
The Campaign to Establish Mount Rainier National Park, 1893-1899 

T H E O D O R E C A T T O N 

On March 2, 1899, President 
William McKinley signed the 
act to establish Mount Rainier 

National Park. The new park featured 
the highest, most massive and glaci­
ated mountain in the Pacific North­
west. It also featured, around the 
mountain's base, some of the largest 
Douglas fir and cedar trees in the re­
gion. And, owing to the tremendous 
range of elevation from Rainier's base 
to its summit, the park exhibited a re­
markable variety of flora and fauna. 
Alluding to that biological diversity 
when the national park bill was still 
under consideration by Congress, the 
park's proponents aptly described 
Mount Rainier as "an arctic island in a 
temperate sea."1 

The arguments that were marshaled in 
support of the Rainier act helped shape 
the national park idea at a crucial time. 
By 1898, the nation had four national 
parks—Yellowstone, established in 
1872, and Yosemite, Sequoia, and Gen­
eral Grant (Kings Canyon), all estab­
lished in 1890—and 40 million acres 
of forest reserves (national forests), 
which had been set aside by presiden­
tial proclamation under the Forest Re­
serve Act of 1891.2 These reservations 

were not made without controversy. 
The arguments in support of national 
parks and national forests were gener­
ally cast along two lines: why there was 
a need for each, and what kind of fed­
eral commitment was required for 
their proper administration. Propo­
nents of a new national forest policy 
received their charter in the Organic 
Act of 1897, which declared that the 
purpose of national forests was to 
protect western watersheds and the 
national timber supply and which pro­
vided funds for the forests' adminis­
tration. Though there was no equiva­
lent act for the national parks until 
1916, passage of the Mount Rainier 
National Park Act of 1899 affirmed 
that there was to be a national park 
system in addition to and distinct 
from the system of national forests. 
Mount Rainier was the nation's fifth 
national park; Crater Lake (1902), 
Wind Cave (1903), and Mesa Verde 
(1906) soon followed. 

The campaign for Rainier was a col­
laborative effort by many groups and 
individuals. No single figure stood out 
as its leader, nor did any single orga­
nization coordinate it. More than a 
dozen scientists, many of whom had 

climbed the mountain, formed one 
component of the campaign. They 
were scattered across the nation, knew 
one another professionally, and used 
the opportunity of professional meet­
ings to form committees and prepare 
memorials to Congress setting forth 
arguments for the national park. 
Meanwhile, a few dozen mountaineers, 
most of whom resided in the Puget 
Sound area, constituted another com­
ponent. Their infectious enthusiasm 
for the mountain, which they commu­
nicated in public talks and letters to 
local newspapers, helped to persuade 
Washington's congressional delegation 
that the national park was a popular 
cause. Three young mountaineering 
organizations, the Sierra Club, the Ap­
palachian Mountain Club, and the 
Washington Alpine Club, added their 
support. Finally, the Northern Pacific 
Railway had an important and surrep­
titious effect on park legislation in the 
late 1890s. 

Bailey Willis, a geologist and mining 
engineer with the United States Geo­
logical Survey (USGS), started the cam­
paign in 1893. More than a decade ear­
lier, in 1880, Willis had prospected for 
coal deposits for the Northern Pacific 
Railroad near the northwest flank of 
Mount Rainier. He had cut a trail from 
the dense cedar forest on the upper 
Carbon River up to some gorgeous 
flower meadows now known as Spray 
Park, above which looms Rainier's 
immense cavitated north face, now 
known as Willis Wall in his memory. 
He returned to the mountain when­
ever the opportunity presented itself. 
In 1893, at the annual meeting of the 
Geological Society of America, Willis 
proposed to his fellow geologists that 

they initiate an effort to have the area 
preserved in a national park. The soci­
ety formed a committee and appointed 
Willis chairman. 

The campaign quickly gained sup­
port from many quarters. At a 

summer meeting the American Asso­
ciation for the Advancement of Science 
(AAAS) formed a similar committee. 
Two months later the National Geo­
graphic Society, meeting in Washing­
ton, D.C., appointed a committee on 
the Mount Rainier National Park pro­
posal, and over the winter of 1893-94 
both the Sierra Club and the Appala­
chian Mountain Club, meeting in San 
Francisco and Boston respectively, 
formed similar committees. These five 
committees combined their efforts in 
preparing a detailed memorial to Con­
gress setting forth arguments for the 
national park.1 

A striking feature of this movement 
was the strong showing of scientists, 
particularly geologists. The Geological 
Society of America committee con­
sisted of three esteemed USGS geolo­
gists: Samuel F. Emmons, Bailey Wil­
lis, and Dr. David T. Day.4 Emmons 
had climbed Rainier in 1870 with A. D. 
Wilson—the second successful ascent 
of the mountain—and had written a 
report on the volcanoes of the Pacific 
Coast. A protege of the first director of 
the U.S. Geological Survey, Clarence 
King, Emmons was head of the Rocky 
Mountain Division from 1879 until 
his death in 1911. Day, a specialist in 
minerals, headed the Statistical Divi­
sion and wrote the USGS annual re­
ports on mineral resources of the 
United States. Willis knew the north­
west side of Mount Rainier as well as 

Left, Mount Rainier photographed by Asahel Curtis (Special Collections and Preserva­
tion Division, University of Washington Libraries, uw neg. 17576); below, gateway to the 
park. (Courtesy Mount Rainier National Park ) 

any man, and he would soon make the 
first reconnaissance of the glacier sys­
tem with Israel C. Russell and George 
Otis Smith in 1896. The American As­
sociation for the Advancement of Sci­
ence, meanwhile, included two geolo­
gists on its committee: Russell, who 
had recently left the USGS to take a pro­
fessorship at the University of Michi­
gan, and Major John Wesley Powell, 
current director of the Geological Sur­
vey. USGS support of the national park 
proposal was crucial, for it gave cred­
ibility to the argument that the area 
around Mount Rainier contained no 
significant mineral wealth. Other sci­
entists on the AAAS committee in­
cluded Professor Joseph LeConte, a ge­
ologist; Bernhard E. Fernow, chief of 
the Forestry Bureau; and Clinton Hart 
Merriam, chief of the Biological Sur­
vey. The list of park advocates was a 
virtual roll call of the politically pow­
erful scientists of the day. 

