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Preface 

This is a report on an inquiry conducted by F. Fraser Darling, vice presi­
dent of the Foundation, and Noel D. Eichhorn, an associate of the Founda­
tion, into some of the social-political-ecological problems of the national 
parks of the United States. 

The study was made possible by a generous grant from the Old Do­
minion Foundation, for which The Conservation Foundation is grateful. 

While the study and the resulting report were delayed by three serious 
illnesses, the authors' findings arc pertinent to the continuing dialogue in 
and out of government on the use. protection and extension of the Na­
tional Park System. 

Fraser Darling, an ecologist, and Eichhorn. a geographer, exam­
ined the impact of man on the national parks. Their conclusion: the 
national parks now face dangers from within, in addition to the older 
and more generally recognized external pressures for economic exploita­
tion of the parks' timber and mineral resources. These new dangers 
come from increasing number and densities of people, spending more of 
their increasing leisure time in the parks, bringing more of their auto­
mobiles and accompanying paraphernalia into the parks. 

National parks can mean different things to different men. as Fraser 
Darling and Eichhorn note. But if the priceless values of the parks are to 
be enjoyed and sustained today, tomorrow, and for posterity, man would 5 



do well to heed their warnings and recommendations on National Park 
Service policy and administration. Frascr Darling and Eichhorn hasten 
to point out that the Service is already implementing some of the recom­
mendations offered by two official committees which reported earlier. 
This is heartening. 

But more remains to be done — for the parks and people of this na­
tion, and for another reason. Conceived in the United States, the national 
park concept is '"an inspiration to the rest of the world," as Fraser 
Darling and Eichhorn observe. Other nations draw upon the National 
Park Service for policies, programs, and training. Thus for our own sake 
in the United States and for others drawing upon our example, it is 
essential that the very highest national park standards be established 
and maintained. 

In the summer of 1967, William H. Eddy, Jr., of our staff, assisted by 
Leonard Godfrey, began a new Foundation project, under contract with 
the National Park Service, to investigate new horizons in interpretative 
programs in the national parks. Because of its pertinence to the Frascr 
Darling-Eichhorn study, Eddy's preliminary report on his experiences 
in four national parks during the summer is included in the publication 
as a postscript. 

RUSSELL E. TRAIN, President 
The Conservation Foundation 

December 1967 

Early in 1969 it became apparent that a new printing of this report would 
be required to meet requests for it. Frank Frascr Darling and William H. 
Eddy, Jr. were asked for their observations since publication of the first 
edition in 1967. Frascr Darling has supplied a new foreword, which ap­
pears before the original introduction, and Eddy has written a new post­
script, which closes this second edition. It is encouraging to note that each, 
independently, reports improvement and progress. 

SYDNEY HOWE, Acting President 
May 1969 6 
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Foreword to Second Edition 

Three years have passed since this report was written and nearly two years 
since its publication. It is inevitable that there should have been change in 
that time and that national park policy should have bent itself to the prob­
lems of the day, some of which were outlined in this essay. 

I do not believe that the criticisms we voiced of national park policy 
were anything new to or unappreciated by the National Park Service, and 
it would be unwarrantably immodest to suggest that such changes that 
have been made in line with our criticisms and recommendations were the 
result of our travels and report. Rather do I think that such thoughts as 
we crystallized were already in the minds of individuals of the National 
Park Service and were ready to be expressed by the Service as a body. 
Perhaps we helped a little to ease the periodical ecdysis which every pub­
lic service must undergo, and to which the National Park Service was al­
ready developing. The urge was there. 

Political climate is a hazard all governmental agencies have to face. 
Sideline observers like ourselves can advise with pontifical detachment 
that which we imagine to be ideal. The National Park Service has to do 
the job, coping with congressional frosts and the inexorable rising curve 
of tourist visitation. It is my opinion that the Service has achieved a fine 
record of advance in the short time since we wrote and published. 

Biological research in the parks has been much encouraged, both by 9 



outside collaborators, such as the universities, and also by the creation of 
new posts of senior biologists within the Service. This has resulted in a 
surge of enthusiasm in a section of the Service where hope was dying. 
Master plans are showing a marked ecological content. 

