’re going to do. We just had our first meeting on what we call the remand. I’ve remanded the
2004 Biological Opinion and they are now collaborating on what they will do this time. And of
course, we had a meeting the other day and [laughs] you’d think they were still fighting, but
they’re not, they’re collaborating and rumbling and it’s wonderful to watch that many lawyers
and lobbyists gather together. [both laugh] But we’re working on it.

MO:

Mm hmm. And so you’re anticipating that this upcoming biological opinion then will

address some of the problems or some of the failures you’ve seen in the last fall.

JR:

I am hopeful. [both laugh]
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MO:

You are hopeful [laugh], okay.

MO:

Well, in fact, I guess it was maybe the 2004 opinion that you used the word cynicism I

think to describe the government’s approach to salmon recovery.

JR:

I probably shouldn’t have said that, but that’s what I thought. I did say it in the hearing

we had in court towards the end of the proceedings because I felt then, and I feel now, that when
they went to the 2004 Biological Opinion, the approach in that was not sincere and so I thought it
was cynical. Basically, what it boiled down to with all that paper was that the dams were built
before the Endangered Species Act was passed and therefore, the dams have nothing to do with
their decline. And I mean, I didn’t read anywhere in any of the newspapers [MO laugh] that I
heard about anywhere after my decision came out that anyone said I was wrong. I mean they
were like, [laugh] “Oh my god, they what?” I still believe it.
And they backed away from that and you know when I turned to the 2000, I remanded that and
said there are two things you can do and that it basically dealt with habitat and make sure that
what you say is going to happen will really occur. And basically when it got down to it, need a
few dollars to deal with the states, deal with the tribes, deal with people who own habitat and
who are going to have to give it up. They need money to purchase that or to work with the
people and if you go back and you work that out, you’ll have a biological opinion. And they
worked on it for awhile and then suddenly it just, oh well, [both laugh] the dams were there first.
And so that’s used a lot of time and we’ve wasted time. I really believe we have wasted time.
The other hand, you know everybody involved in this has a stand and a position that they must
explain and talk about. I mean we need to have power. We need to have the salmon. We need to
have people be able to use the land along the streams and rivers. But basically, you know, it
takes an awful lot of work because we’ve come this far, which isn’t good, to go back and repair
some of those things. But you know this government’s capable of doing it if they really want to
and if the public really wants them to, we can do it.

MO:

Well, you mentioned that nobody said you were wrong and certainly you’ve gotten a lot

of support it seems like locally, and The Oregonian has published a lot of editorials supporting
your opinions.
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JR:

They’ve appealed. [both laugh] The government has appealed, so they don’t think I was

right.

MO:

Yea, I was going say [laugh] that they have –

JR:

Yea, it’s an opinion that seemed obvious to me and I think it was to a lot of people, legal

lawyers and lay people.

MO:

Yeah, in fact they appealed to the Ninth Circuit I guess and you were upheld.

JR:

Yes, that was on the preliminary, or the injunctions called for a spill because there was no

biological opinion, it was up to the court to decide what the government should do. They did
appeal that and I was affirmed on that. And I’ve entered another injunction and they’ve appealed
that and they’ve appealed my remand of the 2004 and I mean, that’s fine, [laugh] I don’t have to
worry about that, some other judges do that work.

MO:

But these appeals have not been successful?

JR:

Not so far.

MO:

Not so far, yeah [laughs]. Well, the fact that they continue to appeal would indicate that

they think that maybe they can find a legal solution to their point of view.

