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INTRODUCTION

With the establishment of Yellowstone National Park in
1872, the United States Congress mandated that the natural re-
sources of that park be preserved for the enjoyment of future
generations. Preservation of park resources continued as a cen-
tral theme with the authorization of parks subsequent to Yellow-

stone as well as with the creation of the National Park Service
(NPS) in 1916.

Examination of the activities of the first civilian
superintendents of Yellowstone, of the U.S. Cavalry in the
National Parks, and, finally, of the National Park Service itself,
up until the late 1960=s and early 1970s, reveals a pattern of
vascillation in philosophies related to natural resources

management. This resulted in wavering policies and management
actions related to the resources within the National Parks.
A general trend of improved resource management deve-

loped within the National Park Service during the early 1970s.

Although the Service was maore actively involved in natural re-
sources management and scientific research during this decade, than
ever before, the ability of the Service to protect park resources

had actually reached something of a plateau. In many instances the
Service was actually 1losing ground in its fight for resource
preservation. This situation was a direct result of increasing

visitor use, a steady increase in the number of parks which became
the Service’s responsibility without asso-ciated increases in
personnel or funding, economic conditions which made park
management more difficult, an energy crisis which placed greater
pressure on U.S. energy sources, and the general socio-industrial
expansion of the nation.

Between 1980 and 1988 a renewed emphasis was placed on
the sound management of the natural resources of the National Park
System. This re-emphasis was due to: (1) long-term pressure by
special interest groups who focused attention on threats to the
integrity of park resources, (2) a political atmosphere which
required executive departments to focus on management efficiency,
and (3) changes in National Park Service leadership. Following is
a brief account of this evolution.

RUDIMENTS OF RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
AND THE EARLY NATIONAL PARK MOVEMENT

The Stage is Set

Between 1872 and 1915 the national parks were subjected to
a whole host of threats including poaching of wildlife, theft of
gealogic and botanical features, trespass grazing, vandalism, and
mismanagement by civilian and military authorities. Through all of
this confusion, rudimentary natural resources management programs
wvere started and policies were formulated. Many of these early



"protective" efforts would be unacceptable by today’s standards
but, in some instances they were beneficial and they certainly set
the stage for future resource protection efforts. These programs,
like total fire suppression and quasi-domestication of
Yellowstone’s bison, merely reflected the level of scientific
understanding and general natural resource philosophy of that era.
In addition, San Francisco needed a wvater supply and the Hetch
Hetchy Valley of Yosemite National Park was looked to as a
potential reservoir site. The Hetch Hetchy Valley became a major
concern during the 1890s and early 1900s. On December 19, 1913,
President Wilson approved the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir project. This
approval set a precedent and the door was opened for other
invasions into +the National Parks. Some aspects of this
understanding and philosophy would persist for many years, but,
they would eventually give way to ecologically sound management
strategies.

The first 43 years of national park movement were shaky at
times. Even so, important strides were made in natural resources
management. Significant steps had been taken to reduce destruction
of park wildlife and natural features, indiscriminate grazing was
curtailed, the first resource wmanagers (ga&e and buffalo keepers)

were hired, and the first rangers with? resources management
responsibilities were hired. Fisheries management emerged as a

resource concern, with significant stocking efforts Dbeing
undertaken. Forest fires were fought, and the American Bison was
saved from possible extinction. In addition to setting this
groundwork, perhaps the most significant contribution of this
time, was the germination of the idea that parks are something
more than natural anomalies. (8@) This concept is particularly

important becuase many of the early parks were established to
protect natural curiosities.

The first tentative steps toward ecosystem management had
been taken and the time was ripe for the work of Stephen Mather.

THE CREATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The Organic Act

Stephen T. Mather arrived in Washington in late January
1915 and assumed the duties of an Assistant to the Secretary of
the Interior. He promptly began work on legislation which would
establish a National Park Service and on a major publicity program
to promote the parks (80). Both efforts were initiated in
collaboration with numerous political and civilian leaders. That
campaign came to fruition with the passage of the National Park
Service Act of August 25, 1916.