1 would go so far as to say that increased ecological participation, 
inside and outside the Service, has provided some of the ineluctable proof 
a hesitant administration needed to firm-up its policy. My impression is 
that direction today is much more decisive and well fortified than here­
tofore, especially in those fields most closely concerned with the preser­
vation of park values. The original directives of over half a century ago 
were made in a different world from ours: half a million visitors to the 
entire system have become a hundred and fifty million, i.e., three hun­
dred times its many. The magnitude of the task of management is fright­
ening, not only on the side of conserving the parks, but in the growing 
awareness of what the national park system means in the maintenance 
of human environmental well-being. 

The number of properties in the system increases and individual 
properties are being enlarged, not just for the sake of making them bigger 
but for wise reasons of ecological diversity and the ecological co-opera­
tion which can exist between one habitat and another. It is one of the 
handicaps of democratic government that what needs to be quite rapid 
and agile action in some situation tends to be slow, ponderous and per­
haps so late as to be ineffective. Purchase of potentially damaging in-
holdings and of ecologically necessary enlargements was subject particu­
larly to suffer from lack of a rolling fund. 

It was with pleasure and gratitude that the announcement was re­
ceived, shortly after publication of this essay, of the creation of the Na­
tional Parks Foundation under Public Law 90-209, as a non-profit, chari­
table, tax-exempt corporation. The chairman was to be the Secretary of 
the Interior, with the director of the National Park Service as secretary. 
The new foundation succeeded to the assets of the former National Parks 
Trust Fund Board, but the new powers of the foundation to acquire prop­
erty for the benefit of or in connection with the National Park Service 
drew forth immediate response. The establishment of the foundation makes 
easier the intentions of such bodies as the Nature Conservancy to acquire 
land and give it to the national parks. 

One splendid example of this co-operative action has been the en­
largement of Haleakala National Park on Maui, Hawaii, by donation of 
4.300 acres on the east side of Haleakala, the Kipahulu Valley. In con­
trast to the relative aridity of the great crater itself, the Kipahulu Valley 
adjoining has a very high rainfall of around 300 inches a year. Its dense 

10 vegctational condition is to all intents and purposes the same as before 



the islands were discovered by Europeans. The tract is an invaluable 
addition scientifically to the national heritage. 

This gift originated in an offer by Laurance Rockefeller to give his 
holdings in the area if the rest could be acquired. The Nature Conserv­
ancy's action followed and, lastly, showing the snowball effect of spon­
taneous, yet constructive giving, the state of Hawaii has offered to give 
5,200 acres of its own adjoining forest land to the park. 

As a bare statement to supplement this spectacular acquisition, it 
should be mentioned that in the four-year period 1965-68, the lands divi­
sion of the National Parks Service acquired 78 inholdings to the total of 
586,224 acres, and 1,282,176 acres of new areas added to the system. 
This is magnificent work. 

In conclusion, I would add that in the years since our survey began 
in October 1962, the environmental crisis has grown and the significance 
of the national parks has increased as an environmental factor in the 
nation. The director of the Service, George B. Hartzog, Jr., has made 
some characteristic, energetic and shrewd statements on the situation. 
He says: 

"Our national parks are comparable to the canary in the miner's cap; a stilled 
voice signaling the presence of death in the mine shaft air. Parks are our early 
warning system. The pressures on them are the same pressures that threaten 
our overall environment. . . . How much are we willing to lose? How far 
down the quality scale will we slide before we decide?" 

The National Park Service is under pressure, but I for one have 
faith in it, insofar as it has power to act. Certainly it must keep its ear 
close to the ground to hear about such developments as the projected jet-
port adjoining the Everglades and the access highway through the park, 
before the wretched scheme becomes as good as a fait accompli. As 
George Hartzog says: 
"The silence of the canary grows deafening." 

F. FRASER DARLING 

May 1969 
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Introduction 

13 

We start from the point of view that the national park idea is a major and 
unique contribution to world culture by the United States. The idea has 
now been in practice for nearly a century from the time when 3,400 
square miles of high country in Wyoming were designated as Yellowstone 
National Park. Its origins lie within the Romantic Movement and it is a 
later manifestation of the spirit of equality and brotherhood of the Amer­
ican and French Revolutions. The reawakening of the awareness of na­
ture so evident in the writings of Rousseau and in the poems of Words­
worth and Coleridge was expressed for Americans by Emerson, Thorcau 
and Bryant with a typical desire to weave it into the stuff of life in a 
country of opportunity. 