The National Geographic Society 
committee took the lead role. The 
chairman, Gardiner G. Hubbard, was 
president of the society; other mem­
bers included Senator Watson C. 
Squire of Washington, Mary F. Waite, 
John W. Thompson, and Eliza R. Scid-

more. Squire introduced a park hill 
in the Senate on December 12, 1893. 
Hubbard hosted several of Squire's 
Senate colleagues at a National Geo­
graphic Society dinner at his home, 
where they were regaled with lantern 
slides and a lecture by the veteran 
Mount Rainier climber Ernest C. 
Smith.3 

A second notable feature of this cam­
paign is the partnership of the scien­
tific organizations and the mountain 
clubs. Men and women who had been 
to the top of Mount Rainier enjoyed 
great stature in the park movement 
and provided much of its drive. The 
two mountain club committees in­
cluded four individuals who had 
climbed Rainier. Philemon B. Van 
Trump of the Sierra Club had accom­
panied Hazard Stevens on the first 
successful ascent in 1870. George B. 
Bayley, another Sierra Club member, 
had climbed the mountain with Van 
Trump and James Longmire in 1883. 
John Muir, founder of the Sierra Club 
and chairman of the committee on 
Mount Rainier, had made the ascent 
with Edward S. Ingraham of Seattle 
in 1888. The Appalachian Mountain 
Club committee included Ernest C. 
Smith, a clergyman from Tacoma who 
had climbed the mountain with In­
graham in 1888 and two years later had 
led the party that included Fay Fuller, 
the first woman to make the ascent. All 
of these individuals campaigned for 
the park by writing articles and giving 
lectures. Their involvement under­
scores how much the Mount Rainier 
National Park idea was rooted in the 
physical and aesthetic experience of 
climbing the mountain. Aubrey L. 
Haines makes this point convincingly 
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in Mountain Fever: Historic Conquests 
of Mount Rainier (1962). 

The third significant feature of this 
campaign was its timing. Its impetus 
was the proclamation by President 
Benjamin Harrison on February 20, 
1893, establishing the Pacific Forest 
Reserve. The reserve embraced an area 
approximately 42 miles long and 36 
miles wide, centered on the crest of the 
Cascade Range. To the dismay of pres­
ervationists, these boundaries put 
Rainier at the extreme western edge of 
the reserve, its western glaciers extend­
ing outside the reserve. Moreover, 
some preservationists were skeptical 
that the forest reserve designation 
would afford the mountain adequate 
protection or bring government fund­
ing for road development. Publicity on 
the Pacific Forest Reserve's shortcom­
ings fueled the campaign for a national 
park.6 

Local newspapers and mountain clubs 
in Seattle and Tacoma brought this is­
sue into focus. Mount Rainier enthusi­
asts in both cities were alert to these 
problems because they had been in­
volved in an increasingly impassioned 
discourse for the past four to five 
years. Not only did the name of the 
mountain excite debate between the 
two cities, but other controversies 
raged in the newspapers and mountain 
clubs: complaints about the appropri­
ateness of new place-names intro­
duced on a map by Fred G. Plummer 
of Tacoma, dubious claims that Lieu­
tenant August V. Kautz had attained 
the summit in 1857, and allegations 
that campers were vandalizing trees in 
Paradise Park, the popular alpine 
meadow on Rainier's south slope. The 
rivalry between the two cities even 
caused a schism in the Washington Al­
pine Club and led Tacomans to form 
their own Tacoma Alpine Club in 
1893/ As parochial as these issues may 
have been, they helped set the stage for 
the national park campaign. Between 
1890 and 1893, Van Trump, Plummer, 
and various other local enthusiasts 

proposed a national park, but their 
ideas got no farther than the local 
newspapers. With the proclamation of 
the Pacific Forest Reserve, the area fi­
nally achieved the national recognition 
that these local supporters coveted. 
Within a year of the proclamation, a 
national park bill was before Congress, 
and the faculties of the Universities of 
Michigan, Wisconsin, and Washington 
sent petitions to Congress in support 
of the bill. 

In short, diverse interest groups suc­
cessfully combined their efforts in the 
campaign. These groups included sci­
entific organizations and mountain 

James Longmire was one of many local 
climbers whose advocacy strengthened the 
movement to win national park status for 
Rainier. (UW Libraries, A. C. Warner neg. 
511x) 

clubs, university faculties and cham­
bers of commerce, people of national 
stature and local newspaper editors. 
Their statements of support for the 
park were idealistic and public spirited 
and gave no inkling that their interests 
might eventually conflict with one an­
other. That the campaign finally suc­
ceeded was due not to any single com­
pelling personality but to all the 
campaigners' collective efforts and 
forthrightness. 