Beyond the overriding importance of this piece of legis-
lation, this act set some very specific policies for the management
of the natural resources in the national parks.

The service thus established shall promote and regulate
the use of the Federal areas ... by such means and measures as



conform to the fundamental purpose ..., which purpose is to
conserve the scenery and the natural ard historic objects

and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of
the same in such wmanner and by such means as will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations....

[The Secretary of the Interior] may also, upon terms and
conditions to be fixed by him, sell or dispose of timber in
those cases where in his judgement the cutting of such tinter
is required in order to control the attacks of insects or
diseases or otherwise conserve the scenery or the natural or
historic objects in any such park, monument, or reservation.
He may also provide in his discretion for the destruction of
such animals and of such plant life as may be detrimental to
the use of any of said parks, monuments, or reservations....
the Secretary of the Interior may, under such rules and
regulations and on such terms as he may prescribe, grant the
privilege to graze live stock within any national park,
monument, or reservation herein referred to when in his
judgement such use is not detrimental to the primary purpose
for which such park, monument, or reservation was created,
except that +this provision shall not apply to the
Yellowstone National Park. (40)

The first paragraph of the excerpt quoted above is frequently
cited as the fundamental purpose of the Service. When used
independently, an inappropriate interpretation wmay be generated.
Without the second paragraph cited above, one might be lead to
believe that, in 1916, park resources were not to be altered in
any way. This was far from the +truth. This legislation
specifically allowed grazing, predator control, forest insect and
disease control, and timber removal to enhance visitor use and
scenic values. Not only was the agency left with the dilemma of
resource protection versus visitor use, but resource use under
certain circumstances was condoned.

Pressure on the Parks

Prospects for protection of park resources appeared bright
in the fall of 1916. A federal bureau had been established to
manage the parks and, shortly thereafter, Mather was named as it’s
first Director. The system consisted of 17 National Parks and 28
National Monuments. (16) Even prior to the creation of the
agency, Mather had launched a "see America first" campaign which
effectively resulted in increased visitation and public support
of the park idea. In spite of these encouraging circumstances for
the parks, the tide of success would begin to go out shortly.

Stress surrounding the creation of the Service came to a
head when Mather suffered a nervous breakdown. Fortunately, Horace
Albright, Mather’s trusted assistant, was able to assume the
responsibility of Acting Director. 1In addition, the United States
entered World War I in April of 1917. The nation’s participation
in the war effort immediately brought pressure on the parks to
allow utilization of their resources. Pressure was particularly



sever for allowance of grazing and, in fact, some acreage was
opened to this activity. (22,1535)

The First Resource Management Staff and Forest Protection

Stephen Mather moved quickly in the organization of the
Service. Military control of the parks was ended, and a Washington
Office began to emerge. Horace Albright was sent to Yellowstone in
1919 and Arno Cammerer was hired as the Assistant Director
(88, 160). Mather believed that the Service could best function if
the individual parks were allowed to operate with a minimal amount
of influence from Washington. Thus the Service’s headquarters
staff was kept small. (96)

One of the three original divisions established in the
Washington Office was that of landscape engineering (architec-
ture) (23). Shankland has described this division as follows:

The landscape architecture division was important and
unique. Mark Daniels, a landscape ‘engineer’, as he called
himself, had played with the idea of setting up something
like it, but as it has developed, it was conceived by
Cammerer in conversation with Mather in the summer of 1918,
before Cammerer joined the Service.... The need for
knowledgeable landscape architecture stemmed from the old
paradoxical need for wmixing preservation with use. The
function of the division would be advisory: it would
indicate methods of carrying out the construction of
buildings, camps, villages, and highways with a minimum
sacrifice of natural scenery. After the engineers had
delivered a set of plans, the landscape architects would
study them in the interest of the verdure, showing how it
might be saved and, in places where it could not be saved,

how scars might be erased. They would advise on all scenery
questions - for instance, vista clearing: the opening of a
meadow, lake, or waterfall just enough for it to be seen and
appreciated but no more... The landscape work had Mather’s
full enthusiasm.... (96)