The carrying of the national park idea into fruition in the United 
States has continued to be an inspiration to the rest of the world. The 
idea has also borne fruit in other parts, particularly in Africa, but the 
parentage is never forgotten, and the National Park System and the Na­
tional Park Service of the United States are looked up to in a very special 
way. The sanctity of the parks, the careful blending of architecture, the 
ways of doing things to give animals and plants and scenery their fore­
most places: all this is appreciated abroad as well as at home. 

The early history of the national park movement was one of ideal­
ism and solid propaganda effort. Roads were begged as a means of get-



ting people into the areas to gain support for the idea. Certain animals 
were protected even to the extent of reducing the numbers of natural pre­
dators. Large hotels in pleasant rustic style were built near the major 
scenic attractions. In addition to appreciation of nature, healthful out­
door exercise was encouraged. 

Since that earlier time both parks and country have changed. The 
impacts of the internal combustion engine and the increase of leisure were 
not clearly foreseen and the National Park System is now suffering physi­
cally from the success of public interest expressed as numbers of visitors. 
As population and productivity have increased, wild country outside the 
parks has diminished, and the fishing and camping which were once found 
close to home in abundance are increasingly looked for in the national 
parks which no longer seem remote. 

The initial unselfish and generous gesture of sanctuary and inviola­
bility for animals, coming from an era when wildlife management had 
not been studied, has later raised problems of conservation of vegetation. 
The larger numbers of visitors with more modern standards of comfort 
and more sophisticated ways of amusing themselves have raised other 
sorts of conservation problems. The pressures of these human and animal 
populations in the parks have demonstrated the necessity for continuing 
ecological research and land management evaluation if the areas are to 
be sustained for posterity. The dangers to the parks from within must be 
met as surely as attempts by exploiters to log or mine the areas. 

The inquiry which this report represents was envisaged in the spring 
of 1961, at a time when ecological conditions in many national parks 
were causing concern to those individuals within the U.S. National Park 
Service sensitive enough to be aware. Members of the Service who talked 
with The Conservation Foundation made it plain to us that research in 
depth of a socio-ecological kind was necessary and that guidelines to such 
research were far from clear. 

In some measure the urgencies of 1961 have been relieved by the 
reorganization which has taken place within the National Park Service 
and by the reports of two official committees appointed after our work 
began. 

The Leopold Committce:;: reported early in 1963 with admirable 
plainness and brevity. The report was reprinted by several outdoor maga­
zines and many thousands of copies were distributed. Its influence on Na­
tional Park Service policy has been considerable. 

* U.S. Department of the Interior Advisory Board on Wildlife Management: 
A. S. Leopold, chairman. Its report. Wildlife Management in the National 
Parks, was submitted in 1963 and published by the Interior Department in 
mimeographed form. 14 



The Robbins Committee,** on which one of us had the honor of 
serving, spent more time and made more detailed inquiry. Its report was 
disturbing in that it showed the low status of research in the National 
Park Service despite the obvious need for such work to solve existing 
problems. The report was critical and widely quoted, but the influence on 
National Park Service policy seems less marked than that of the Leo­
pold Committee, which also commented on the paucity of research. Many 
of the Robbins Committee's specific recommendations have been acted 
upon, however, and a new position of Chief Scientist has been established. 

Our survey has been of a more informal kind than is possible for a 
formal committee and we have east our net very widely. A national park 
exists in an intricate complex of political, social, legal, intellectual and 
sentimental factors. The terrain of a national park cannot be treated as a 
museum piece to be preserved behind glass. Some things are possible and 
some arc not; compromise is necessary and inevitable, but it would be 
wise not to follow a policy of expediency. However biological our initial 
approach may have wished to be. as ecologist and geographer we have 
faced the larger field, knowing our limitations, and aware that our report 
must be concerned with policy-making more than with biological detail. 

We are grateful to the Department of the Interior and Secretary 
Udall for constant encouragement and kindness to us in the course of this 
study; the National Park Service, in the field and in Washington, has been 
most generously helpful in discussion, making documents available and 
giving us the time of its representatives in the parks, often at busy periods. 
Our thanks to the Director and to the members of the Service can never 
be adequately expressed. If they will take it that way. our plain criticism 
of certain items in policy and administration are the highest compliment 
we can pay to what is a corps elite in the service of the United States. 