The loose nature of this coalition is 
important to recognize because it 

helps explain the campaign's contribu­
tion to the larger national park idea. 
According to its proponents, Mount 
Rainier National Park would serve 
inspirational, educational, and recre­
ational purposes. It would be of value 
to science. It would preserve the envi­
ronmental quality of several large wa­
tersheds. It would stimulate tourism. 
Campaigners argued all of these 
points, often in combination. Even at 
its genesis, Mount Rainier National 
Park represented different things to 
different people. There was no preemi­
nent value at the core of the idea. The 
national park idea is more aptly 
viewed as a shifting constellation of 
values. 

But the rhetoric of preservation sug­
gested something precise. Preserva­
tionists traditionally held that a na­
tional park was the "highest use" to 
which land could be put, in contrast to 
the "wise use" of multiple resources 
(or "multiple use," as it later came to 
be known). These were terms of art, 
which reflected the preservationists' 
aesthetic appreciation of the sublime 
in nature, on the one hand, and, on the 
other, the conservationists' economic 
desire to make efficient use of scarce 
resources. The rhetoric of preservation 
tended to imply that the national park 
idea had an irreducible core, that pres­
ervationists had a common purpose. 

Some national park historians have 
followed this lead. Joseph L. Sax, in his 
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stimulating book Mountains without 
Handrails: Reflections on the National 
Parks (1980), suggests that the genesis 
of the national park idea can be found 
in the 19th-century writings of Fred­
erick Law Olmsted. Sax interprets 
Olmsted's notion of the inspirational 
quality of scenic landscapes to mean 
that the central purpose of national 
parks is to promote "contemplative 
recreation."8 For Sax, the idea that 
contemplative recreation improves the 
self is the credo of all preservationists. 
This shared belief is their defining 
characteristic. Alfred Runte, mean­
while, argues in National Parks: The 
American Experience (1987) that the 
kernel of the national park idea can be 
found in the American people's "cul­
tural anxiety" in the 19th century— 
the sense of impoverishment they felt 
when they compared American cul­
tural attainments with European ar­
chitectural monuments and works of 
art. This anxiety gave rise to "scenic 
nationalism" and an effort to showcase 
the nation's natural wonders in na­
tional parks.9 The parks provided an 
alternative expression of cultural rich­
ness. The problem with both of these 
interpretations is that they misrepre­
sent preservationists as a homoge­
neous group with a unified philoso­
phy. As we have seen, the Mount 
Rainier National Park campaign was a 
coalition of scientists and mountain­
eers, national figures and local inter­
ests—all with somewhat different 
ideas about what the park should be. 

Rainier enthusiasts liked to trace 
the roots of their national park 

movement all the way back to Theo­
dore Winthrop's Canoe and the Saddle 
(1862). This book, a recollection of an 
1853 trip from Puget Sound over the 
Cascades to the Columbia River by 
Washington Territory's original sight­
seer, contains some remarkable pas­
sages about Mount Rainier. Cam­
paigners for the park found in 
Winthrop's aesthetic response to the 
mountain a worthy, if old-fashioned, 
expression of their own nature appre-

"Tip Top" is the notation the photographer A. C. Warner gave this triumphant scene at 
the summit of Rainier in 1888; mountaineers' exploits generated popular support for the 
national park idea. (UW Libraries, neg. 712e) 

ciation. "Studying the light and the 
majesty of Tacoma [Rainier]," Win-
throp had written, "there passed from 
it and entered into my being, to dwell 
there evermore by the side of many 
such, a thought and an image of sol­
emn beauty, which I could thenceforth 
evoke whenever in the world I must 
have peace or die."'" Winthrop, like his 
contemporary Frederick Law Olmsted, 
was suggesting that scenic apprecia­
tion cultivated the mind and improved 
the soul. Although Winthrop stopped 
short of advocating a national park— 
the idea had scarcely been conceived at 
the time—he did intimate that the 
mountain possessed public value. "Up 
to Tacoma, or into some such solitude 
of nature, imaginative men must go, as 
Moses went up to Sinai, that the divine 
afflatus may stir within them," he 
wrote." Although Winthrop was no 
doubt atypical of Puget Sound settlers 
in the 1850s in his response to the 
mountain, his book gave the national 
park movement a historical footing.12 

The romantic notion that such a grand 
peak presented an irresistible attrac­
tion to "imaginative men" also ap­
pealed to Philemon B. Van Trump, the 
veteran climber, who was advocating 
that Rainier be made into a national 

park as early as 1891. He referred to the 
"contagion of mountain-climbing." 
Rainier had an infectious power that, 
in his mind, enriched humanity. Ac­
cording to Van Trump, mountaineers 
possessed the same heroic qualities as 
explorers: an indifference to danger or 
physical pain and an indomitable will 
to conquer the unknown. Meditating 
on the continuing ill effects of the 
frostbite he suffered many years earlier 
during a night on the summit of 
Rainier, the pioneer climber declared 
that the "true mountaineer" could no 
more regret his experience than any of 
the "zealous navigators" of the north­
ern seas." Like Winthrop, Van Trump 
admired most what Mount Rainier 
did to the men and women who tried 
to scale it. It made them better human 
beings. 

Others in the campaign emphasized 
the area's inspirational value not only 
for mountaineers but also for the large 
numbers of tourists who would be 
drawn to the lower slopes. The geolo­
gist Israel C. Russell asserted in an ar­
ticle for Scribner's Magazine that to 
visit the mountain and its surround­
ing terrain was to breath free air, renew 
one's health, and cultivate "the aes­
thetic sense that is awakened in every 
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heart by an intimate acquaintance 
with nature in her finer moods."14 

Similarly, Carl Snyder wrote in the Re­
view of Reviews that all those who vis­
ited the mountain would "gain a new 
pleasure, a larger artistic sense, and a 
higher inspiration from the contem­
plation of the grandeur and beauty" of 
Mount Rainier.1^ The nature experi­
ence would, like a good education, 
make a positive and lasting impression 
on each individual. "Its educational 
advantages would be of unspeakable 
value," claimed Watson Squire on the 
floor of the Senate.16 It would be 
good public policy to preserve the 
mountain's inspirational character in a 
national park. 