In keeping with Mather'’'s desire that the size and progra-
matic involvement of the Service’s central office be kept to a
minimum, most natural resources management took place on the park
level. However, in 1926, several devastating fires occurred in a
number of the national parks. This stimulated Mather to designate
Ansel Hall, of the Educational Division, as the Service’s Chief
Forester, and, in 1927, a separate Division of Forestry was
established. (6, 41) The new Forestry Division was located in
Berkeley, California. On July 16, 1928, John D. Coffman joined
Ansel Hall on the forestry staff as a Fire Control Expert and the
following year the Service sponsored fire control training for the
first time (6,41). Additional work of this new Division focused on
insect and disease infestations in which the Service had close
cooperation with the Bureau of Entomology in the Department of



Agriculture. (86)
Wildlife

Perhaps the best known wildlife wmanagement issue of the
first two decades of this century is predator control. Victor
Cahalane has provided an outstanding summary of the development of
predator control activities in the national parks with emphasis on
events at Yellowstone. Interestingly, his writing indicates a
gradual reduction in control efforts occurred during the period of
park protection by the wilitary. Control then expanded
significantly when the Service took charge in 1916 with ungulate
protection being advanced as the paramount reason. Ten years later,
however, +the Service’s vigilance in this effort had wained
somewhat. (134)

It was also during the Mather administration that over-
abundance of ungulates was first noted. It is now obvious that
this situation was aggravated by the control of predatory ani-
mals. The problem of increasing populations was compounded by the
shrinkage of winter range caused by development and fencing around
the parks. A cycle of over protection of ungulates and supplemental
feeding would leave it’s mark on park wildlife for many years to
come.

Another sidelight, which is indicative of early wildlife
management philosophies, is recounted in Swain’s book on Horace
Albright. Swain explains that Albright felt wildlife should be
viewed by the public and so various species were kept in cages and
elaborate bear feeding grounds were established. (98)

The Mather Era also saw the construction of several fish
hatcheries in some of the national parks (three federal facili-
ties in Yellowstone, one federal facility in Glacier, and one
state facility din Rocky Mountain). (81) Thus, the tradition,
originally championed by the early mwmilitary custodians, of
artificial manipulation of the fishery resource in national parks
became firmly entrenched.

Early Insight

In retrospect, many of the manipulative activities which
vere imposed on park resources, during these early years of agency
administration, were scientifically improper but, in their
historical context, they represented the state of the art and
generally accepted thought. In this light, it is interesting to
note that a petition was published in 1921 by the American
Association for the Advancement of Science which called for
"absolutely natural" national parks. The value of parks in terms
of contribution to scientific understanding was recognized and the
Association urged the Service not to introduce non-native species
and not to interfere with natural conditions. (85)



HORACE ALBRIGHT

The first major efforte aimed at organizing the natural
resources management program on a servicewide basis can be found
in the Albright administration. This is manifest in the creation
of a Branch of Research and Education and in the work of George M.
Wright.

Natural History and Forestry

In 1928, a committee was appointed by the Secretary of the
Interior to examine the research and educational roles of the
National Park Service. (21) This committee should not be confused
with the National Park Educational Committee, which was estab-
lished in 1918 and which became the National Parks Association in
1919. One result of the analysis and recommendations of this second
committee was the creation of a Branch of Research and Education
on July 1, 1930. This new Branch, located in Washington, D. C.,
replaced the old Educational Division originally established by
Mather, and was placed under the leadership of Dr. Harold C.
Bryant. He was assisted by Dr. Wallace W. Atwood, a specialist in
earth sciences and Verne E. Chatelain, an historian. Although
much of this group’s focus was on interpretive endeavors, the
beginning of natural history research can be traced to these men.
The facilities of the original Educational Division at Berkeley
were maintained as a field office of the new Branch.