JR:

Sure, oh sure, there’s a lot of that. If they can find anything that would reverse it and send

it back, why that would be good so they wouldn’t have to take any particular action at all and
you know bog down. But what they have to do while they’re doing that is to work on this one.
And you know, I think the public is ready for it. I think they want them to do it. I think the
spotlight’s going to be on them a little more than it has been in the past, and I think the partners
of this have got to get together and collaborate and see if we can do it. And if we can’t, you
know they have what is called the God Squad. In other words, if there is nothing they can do,
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they can go to what the public has called the God Squad, which is basically the administration’s
cabinet officers who have the right to just say, well there is no other alternative but to let this
endangered species die, go extinct because we just can’t do any other […?]. And that’s pretty
difficult because there’s an awful lot they could do.
One of those things that the plaintiffs insist would be breaching the dams. That’s their theory.
I’m not smart enough to know whether that would save them or not, but it hasn’t been tried yet.
Another thing they can do, and what they have done so far, is introduce legislation to amend the
endangered species act and the amendments—well those filed in the House and past the House
of Representatives—was referred to as a bill that gutted the Endangered Species Act. I haven’t
read it; don’t want to waste my time reading it. I’ll wait and see what passes, but then it went
over to the Senate and the Senate put its own bill in, which was similarly described. But I am
told that both of those bills would have a big effect, a serious effect, on this litigation. And so it
will be up to the [..?] Congress and whoever is the president, if and when it passes. It would be
an interesting situation to say; well the government’s been working on this since 20, 25 years and
hasn’t got it right yet, so let’s get them off the hook with an amendment. They may exempt this
litigation from it or they may just change it so that, you know, there is no Endangered Species
Act as far as the salmon are concerned. And then everybody packs up and goes home, including
the salmon, who pack up and go extinct. [chuckles]. But those are the two other things they can
do. And I don’t know, it’s sort of discouraging at times, but there’s a few glimmers along the
way.

MO:

Well, of course several organizations have taken a look at this problem over the years and

there was, in the mid 90s, I guess the Northwest Power Planning Council.

JR:

Oh, they’re still very active in it.

MO:

That’s right and at that time their fish reports, called for dam breaching. This was in ’95, I

think, and the entire Northwest Congressional Delegation, as well as a few other high profile
folks sent a letter to them saying, don’t issue this.
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JR:

Yes, oh that’s right. There is so much money and power and I’m not talking about

electrical power [chuckles] involved in that area that it is going to be, well as I say, if they
decided to take a look at that, and there have been many, many scientific studies, and
recommend it, and have the court order it or just go to the Congress and say you’ve gotta do this.
We’ve gotta give the money to breach this dam. But that will never, ever happen and the court
order, at least in the present time, I cannot and would not, I don’t think, except under dire
circumstances, order you to do thus and so. At the cost of millions of dollars it would probably
be cheaper than all this litigation [laughs] if they did do it. But you know it’s just, so as long as
that the administration and seemingly […?] certainly the local legislators are adamantly opposed
to even considering it; it’s not likely to happen. There’s a scientific guy who has been very
helpful to the government and in their agencies, Mr. [Don] Chapman who is a scientist and he
has been opposed to breaching the dams for many years. And just about six months ago: “It’s the
only way to go, I’ve changed my mind.” I just say global warming has created just enough other
problems, you know, the warm water that is created by and because of the dams, so he’s
advocating it. And there are a lot of scientists on both sides of it, but there’s not many politicians
on both sides. They’re on one side, [both laugh] they’re on one side.

MO:

I guess, you know, in terms of the kind of impact that dam breaching would have, it sort

of depends on which dam, I guess.

JR:

Oh yeah, and the dams they’re talking about are the four Snake River dams. I mean a lot