The most important early statement of 
Mount Rainier National Park's worth, 
aside from the park's establishing act, 
was the memorial to Congress that 
Bailey Willis crafted on behalf of the 
five committees. The area, the memo­
rial declared, contained "many features 
of unique interest and wonderful 
grandeur, which fit it peculiarly to be a 
national park, forever set aside for the 
pleasure and instruction of the peo­
ple."17 Here was a coupling of scenic 
and scientific values, of recreational 
and educational purposes. As might he 
expected, however, this document em­
phasized points of scientific interest. It 
described Rainier's volcanic origins, 
vast glacier system, and unique assem­
blage of wildlife and plants. It intro­
duced the arresting image of "an arctic 
island in a temperate sea" that would 
become the essence of the park's inter­
pretive story. Willis explained: 

In a bygone age an arctic climate prevailed 
over the Northwest and glaciers covered the 
Cascade Range. Arctic animals and arctic 
plants then lived throughout the region. As 
the climate became milder and glaciers 
melted, the creatures of the cold climate 
were limited in their geographic range to 
the districts of the shrinking glaciers. On 
the great peak the glaciers linger still. They 
give to it its greatest beauty. They are 
themselves magnificent, and with them 
survives a colony of arctic animals and 
plants which can not exist in the temperate 
climate of the less lofty mountains. These 

The 1888 ascent party, resting here at Camp of the Clouds on August 13, included Indian 
Henry, John Muir, H. Loomis, P. B. Van Trump, E. S. Ingraham, William Keith, and 
N. O. Booth. (UW Libraries, Warner neg. 712b) 

arctic forms are as effectually isolated as 
shipwrecked sailors on an island in mid-
ocean. There is no refuge for them beyond 
their haunts on ice-bound cliffs. But even 
there the birds and animals are no longer 
safe from the keen sportsman, and the few 
survivors must soon be exterminated unless 
protected by the Government in a national 
park.18 

Israel Russell, describing his traverse 
of the summit with Willis in 1896 in 

his article for Scribner's Magazine, at­
tested to the mountain's geologic sig­
nificance as a laboratory for the stu­
dent of volcanology or glaciology.19 

The idea was that a national park 
would not only protect natural fea­
tures for scientific study; it would also 
ennoble the scientists. The national 
park was both a laboratory for and a 
monument to American science. 

The campaign for Mount Rainier Na­
tional Park also marshaled evidence 
that the area's scenic and scientific fea­
tures were superlative examples of 
their kind. Enthusiasts felt compelled 
to answer the question, why this 
mountain and not some other? There 
were inevitable comparisons with the 
Alps. All of Switzerland's glaciers, 
some said, could not match the quan­
tity of ice on Rainier. Nor could Mont 
Blanc or any of the Alps match the im-
pressiveness of this solitary mountain. 

How much this rhetoric stemmed 
from what Runte calls scenic national­
ism and how much it owed simply to 
most educated Americans' familiarity 
with the glaciers and scenery of Europe 
are open to debate. In the 19th century, 
preservationists were struggling to de­
velop a language of scenic appreciation 
that could be used to describe for the 
benefit of Congress and the American 
people land values that were not easily 
quantifiable or comparable with other 
land values. It was this effort that in­
spired the phrase "highest use." We 
should not assume that every com­
parison between American landforms 
and the most famous landforms in the 
world was a reflection of cultural an­
xiety or scenic nationalism. Until the 
turn of the century, Rainier was 
thought to be taller than any peak in 
the Rockies or the Sierra Nevada; the 
summit cone was named Columbia 
Crest in the belief that it was the high­
est point in the United States. Rainier 
was also compared to Mount St. Elias 
in Alaska, and its glaciers were com­
pared to Alaska's famous Muir Gla­
cier.2" The main purpose of such com­
parisons was not to build up pride in 
American scenery but to place Mount 
Rainier on a scale with the world's 
other scenic wonders. It was a part of 
the great reconnaissance of the Ameri­
can West. 
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Still, scenic nationalism clearly did 
play a role in such comparisons. 

Descriptions of natural wonders and 
scenic landscapes were often chauvin­
istic. Directed at tourists, they often 
amounted to boosterism on a national 
scale. Years before the western rail­
roads came up with the slogan "See 
America First," the idea had become a 
common theme in American travel lit­
erature. Vermont's Senator George Ed­
munds, who traveled to Rainier on the 
Northern Pacific in 1883, wrote in the 
Portland Oregonian: 

I can not help saying that I am thoroughly 
convinced that no resort in the United 
States will be so much sought after as this 
when once people come to know that what 
men cross the Atlantic to see can be seen in 
equal splendor, if not surpassed, at home. 

I have been through the Swiss mountains, 
and I am compelled to own that incredible 
as the assertion may appear, there is 
absolutely no comparison between the 
finest effects that are exhibited there and 
what is seen in approaching this grand 
isolated mountain. 