** National Academy of Sciences — National Research Council Advisory Com­
mittee to the National Park Service on Research: W. J. Robbins, chairman. 1963. 15 





The Nature of a National Park 

17 

Our first question is both provocative and pragmatic: "What is a national 
park for?" We have consistently asked this artless question in the course 
of our travels and have received widely different replies. The question has 
been put to many members of the National Park Service in Washington 
and in the field, with equally divergent replies. 

We can forgive the fluffiness of the description in the Yellowstone Act 
of 1872, for the draftsmen were treading where angels have burned their 
toes, but it says, "a public park or pleasuring-ground for the benefit and 
enjoyment of the people", and also that "the natural curiosities or won­
ders" were to be retained "in their natural condition". 

What is a pleasuring-ground? This phrase is truly archaic, at least 
18th century, and given to such London gardens as Vauxhall. Presum­
ably the 19th century Congress passing the act did not see the wilderness 
of the Yellowstone quite like that, but as the national parks have developed 
through nearly a century of increasing population, wealth, leisure and 
mobility, there are certainly people who would like to see some parts of 
the parks much like a Vauxhall, with the equipment for entertainment 
and enlargement of concessionaire interest. Hot Springs and Piatt are in 
the nature of pleasuring-grounds and can be probably little else. Develop­
ment of some of the recently created national seashores may or may not 
conform to the notion of pleasuring-grounds. Assatcague Island in Mary-

cfJa 



land is specifically to include the Jones Beach type of development. We 
hope this will not extend to Point Reyes on the Pacific seaboard! 

We can surely take it as an overall expression of informed and serious 
opinion in the nation, that people do wish the national parks to be un­
spoiled by development, and that they do wish the heritage to be preserved 
"unimpaired", as the acts and official proclamations have it, for posterity. 
Nevertheless, we must emphasize the difference of types of country in­
volved in the system, the difference in reasons for designation, and the dif­
ference of ways of acquisition of the terrain. 

Yellowstone was the first and the place which Congress called "pleas-
uring-ground". It remains as nearly typical as any one park can be of the 
large virgin western national parks. It is unlikely that many people thought 
the Yellowstone Act was intended to preserve what is now called wilder­
ness; the area of the park was far better explored than most of the moun­
tainous west and, therefore, less wild. The pleasures of the park were first: 
curiosities of nature, geysers and hot springs; second: spectacular scenery, 
the canyon and the falls; and third (perhaps): the abundant wild game 
and the setting of grasslands, lakes and forests. For most people the order 
of these remains unchanged, although the "perhaps" has been removed 
from the third as less and less of wild nature remains outside the parks, 
and there are some parks, like Isle Royale, which arc nearly pure wilder­
ness. 

Yellowstone was public domain, not fully explored, and the start of a 
national park was from scratch: but what of Acadia, Cape Cod and the 
Virgin Islands? New attitudes of what is a national park are necessary, 
and to bring the present-day Yellowstone notion or the undisturbed wil­
derness notion to bear on these three properties would be merely silly. 
Even Yellowstone is hardly undisturbed wilderness. 

Acadia began with a gift of 6,000 acres by local landowners and 
since has been much increased in size by the munificence of the Rocke­
feller family. The island was already much changed from any primitive 
condition. The area had had permanent settlement for 200 years and 
sporadically by the French long before. Now, in addition to local ways of 
earning a living from the sea, it is a popular holiday resort with summer 
homes and yachting anchorages. 

Why have people come to Acadia in the past? For a wild coast, 
woods coming down to the sea, good anchorages and a way of life slower 
than in the rest of the country. National park intention here, surely, is to 
restrain development but not stop it; rather to guide it in traditional 
fashion and prevent unsightly advertising. There is nothing disturbing in 
essence because the boundaries of such a national park are intricate and 
rather odd, and private landholdings either in or adjacent to the park 18 



should have no fears of their quiet style being upset. A national park of the 
Acadia type requires a careful planning or zoning scheme which can be 
enforced and which can give continuity. 