of people think we’re talking about tearing down Bonneville Dam or something. [laughs] But
they would be not torn down, but breached. And there have been, as I said, a lot of studies. I’ve
looked into them; I’m just surprised how many studies. The Idaho Statesman had a series of
articles on it a couple of years ago. But, I don’t think, and I haven’t got that involved in studying
them, you know it seems to be there are some problems in doing that. I mean, if you’ve got all
that silt built up, what happens to it? You know, will it be clearly beneficial? And there are a lot
of smart people say yes and a lot of smart people say no, or at least are dubious about it that there
would be benefits to the fish, but there might be more harm.
And then of course there’s the economic fight and that’s what it’s really about, the economics.
These dams, the Snake River dams […?] are giving business to the barges, which is a great
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industry, farmers, irrigators, all of that. And they take a look at their livelihood and say, “I’m
doomed.” There are other surveys that show if those dams hadn’t been built, or if they’re
breached, that there would be a greater industry, and that would be recreation and fisheries.
Everybody has a firm position on this, and I don’t think anybody really knows. But, they’ve
considered in these biological opinions taking a look at the dams. And I think they came pretty
close. Then in 2000, before the 2000 BiOp […?], Clinton was president and I read where he said
no to breaching the dams. Then it came up again in the Bush administration that they were very
strong about it. I mean they just said we’re not even going to consider it and that remains to be
their position. And we have what seven federal legislators and I think we might call them the
“Silent 7,” [both chuckling] only two of them are Republicans, but I think they have voiced their
opinion, but the others have not.

MO:

Mm hmm. It’s dangerous.

JR:

It’s dangerous, I means it’s the, what did they used to call the middle rail, Social Security

is the middle rail of politics or something like that [both laugh] well, dam breaching is about the
same.

MO:

Yea, nobody wants to [laughing] yeah. Well, just recently there’s been the story about

Bonneville. As a result of a bill passed in the Senate is changing where their research dollars go
from the fish passage center to […?]

JR:

The fish passage center had worked for all these years. I wasn’t very much aware of,

there’s so many folks out there working at this and I’d paid an awful lot of attention to them. But
when I ordered the spill—

[End of Tape 1, Side 1]

JR:

—last year, one of their duties was to basically count smolts and compare to years before

when they didn’t have the spill and so forth. Their report was rather, there wasn’t [….?], but they
said yes, this is going to be beneficial to the smolts. And nobody was surprised at that I don’t
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think, except Senator Craig [MO laughs], who said, you’re wrong and you’re fired. And then he
did it in a what has now become the favorite way, you put it in a budget bill and you take it out
of a budget bill and you don’t have any committee hearings or anything else. And that’s what he
did. And of course, the Silent 7 did not object. [MO chuckles] So now they’ve replaced it and
I’m just looking at that today. There’s a couple of newspaper articles about the new group and
the objections from everybody else except the government about it. I think it’s, you know to the
public it must look like, you know, they’re trying to rig the game. But, but I don’t know. It’s
[pauses] I didn’t think there was anything wrong with the FBC’s conclusions. Like any
conclusions, there may have been wrong, or it may have been too much, or not enough, or
whatever. But to fire a bunch of scientists because they came to a scientific conclusion,
especially when they have been at it for all these years, just seemed a little political.

MO:

[laughs] Certainly, yeah. It has a certain whiff about it.

JR:

Yep.

MO:

So you think this going to be something that you’ll continue to have to deal with for years

to come, I assume?

JR:

Oh, yes, I guess so. At this point, I would hate—I volunteered to take this case. Judge

King got the U.S. v. Oregon from Judge Marsh and got this one from Judge Marsh who went
senior and had enough of this case [chuckles]. So he gave them both to King—it was logical, he
was just coming on—to take these cases and he had them for, well I don’t know how long, a year
or two. And I did what I have done on some criminal cases, [when] anyone has some really
difficult time-consuming cases that are just too burdensome, why let me know. He came down
and warned me that this was what it was, and what it is, and what it always will be. Very difficult
case, but he has a pile of other cases, including U.S. vs. Oregon and all other sorts that he just
didn’t have a hole for it. It is very time consuming and the parties make it very time consuming.
And, you know, maybe think they’re going to wear me down and maybe they will [both laugh]
but, anyway, for that reason I took this case.
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MO:

And were you happy to take it? I mean in it that it’s interesting?