Edward S. Ingraham of Seattle was 
even more blunt: "It is un-American 
to visit other shores when our own 
country contains so many places of 
interest."22 

Still another argument for establishing 
a national park around Mount Rainier 
was to protect the public's access to it. 
Park advocates wanted to make sure 
that the popular high country mead­
ows such as Paradise Park were not 
"captured by private interest."2' They 
also wanted to make sure that private 
interests did not gain control of the 
approaches. "If the gateways to Mount 
Rainier and the beautiful natural parks 
on its sides pass into the ownership 
of individuals or syndicates," Russell 
warned, "toll may be charged for 
breathing the free air."21 Toll roads and 
inholdings would detract immeasur­
ably from the feeling of freedom that 
nature bestowed on the Mount Rainier 
visitor. 

One of the most pressing concerns of 

The mountaineer P. B. Van Trump, a 
veteran of the 1870 first ascent of Rainier, 
was a Sierra Club member and campaigner 
for Washington National Park. (UW 
Libraries, Warner neg. 512x) 

the park advocates was vandalism. As 
the number of recreationists taking the 
trail up to Paradise Park increased in 
the early 1890s, so too did attacks on 
animal and plant life. There were re­
ports that hunters were wantonly kill­
ing mountain goats and bears. Even 
more disturbing were the accounts of 
forest fire damage.2' The actual extent 
of the damage was disputed; one per­
son stated that two-thirds of Paradise 
Park was recently burned over, another 
found fire-killed trees in only two 
small areas, plus some green trees that 
had been felled by campers to con­
struct shelters.26 Regardless, the out­
look was not bright as long as there 
was no supervision of the area. The 
federal government showed no inten­
tion of providing anything more than 
paper protection for the Pacific Forest 
Reserve. The problem of vandalism 
demonstrated as clearly as any other 

issue why the proclamation of the for­
est reserve around Mount Rainier 
failed to satisfy preservationists. 

The issue of vandalism was also sig­
nificant because the few score enthusi­
asts from Seattle and Tacoma who 
journeyed to Paradise Park in the early 
1890s were gaining the remarkable in­
sight that they themselves were the 
cause of the area's degradation. This 
revelation did not come without a 
struggle. There was finger pointing 
back and forth between the Seattle and 
Tacoma mountain clubs. And the fact 
that they defined the problem as van­
dalism showed that they wanted to 
hold certain aberrant individuals re­
sponsible. But these distractions not­
withstanding, it was the consensus of 
the local recreationists that unre­
stricted public use of the high moun­
tain meadows would lead to their ruin. 
There had to be a public authority 
present to protect the area from the 
pleasure-seekers themselves. This was 
their primary motivation in calling for 
the creation of a national park.2' 

The kind of public authority they 
sought was rudimentary. E. S. In­

graham wanted the Pacific Forest Re­
serve placed under regulations similar 
to those for Yellowstone National 
Park."8 Van Trump proposed that the 
federal government post guards in the 
most heavily used areas during the 
summer season. These guards could 
also man high-altitude weather sta­
tions and note annual changes in the 
fauna and flora.29 The editor of the 
Tacoma Daily Ledger suggested that a 
few soldiers from Fort Vancouver sta­
tioned in the Nisqually Valley or pa­
trolling the trail to Paradise Park 
would discourage vandalism."1 As 
modest as these proposals were, they 
prove that the very people who were 
frequenting Mount Rainier already 
saw the need to regulate public use. 

This emphasis on recreational use and 
public order indicated that the local 
perspective on Mount Rainier Na-
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tional Park was essentially an urban 
perspective—in contrast, for example, 
with that on Yellowstone, where ranch­
ing interests exercised a great deal of 
influence. To the people of Seattle and 
Tacoma, Rainier was a part of the cit­
ies' recreational domain. One Tacoma 
citizen referred to the mountain as 
"our joint inheritance.""" Seattle's su­
perintendent of parks, Edward O. 
Schwagerl, asserted, "It is not foreign 
to the mission of the city's park com­
mission to be informed of some of the 
facts relative to the United States reser­
vation created and designated as the 
'Pacific Coast Park Reserve.'" Schwa­
gerl urged the park commission to pe­
tition the secretary of the interior to 
take steps to protect the area from van­
dalism.'2 The fact that local support 
was urban and preservationist cer­
tainly helped the national park cam­
paign succeed. It is no coincidence that 
the nation's fifth national park was lo­
cated so near to one of the West's lead­
ing urban areas. 

The Rainier campaign included a clus­
ter of arguments that addressed the re­
lationship of the national park to eco­
nomic development. These arguments 
involved the likely growth of tourism, 
the conservation of the water supply 
for irrigation, and the minimal adverse 
impact that the park would have on 
grazing and mining interests. Though 
economic considerations were not the 
preservationists' main concern, nei­
ther were they ignored. Indeed, the 
close alliance between local preserva­
tionists like Van Trump and Ingraham 
and national figures like John Muir, 
the National Geographic Society's 
Gardiner G. Hubbard, and the federal 
bureau chiefs John Wesley Powell, 
Clinton Hart Merriam, and Bernhard 
Fernow would not have been possible 
had these men thought that the na­
tional park would hinder regional eco­
nomic development. 

The campaigners assumed that the 
national park would be a magnet for 
tourists. Whether it was primarily the 

task of the federal government, the 
western railroads, or local entrepre­
neurs to develop tourist accommoda­
tions in such a park remained under 
debate, but preservationists agreed 
that the purpose of a national park was 
to preserve the scenery for the enjoy­
ment of the people. This was the 
sharpest distinction between a na­
tional park and a national forest. For 
this reason, preservationists regarded 
the proclamation of the Pacific Forest 
Reserve as merely a first step in making 
Mount Rainier a national park. "The 
park is without hotels, without roads, 
almost without trails," wrote one pres­
ervationist. "Once in the government's 
care and made accessible to the traveler 
. . . its fame will widen with the 
years."' 