Cape Cod is another example of a long settled area receiving welcome 
protection in the National Park System. The architecture of the traditional 
houses is part of the delight and the long-established golf course is a green, 
well-tended, man-made landscape which is an asset in the total environ­
ment of Cape Cod. The work of the National Park Service as a body with 
power in rehabilitating the sand dunes is beyond praise. If drivers of 
sand-buggies object to their amusement being curtailed they must remem­
ber that the sport of setting light to haystacks has also been curtailed. 
Here again, the National Park Service intent is care in managing a pleas­
ing, man-made landscape and continuing living place, by means of over­
all planning. 

St. John in the Virgin Islands is an entirely changed landscape from 
the primitive, but it is still a pleasing one. The Caribbean is becoming a 
vast holiday ground with soaring real estate prices, a premium on beaches, 
and all the possibilities of unsightly development. Indeed, spoliation has 
already gone far with building on tiny lots. The national park will have 
considerable biological value in allowing recording of the rehabilitative 
powers of nature, and on the occasion of our visit we were glad to see 
botanical research in active progress. The park will preserve some beaches 
from commercial exploitation and prevent the littoral fauna from being 
impoverished. The Virgin Islands National Park will for many years be 
primarily an adjunct to a popular holiday area, but this in no way be­
littles the high educational and natural history value this reservation of 
land can have. The climate will co-operate with the National Park Service 
in recreating a Caribbean wilderness through time. 

These three newer national park areas are near to being "pleasuring-
grounds" in a style of decorum and sense of preserving for future genera­
tions. But "unimpaired" is not the word to be used in managing them. 
There will be development and change within the range of what these 
parks represent. Portions of Acadia and Virgin Islands will certainly be 
restored to nearly as close an approximation of the pristine state as can 
be found in Yellowstone, but to lose the existing integration with the 
neighboring human communities in accomplishing this would be tragic. 

Our feeling in discussing the problems of these areas with people 
inside and outside the National Park Service is that opinion has scarcely 
become flexible enough as yet to accept them as pointers of change in 
national park conception. To treat them in the arduously learned discipline 
of the wilder parks would lead to frustration and possible disaster. 

29 We shall deal later with the misfortune the National Park System suf-



fers from having no adequate planning or zoning legislation governing the 
type of development of areas adjacent to the parks. Sometimes, the United 
States Forest Service marches with a national park and the result is as 
near perfection as could be hoped, but there arc Gatlinburgs, Chcrokees, 
Estes Parks and White's Cities, which show that some people visiting na­
tional parks desire some of the amusements reminiscent of Coney Island; 
and others, not expecting these, will nevertheless use them on a wet day. 
Enjoyment of a plcasuring-ground can be interpreted anywhere between 
the extremes of walking alone in deep wilderness and rubbing shoulders 
with others on a beach. Is national park enjoyment to compass this span 
entirely? We have had uncritical and philanthropically-intendcd answers 
that it should, although most answers have piously included the proviso that 
the provision for enjoyment should be such that the national parks are "main­
tained in absolutely unimpaired form forthe use of future generations". 

We can neglect that small, uncritical, overgencrous section of opinion 
that would include Jones Beaches, but would point quite plainly to the 
fact that wc have found no uniformity of interpretation of what a national 
park can be within the administration of the National Park Service itself. 
Whatever the pattern, a fabric must have a warp fiber. 

We have heard so often the remarks, "Parks are for people" and "It 
is no good having beautiful areas if the public cannot get into them and see 
them". Uncritical acceptance of the implications of these remarks would 
push aside the welfare of the biological communities represented in the 
parks, reduce scenery to the bare physiography and its interplay with the 
climate, and deny continuing existence of truly remote places. Further, 
in a time when the population is expected to increase considerably, along 
with leisure time and technical ability in moving over remote country, we 
are bound to ask whether the parks are to be considered as expendable 
assets, and what kind of enjoyment of national parks will be available for 
posterity. It is our belief that many people "enjoy" the parks although 
they do not visit them. The very fact that such preserved areas exist is a 
matter of immense satisfaction to people who take the view that nature 
exists in her own right and that it is the duty of reflective man, with his 
dominance over the planet, to conserve the areas represented by national 
parks for the reasons they were chosen for that dignity. 

Our own definition of legitimate enjoyment of national parks would 
be that it should be of that order which places first the ecological well-
being of those areas in relation to their perpetuation as natural biological 
communities and expanses of natural scenery. The question should be 
asked: "What is this national park for?" This docs not preclude develop­
ment but it limits it to that which is appropriate and calls for individual 

20 consideration of every situation where development is contemplated. 