JR:

Oh yes, it’s been really interesting, it’s been frustrating and [pauses] but tough cases are

frustrating and you just wonder whether your decisions are very significant [laughs] and you
always got a little wonder about what would happen the other way. I just follow what the law
says and I have to pick between the scientists for one side and the scientists for the other side, to
see which seems to be the best science. [pauses] And I tried last time to apply one of the federal
rules which will allow me to appoint a scientist or a group of scientists that will take a look at
everything at the end and then report to me. Those scientists then will be subjected to giving their
reports of course to everybody, and to be cross-examined, deposed and so forth. The judge under
those circumstances need not follow what the panel says, but, likely would. And that, I think,
is—for a judge at any rate—is sort of comforting if you get to that point where you say, you
know, I never went to school for fish biology [both laugh]. I’m comparing this one, say that one
and neither side, I mean they hire their own experts and their own hired experts come to the
conclusion that they expect. And so we’d say, well let’s get some neutral ones. I suggested that
often to the government and they’d say, […?] lawyer [chuckles] said there are no neutral
scientists in the Northwest on this issue [both laugh]. Well, that’s interesting, but—. So there are
some ways that maybe we can try to work together and get something done, we’ll see.

MO:

Just cut through it all huh? [both laugh]. Okay, well, anything else to say about the cases?

JR:

No, no. [both chuckle]

MO:

Not yet anyway.

JR:

No.

MO:

Well, let’s talk a little about the District Court Historical Society. I understand that is was

Judge Burns who originally came up with this idea that—
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JR:

Yes. I think there were others in the country probably. But yes, he was. He was very

active in the Ninth Circuit Historical Society. And I can remember when I came aboard, he was
pushing this District Court Historical Society and we did get it going. Then it’s been a boon for
the public and for the lawyers who deal with this and for the judges. I mean it’s […?].

MO:

Did you attend that meeting, Judge Burns’ home I guess where they finally decided to

create the organization?

JR:

Yeah, yeah, yeah.

MO:

Do you remember anything about that particular gathering?

JR:

No.

MO:

Okay. [chuckles] And then of course, well the historical society does several things I

guess, they run this oral history program and they also put on the seminars two or three times a
year. Famous cases series. And you’ve been involved in some of those as a panelist, I guess.

JR:

Yea, a participant in the […?] plaque.

MO:

What has that been like [telephone ringing] revisiting cases that you’ve been involved in

in the past.

JR:

Well, you know it’s sort of surprising. They take a very difficult case, go through with it,

it concludes, a couple of years go by, and you go back to visit it and you say, “[…?] did I go
through all that? Did they go through all that?” [chuckles] This Loud Hawk case was very
complex, really complex and not, legally, not the actions that occurred, there was nothing
confusing about them. The defendants were caught with, I think, it was three vehicles that I
recall. Native Americans, they were going from Seattle and the government knew it because they
had them all under surveillance all along. They were going from Seattle to the reservation in
South Dakota, Pine Ridge, carrying explosives and guns; many, many guns and lots of
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explosives [sound of car driving by] for nefarious purposes. And they were supposed to be
stopped in Idaho but an ambitious Oregon State Policeman [MO laughs] stopped them in Oregon
and the case came here, and when the case came here I think I was probably state treasurer,
maybe I’d begun my term as attorney general. I had nothing to do with the start of the case, but it
just turned into a monster, I mean by the time I got it, it was seven years old and nothing had
happened. I mean, they had a trial date and Judge Belloni threw out the bombing counts because
the government had destroyed—photographed and destroyed the explosives because they were
getting old and dangerous. And so he dismissed those counts, and was prepared to go to court on
the gun counts and the government refused to do so, and he said, well if you refuse to do so, if
you’re not there tomorrow morning to proceed with this case, I will dismiss it. And the
government didn’t show and he did dismiss it. And then took years and years to unfold that and
[…?]. [both chuckle] But by the time it ended, I think we were all exhausted and there’s barely a
blurb in the newspaper about it all [both chuckling].

MO:

Well, what was it like to be there in the courtroom with Ed Jones and [I] forget who all

showed up from you know years earlier [chuckles] that were in your courtroom revisiting that
case.