Senator Squire even suggested that 
tourist business would eventually 

cover the cost of administering the 
park. "The outlay of money required 
for the establishment of the park is 
very small," he told a skeptical Con­
gress. "Concessions can be leased for 
hotels, stage routes, and stopping 
places; the proceeds of which will pro­
vide for maintenance of the park."34 

Though they were fairly vague about 
how it would be accomplished, pres­
ervationists made clear that a nation­
al park entailed both protection and 
development. 

Squire also contended that Mount 
Rainier National Park was needed to 
preserve the mountain forests, which 
slowed spring runoff and thereby re­
duced flooding and summer drought 
in the lower portions of the water­
sheds. This was precisely the argument 
advanced in support of forest reserves. 
Since the government had already pro­
claimed the Pacific Forest Reserve, 
Squire's argument might have been 
redundant but for the fact that the 
reserve's boundary failed to take in 
Rainier's western slope. The proposed 
national park would correct this prob­
lem and protect the upper watersheds 
of the Puyallup, White, and Nisqually 

rivers. "This view of the case strongly 
affects the farming interests of my 
State," Squire said. "The high moun­
tain and glacial lands are totally unfit 
for cultivation. The Government alone 
can protect the rich lower lands from 
ruin if it acts promptly."" 

Finally, preservationists argued that 
the establishment of a national park 
around Mount Rainier was good eco­
nomic policy because the land showed 
little potential for agriculture, stock 
raising, or mining. The historian Al­
fred Runte has demonstrated that 
preservationists resorted to this nega­
tive strategy again and again in cam­
paigning for national parks. Indeed, as 
the worthless lands argument became 
a litmus test for national parks in 
Congress, preservationists allowed the 
worthless lands rhetoric to control the 
size, shape, and permitted uses of 
national parks at their inception. The 
result, Runte contends, was that pres­
ervationists drew national park 
boundaries narrowly around the fea­
tures of principal interest.3'' Certainly 
this was true in the case of Rainier, as 
the initial memorial to Congress 
makes clear: "The boundaries of the 
proposed national park have been so 
drawn as to exclude from its area all 
lands upon which coal, gold, or other 
valuable minerals are supposed to oc­
cur, and they conform to the purpose 
that the park shall include all features 
of peculiar scenic beauty without en­
croaching on the interests of miners or 
settlers."3' Because mineral and water 
development took precedence over 
scenic preservation in the eastern half 
of the forest reserve, the crest of the 
Cascades was left outside the park. 
When one examines the origins of 
Mount Rainier National Park, it is dif­
ficult to criticize Runte's worthless 
lands thesis except to point out that 
Runte focused primarily on Congress 
and the legislative process, where the 
dubious worthless lands rhetoric 
reached its finest expression. 

Between 1893 and 1898, Washington 
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This map clearly show how much of Rainier's western flank was outside the boundaries 
of the Pacific Forest Reserve. (National Park Service) 

senators and congressmen introduced 
measures in six consecutive sessions of 
Congress in attempts to establish 
"Washington National Park." The long 
and bumpy road that this legislation 
traveled in Congress reveals the apathy 
and skepticism that confronted preser­
vationists prior to the turn of the cen­
tury. There was little organized oppo­
sition to such a park on the part of 
grazing or mining interests. Rather, 
the effort languished for five years pri­
marily because Congress could not be 
persuaded that it was the responsibil­
ity of the federal government to create 
a national park like Yellowstone in the 
state of Washington. 

The delay in moving through Congress 
was significant for another reason. 
Generally speaking, the longer Con­
gress deliberates on a national park 
bill, the more exceptions and qualifica­
tions are apt to be attached to it. The 

Mount Rainier National Park Act ex­
emplifies this pattern. In most ways, 
the bill that Congress passed in 1899 
was weaker than the original bill intro­
duced in 1893. To follow the legis­
lation's permutations through six ses­
sions of Congress is to highlight the 
growing strength of opposition to the 
park. This is important in explaining 
what might be termed, from a partisan 
standpoint, the national park's "birth 
defects." 

On December 12, 1893, Watson C. 
Squire introduced Senate bill 1250 to 
establish Washington National Park. 
The bill essentially sought to redesig­
nate the Pacific Forest Reserve as a na­
tional park. The boundaries described 
in Squire's bill were no different from 
the boundaries of the reserve. Like 
many park advocates in his home state, 
including members of Seattle's cham­
ber of commerce, whose memorial he 

submitted together with the bill, the 
senator believed that President Ben­
jamin Harrison had proclaimed the 
Pacific Forest Reserve the previous 
February with a view to its subse­
quent conversion to a national park. 
Squire's bill was referred to the Senate 
Committee on Public Lands. Three 
weeks later, on January 4, 1894, Con­
gressman William Doolittle intro­
duced an identical bill in the House 
(H.R. 4989), which was referred to the 
House Committee on Public Lands. '9 

Most of the language in Squire's 
bill came practically verbatim 

from the Yellowstone Park Act of 1872. 
Section 1 described boundaries and 
declared that the area would be "dedi­
cated and set apart as a public park, to 
be known and designated as the Wash­
ington National Park, for the benefit 
and enjoyment of the people." Section 
2 stated that the park would be admin­
istered by the secretary of the interior, 
who would be charged with the "pres­
ervation from injury or spoliation of 
all timber, mineral deposits, natural 
curiosities or wonders within said 
park, and their retention in their natu­
ral condition." The secretary could, at 
his discretion, lease small parcels of 
land as sites for buildings to accom­
modate visitors. He would also "pro­
vide against the wanton destruction of 
the fish and game found within said 
park, and against their capture or de­
struction for the purposes of merchan­
dise or profit."'"1 Significantly, Squire's 
bill did not deviate from the Yellow­
stone Park Act on the matter of en­
forcement, providing only that per­
sons who violated park regulations 
would be removed for trespass, even 
though there had been several at­
tempts to amend the Yellowstone law 
to impose fines for the killing of wild­
life in that park. (Congress finally 
passed such legislation for Yellowstone 
in 1894, but the people who framed 
the Mount Rainier bill failed to heed 
the Yellowstone experience.)41 

On July 10, 1894, seven months after 
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submitting his first bill, Squire intro­
duced a second, S. 2204, which differed 
from the earlier bill only in its bound­
ary description. The new boundaries 
followed exactly the recommendations 
of the joint committee of the Geologi­
cal Society of America, the American 
Association for the Advancement of 
Science, the National Geographic So­
ciety, the Sierra Club, and the Appa­
lachian Mountain Club. The new 
boundaries included the western flank 
of Mount Rainier but excluded the re­
mainder of the reserve east of the Cas­
cade crest and south of the Tatoosh 
Range, together with a narrow strip on 
the north. The reason for the addition 
was obvious; the deletions, Squire ex­
plained, were designed to exclude from 
the park presumed coal, gold, and 
mineral deposits. It was at this time 
that Squire made his one significant 
speech to the Senate on the Washing­
ton National Park. The speech mostly 
drew upon the joint committee's me­
morial and elicited no debate.'12 

Neither Squire's bills nor Doolittle's 
bill was reported back from commit­
tee. Doolittle failed to introduce a re­
vised version of his bill, and the dis­
crepancy between the House and 
Senate versions no doubt hurt the leg­
islation's chances. For some reason, 
Squire and Doolittle did not resolve 
this discrepancy before each of them 
introduced a new park bill early in 
the first session of the 54th Congress, 
in December 1895. These two bills (S. 
164 and H.R. 327) also died in com­
mittee. It is unclear whether the lack of 
coordination between the two Wash­
ington lawmakers was due to oversight 
or disagreement. In any case, after 
Doolittle heard from the Committee 
on Public Lands that his bill would not 
be approved, he introduced another, 
H.R. 4058, which drew the boundaries 
inward on all sides and reduced the 
size of the park from approximately 24 
miles by 26 miles to approximately 18 
miles square.43 

Doolittle's proposal deserves a close 

look, because it became the blueprint 
for the eventual Mount Rainier Na­
tional Park Act. It described the final 
boundaries, and it included two new 
provisions. Sections 3 and 4 provided 
that the Northern Pacific give up lands 
within the national park; in exchange, 
the railroad could select other sections 
in any state that the railroad served. 
These solicitous terms strongly sug­
gest that the railroad company influ­
enced the legislation by one means or 
another, though NP officials vigor­
ously denied involvement for years 
afterward." 

To the preservationists' disappoint­
ment, the new boundaries cut 

some 300 square miles of forest land 
out of the park. What angered many 
more citizens, however, was the fact 
that the legislation exchanged the 
Northern Pacific's land inside the park 
for public domain timberlands else­
where (mostly in Oregon, as it turned 
out, much to the ire of the people of 
that state). This was too good a deal to 
have been achieved without bribery, 
contemporary observers assumed.'"1 

Certain proponents of the bill were 
roundly criticized for the provisions 
covering the Northern Pacific land 
grant, including Senator John L. Wil­
son and Congressman James Hamil­
ton Lewis of Washington, who shep­
herded the legislation through the next 
four sessions of Congress, then failed 
in their reelection bids. Whatever the 
railroad's precise role may have been in 
seeing the measure through Congress, 
the effect was to cast a pall over the fi­
nal act. The lesson of the Mount 
Rainier National Park Act appeared to 
be that in any "pragmatic alliance" be­
tween western railroads and preserva­
tionists the railroads would exact con­
siderable tribute for their political 
support.'18 

On May 11, 1896, H.R. 4058 was re­
ported back from committee with the 
recommendation that it be passed, 
with three significant amendments. In 
Section 2, the maximum term of lease 

of lands on which to erect visitor ac­
commodations was increased from 10 
to 25 years. Rights of way could be 
granted for the construction of rail­
ways or tramways through the forest 
reserve and into the park. And most 
important, a new Section 5 allowed 
mining in the forest reserve and in the 
park.49 These concessions answered, 
in part, objections that the commis­
sioner of the General Land Office and 
the secretary of the interior had made 
to earlier versions of the Washington 
National Park bill. 