JR:

Oh yes, no, that was interesting. All the attorneys that were involved in it, I got to know

pretty well during the case, I told them that I didn’t think that they were all on their best behavior
[both chuckle] but, they both fought hard. As Rasheed used to say, both teams fought hard. It
was quite a scene when we got everybody together, but then he found out that they were
beginning to talk about the rifts that they had within the defense camp and the rifts which they
had in the prosecutions. [chuckles] They were a little bit […?] in either direction of that, and so
that was perhaps to me the most important part of all that was going on that, you know a judge
would not know the turmoil in the camps of the defendants and within the prosecution about
which way to do it and how to do it. You know there were some defendants that were just doing
anything to obstruct it, or not obstruct it, but to keep it out of court. And others wanted—oh let’s
go try it, we can win this thing. And the government, you know, there was a big dispute it turned
out on dismissing the case as to the explosive counts. And they should have gone to trial, they
would have won the gun counts, they would have had convictions. They would have put all of
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these people in jail, probably for the same amount of time they would have done if they had
convicted them on guns and explosives because the system allows them something like that,
concurrent sentences which would probably been given because the sentences would have been
so long. But, you know that was a decision where there was sort of one of the prosecutors and
the judge were, that turned out, were you know, going by god I’m going take my day in heaven.

MO:

Was that Charlie Turner then?

JR:

Sid Lezak was U.S. Attorney. Yes, that was interesting to see that come out in that case.

That Judge Panner thought that I would be a good one for it and I fought against it. I said,
[chuckling], “you don’t know what you’re getting into.”[laughs] But he prevailed [both chuckle].

MO:

He thought you’d be good for it?

JR:

Huh?

MO:

Judge Panner thought you’d be?

JR:

Well, no, he was the one that wanted to have the session.

MO:

Oh, the session. Oh, yes, yea.

JR:

Have that case be scrutinized, and I knew more about it than he did in the infighting that

was going on and nobody’s really happy to do it, but we commenced to do it. I thought, you
know, they’re all working together. I had meetings with them, you know, and so forth,
everybody was happy. Once they got up there, then somebody would just say something, “Well
yeah, but you—” [both laugh] and away they’d go.

MO:

You mean in the seminar.

JR:

In the seminar, yes.
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MO:

So they were right back fifteen years ago in the courtroom or something [both laugh].

And, I guess you also participated in the one about arguing before the Supreme Court which you
yourself got to do.

JR:

Yes, [laughs] they had Dave Frohnmayer, President […?] there was several of them that

had argued before the Supreme Court and one of them couldn’t be there and I was on the
committee of the Historical Society discussing all this and I never said anything. They had one
other attorney, I don’t remember who it was who was going to do it and he could not do it and so
Panner was saying […?] Well, I said don’t you know I was in the Supreme Court? That was bad,
so I had [MO laughs] […?] because my Supreme Court case was not a very interesting one at all.
It was a case filed by Idaho against the State of Washington and the State of Oregon, with the
basis being they were catching all the fish in the Columbia River between Washington and
Oregon, [and] none of them were coming to Idaho. I forget the term they called it, but when
states disputed something such as that, it goes directly to the Supreme Court and that’s what
happened here and the Governor of Idaho and the Attorney General of Idaho, both of different
parties, had a race to the courthouse to see the first one that [laughs] could file it and take the
credit for such a brave move. [both laugh]

MO:

That was Judge Landrus and I forget the— [both laugh]

JR:

It was quite obvious, but we argued in the Supreme Court that they would have preferred

not to have this case filed.

MO:

Mm hmm.