These three concessions to develop­
ment pointed up the fact that national 
park supporters were now competing 
with support for the new national for­
ests and that the Cleveland adminis­
tration was definitely more inclined 
toward the latter type of land manage­
ment regime. In hindsight, the cre­
ation of three new national parks in 
California in 1890 followed by the pas­
sage of the Forest Reserve Act of 1891 
appears to mark, as the National Park 
Service historian Barry Mackintosh 
has written, "the fork in the road be­
yond which national parks and na­
tional forests proceed separately.'"" 
Each new park entailed an act of Con­
gress; each new forest required only a 
stroke of the president's pen. To con­
temporaries, however, it was yet un­
clear how, if at all, national parks and 
national forests would differ. John 
Muir, for one, hoped that the forests 
would be managed in much the same 
way as the parks.5) The well-known 
forester Cifford Pinchot, meanwhile, 
argued that by placing the new na­
tional forests under scientific forestry 
management the federal government 
would obviate the need for national 
parks. In this context, park propo­
nents considered the concession to 
mining a small price to pay. It was vital 
to secure the federal government's rec­
ognition of Mount Rainier's extraordi­
nary scenic and scientific interest so 
that, like Yellowstone, the area would 
receive a greater degree of protection 
than a forest reserve.1" 
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Even these concessions were not 
enough for some members of Con­
gress, who objected to the national 
park primarily on the basis of expense. 
Congressman John F. Lacey of Iowa, 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Lands, suggested that the national 
park designation was redundant be­
cause the area had already been with­
drawn as a forest reserve. When 
Doolittle suggested that the people of 
his state would "make the necessary 
improvements, for the benefit of all 
the people of the country" and only 
wanted assistance from the secretary of 
the interior in protecting the area from 
vandals, Congressman Joseph Bailey 
of Texas reminded legislators of the 
cost of administering Yellowstone and 
sarcastically noted, "The difficulty I 
have is that I have not learned how it 
is possible to maintain a park by any 
government without expense." He 
then obtained Doolittle's assurance 
that the Washington congressman 
would not "ask a dollar from the Gov­
ernment in the way of an appropria­
tion." With that, Bailey withdrew his 
objection, and the bill passed.53 

With the three amendments duly 
approved by the House, H.R. 

4058 came very close to the final form 
of the Mount Rainier National Park 
Act. But the bill's subsequent progress 
was slow. On June 10, 1896, the Senate 
referred the bill to the Committee on 
Forest Reservations and Protection of 
Game.'4 Eight months later, on Febru­
ary 17, 1897, the bill was reported back 
with the recommendation that it be 
passed without amendment. In March 
it passed the Senate only to be stopped 
by pocket veto as President Grover 
Cleveland left office. Senator John L. 
Wilson introduced an identical bill (S. 
349) in the next session of Congress, 
but apparently because no companion 
bill was introduced in the House, it 
never returned from committee. On 
December 7, 1897, Wilson introduced 
the same bill in the next session of 
Congress (S. 2552), and one week later 
Congressman Wesley Jones introduced 

The local perspective on the issue of creating a national park was essential urban— 
people in nearby cities considered Mount Rainier part of their recreational domain, as 
this 1894 view from Tacoma suggests. (UW Libraries, A. H. Waite neg. 227-12) 

a Washington National Park bill in the 
House (H.R. 5024). As this bill became 
stalled in the Committee on Public 
Lands, Congressman Lewis introduced 
the same bill again (H.R. 9146) on 
March 14, 1898.55 Finally, near pas­
sage, the bill hit one last snag. 

The story of the bill's final hurdle 
comes from the Seattle businessman 
John P. Hartman, who later claimed to 
have been closely involved in drafting 
the legislation. This seems unlikely, 
since Hartman's account begins not 
with Doolittle but with Wilson and 
Lewis in 1897. In any case, Wilson and 
Lewis summoned Hartman to Wash­
ington, D.C., to help them overcome 
the objection of the powerful Speaker 
of the House, "Uncle Joe" Cannon. 

I reached the National Capitol early in 
February, and very shortly was ushered into 
the presence of Mr. Cannon, piloted by 
Colonel Lewis. As usual, Mr. Cannon was 
smoking his big, black cigar, ensconsed in a 
swivel chair, with his feet on the jamb above 
the little fireplace where coal was burning 
cheerily in the grate. After preliminaries Mr. 
Cannon said, addressing me, "I have a 

notion to kill your Bill, and I have the 
power to do it." Of course, I wanted to 
know the reasons and he said, "It is all right 
to set these places aside but for the fact that 
in a year or so you will be coming back here 
seeking money from the Treasury to 
improve the place, and make it possible for 
visitors to go there, which things we do not 
need, and we haven't the money therefor, 
and I think I will kill it." I said to Mr. 
Cannon, "I promise you, Sir, that if this Bill 
is passed I will not be here asking for 
money from the Federal Treasury to 
operate the place so long as you shall 
remain in Congress." With that statement, 
he said, "I will take you at your word and 
let the measure go through, if otherwise it 
can travel the thorny road."56 

Shortly after this meeting the bill was 
reported back, and the House passed 
one minor amendment recommended 
by Lewis, which gave settlers in the na­
tional park the same right as the rail­
road to claim other public lands in lieu 
of their lands in the park. In a final 
amendment, the House dispensed 
with the politically sensitive but dull 
"Washington National Park" and 
named the new national park after the 
mountain. (Ironically, it was mis-
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spelled Mount Ranier National Park.) 
The bill passed both houses of Con­
gress on March 1 and was signed by 
President McKinley on March 2, 
1899.57 

Despite its flaws, the Mount Rainier 
National Park Act was an important 
triumph in the greater national park 
campaign. Like Yellowstone, Rainier 
was established to preserve the area's 
scenic and scientific values. Forests 
and wildlife were to be preserved in 
their natural condition. Most of the 
parklands were carved from a desig­
nated national forest, affirming the 
idea that national parks and national 
forests were to be placed on separate 

administrative footing. As the first na­
tional park established after the Forest 
Reserve Act of 1891 and the Organic 
Act of 1897, the nation's fifth national 
park resolved any doubt that the 
United States government would de­
velop both a national forest system 
and a national park system, each under 
a separate body of statutes. 

Of the many individuals and organiza­
tions who came together in the cam­
paign to establish Mount Rainier Na­
tional Park, none took any part in the 
early administration or development 
of the park. The coalition dissolved as 
easily as it had formed, leaving for oth­
ers the task of determining how the na­

tional park was to take shape in the 
new century. 
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