JR:

They thought off the top of their heads, I’m afraid, that poor Idaho is probably somehow

getting the short end of the stick. We tried to explain to them, “Yes, they’re up here and we’re
down here and there’s a lot of dams in between.” [both laugh]. But, anyway, I started my pitch
and I spent I don’t know how much […?], I don’t know, a hundred questions or something like
that. Finally, one of the justices asked me a question, another justice turned to that justice and
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said, “How can you ask a question like that?” and the two of them started arguing with each
other. [MO laughs] I thought this is the Supreme Court? [both laugh]. I argued a case in the
Supreme Court, sort of. [more laughter].
But I thought that that session was very helpful for lawyers. I mean Dave Frohnmayer argued all
of his cases when he was attorney general; he succeeded me as attorney general. And there were
many, many cases from Oregon going up, and other states, and I usually had criminal cases and I
had the one who handled the case through the trial court, Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals,
Oregon Supreme Court and then appeal it to have the oral argument up there. Dave came in and
thought—and I think he was correct—that it has more impact with the Supreme Court if the
attorney general goes to argue it. And some attorneys general will hire somebody to do it, but he
did it and of course, he was great at that, just excellent at that sort of stuff. And he worked at it
and by then the Attorney General’s Association had a mock Supreme Court room in Washington
where attorneys general could go and argue it. He would go back there a week or two before the
argument, and they would have potential Supreme Court justices bombing them questions. I
mean it was quite a deal and he was very successful. I think he only lost one of six or seven cases
he had up there. Well, you heard him; he was very enthusiastic about it.

MO:

Oh yes.

JR:

Another one of those lawyers, oh I should remember that case, but he was representing I

think a school district for—they take urinalysis to see if the athletes were on drugs, I think that
was the issue.

MO:

Oh, [pauses], Vernonia maybe?

JR:

Yes, Vernonia that was it, and the […?] sued them and that went all the way to the

Supreme Court. And, Vernonia’s school attorney is a young man in private practice who
recommended them, so he tried all the cases and it went to the Supreme Court. “I’ll go to the
Supreme Court.” And he got I don’t know how many letters from lawyers in Washington, D.C.
[chuckles] saying, “Now son, you’d better hire us because you know…” They just thought
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Vernonia doesn’t have that kind of money. [both laugh] It was funny, I mean he went up and did
a great job.

MO:

So, that’s part of the value you see in these seminars.

JR:

Oh yes, yes. I think it’s whether we’ve had some pretty important cases. This case that I

have now, the so-called salmon cases, some day will be up there, but I don’t think I’ll [chuckles]
be alive when it’s finished. [both laugh].

MO:

Well, let’s see, you were involved in one other presentation as a participant, which

[pauses] that was, we talked about it beforehand, it was….

JR:

Well, let me see. We had the treaty rights.

MO:

Oh, the treaty rights, that’s what it was.

JR:

That was the U.S. v. Oregon that I was attorney general.

MO:

Right, right, which we’ve already talked about.

JR:

That was quite a presentation and Judge Belloni had died by then, had passed away.

MO:

That’s right.

JR:

And it was a tribute to him. He handled that case for many years and when I came

aboard, why he dumped it on me (MO laughs]. I couldn’t handle that case, but he—[pauses] that
was really interesting what he went through, including signs on his lawn and everything because
he was going with treaty “Injuns” […?] and the sports fishermen were furious and [MO
chuckles] you know, it wasn’t that long ago, but boy, [both chuckle], what a difference.
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MO:

Yes. So the seminars obviously are—I mean attorneys come to and observe and then

they’re directly, you know, acquiring some knowledge, I guess, from them. What would you say
about the oral history program, how do you see it’s value in the context of the court?

JR:

Well, I don’t know, I assume that you know all those transcripts are available if and when

anybody wants to either read about that particular judge or that judge was in a case that they’re
interested in, obituaries [both laugh], that sort of thing. I think oral histories are an excellent for
historical societies to collect. And others, not just families should do that [pauses], you know to
sit down and talk to grandma and get it on tape or type it up or something like that. It’s just a
wonderful thing for the family. To do it to public officials for historical reasons is good. We
laughed among ourselves, nobody is going to read the 7,000 page [both chuckle], but it may be
some help to somebody on some case.

MO:

Yes. As I mentioned at the start, I re-read some of the transcript from our interview that’s

what, ten-fifteen years ago now, the original one. And, at least the part about the fish, I found
quite fascinating, I’m sure others would too. [both laugh]. Anyway, I’d kind of forgotten a lot of
what we’d talked about. Well, let’s move on to our final question here. I guess the changes that
we’ve seen in, well, maybe not changes, but the influences is a better way to put it, on the federal
court system in view of maybe routine changes in federal procedure, but also, maybe we’ve
heard a lot maybe recently about the courts being involved in the war on terrorism. There’s been
some questions raised, I guess, about that.

JR:

Yes, Oregon got into that quite early. The first ones of those groups that were arrested

and were convicted or plead guilty in every incident I think, and have gone to jail. The second
case involving the Muslim attorney, which, of course, has become an international case because
of what happened.

MO:

Right, the [Brandon] Mayfield case I guess.

JR:

Yes, and of course the […?] case. And then the [pause] whole idea of the Patriot Act,

which covers this and nobody knows just how constitutional or unconstitutional that [both
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chuckle] may be, but now we have another overlap about well, [chuckles] “I don’t have to go to
the court to get something,” said the president. I read a poll, the public said, “Well, by golly, the
president can do that keep us secure,” [pauses] but it may not be legal, so that gets some
interesting questions. There’s a case Judge [Ann] Aiken has now about the case that was
dismissed of that young lawyer, and they have sued the government, and the Patriot Act is the
issue in that case. And apparently they’re flailing away at that; I don’t know when it will be tried,
but [pauses]—

MO:

So the Patriot Act itself has been challenged in this case.

JR:

Oh yeah, oh yeah, all over the country, and so it’s going to be interesting. I don’t have

any of those cases, and that’s fine by me. [both laugh] But the terrorist case that had to be
dismissed was unfortunate. I’ve read an awful lot, and Judge Haggerty just issued an opinion, in
another case. Which, anyway, she disagreed with the government, actually which is sort of, you
know, we’re all friends, this is just Portland [MO laughs]. We know our U.S. Attorney and the
U.S. Attorneys in the past and they’re fine people, so that it looks like we’ve said “you can’t do
that” [both laugh]. But you know what, they are new laws, new times and we have to get it right.

MO:

Not in your capacity as a judge necessarily since the cases aren’t before you, but do you

have any gut feelings about whether or not some of the provisions in the Patriot Act are, in fact,
constitutional or possibly dangerous?

JR:

No, I haven’t had the case, but I’ve read a lot about it and there’s some I thought would

have passed that it was a terrible and a typical stake for Congress to pass it because it sounds like
a great act and the public wants us to do something, so here it is. None of them had read it. I
think it would be a semi miracle if every part of it is constitutional. It will be tested, and it should
be tested.

MO:

What about beyond our borders on some of the issues that have been risen about

Guantanamo prisoners, et cetera [both laugh]. Do you have any thoughts?
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JR:

I’m reading it and feeling embarrassed, but—

MO: Okay. [both laugh]. Well, you had mentioned at the beginning I guess that another sort of
change maybe in recent times is the number of civil cases coming through your court and other
federal courts.

JR:

Yes, I think our civil caseload is about the same, and I don’t take civil cases anymore

unless I am asked to do so or volunteer to do so.

MR:

Actually let me just break here for one second.

JR:

Okay.

MO:

Looks like we’re just about to run out of tape. I’ll just say that this is a continuation of the

interview on January 27, 2006 with Judge James Redden in his chambers. Okay, go ahead.

JR:

Yes, the civil cases I take now are exemplified by the environmental cases, which I’ve

taken, which include the salmon cases. As a senior judge, I can take or not take certain kinds of
cases and I do not have a civil caseload automatically given to me. I just do civil cases that I
volunteer to do because they’re time consuming, I can help the more active judges who have a
really heavy caseload and I do the same thing. I take a regular criminal calendar and I take other
criminal complex cases from other judges because I have more time than they do. The one thing
that probably is interesting in a historical sense is the District Court of Oregon’s Drug Court. The
drug courts have been quite active in state courts all across the country, but never in the federal
courts until Steve Wax and some others, public defenders—

[End of Tape 1, Side 2; End of interview]

James A. Redden, 476