During this time, Fire Control Expert Coffman made wmajor
strides in bringing the Service up to a professional level in fire
and forest management. In 1930 Albright reported that fire plans
were being prepared for all of the National Parks. (11) In 1932
alone, it has been reported that six new fire lookout towers were
constructed in various parks, trees were measured in Sequoia
National Park and a nursery was established there. (37)
Vegetation type maps were prepared for a number of national parks
and White Pine Blister Rust control efforts were intensified
(16, 37). White Pine Blister Rust (WPBR) control actually began
as early as 1915 in Yosemite and in 1921 in Acadia National Park
(16, 86).

Coffman also placed emphasis on restoration of impacted

areas. In 1932, it was reported that Yosemite was using roadside
ditches and boulders to prevent vehicles from entering meadows
and that social roads were being restored. (12)

Wildlife Management

The late 1920s and early 1930s also saw the emergence of
George M. Wright as one of the prominent NPS personalities pro-
moting wildlife management and eventually founding a Wild Life
Division. George Wright is often considered the father of natural
resources management in the National Park Service. This 1is not
entirely true, as John Coffman was involved with forestry issues
as early as 1928 and Ansel Hall, although he had the title Chief
Haturalist, certainly had an influence on the management of the



resources of Lhe pa Lhrowghowt The . 1920,
v 1989 and 1938, Weight p ially Tinanced and conducted
the first comprehensive suwrvey of wildlife problems in  the
national parks. In 1931, offi space was provided Lo Weight in
the Berkeley office of the Branch of Research and Education. (97

Finally, din 1932, a Wild Life Division was established
within the BRranch of Researcch and Education. As might be ex-
pected, George Wright was named as the first Division Chief.
About the same time, Tfederal Ffunding was provided for Weight to
conbtinua his survey worla,

Coincident to these events, & Supervisoe of Wild Life
Resources was appoind on  Maeoh y  LB3L and a second field
office was established in Sallt Lake City, Ubtah. (& Dawvid
Madsen, Tormerly a Utah Fish and Game Commissioner, a Refuge
Manager with the Riological Swrevey and an NPS Assistant  Land
Furchaser, assumed that Ltion. (&7

Flemoranda from th Ly 193Bs indicate that the Wild Life
Division and Tthe Supervisor of Wild Life Resowrces operated
avtonomously but in concert with one anothere. The former having
research, survey and policy e and the latbter having
manaemnent accounbtability. (o7

The prelimivary wildlife survey of the national parks was
completed and the results made public dn 1933 in a 157-page
bulletin, Fauna o1 Lhe Mabtional Pavks of bthe United States This
publication bescame the basis Tor later management practices, and
was  Lhe firslt of a national park fauna sercies put ouwt by the
Deparbment of the Intecior. (187

Fredator conteol continued as
Mlbheight?s administration. The tollowing excerpt, from

=y

an  artea of concern duering
Cahalanae’s

writings on bhis subject, provides interesting dnsight on this

V

LESUE.,

v Lo9ed, the @ on predator control was
presented to a conference of superintendents by Des Joseph
Grivmell, Divector of the Fuseunm of Vertebrate Zoolony,
University of California. Frowledge of predators and thedir
place in the fauna was peowing and recognition of Ttheir value
was hastened by numerows scientifiloc sociebies and
individuals.  Dureirvg 1929 and 1930 the HMational Pavk Service
wasn bthe recipilent of numerous resolubilons and letters
condemning predator cootrol withowt adéquata Justification
based on soien i investbigation. Amorng the organizabions
insisting upon COu g 2 Lhe fAmerican Hociebty of
Flammalogists, the Wilson Oenithologiocal Club, Cooper
Orenithological Cluby, Mew York Zoological Sociebty, and the
Boone and Crocket Club. Concwersence with this point of view
was expressed dn replic by M. M. Albright.  The
Service was placed on record by e ght?s statemsnt in
the May 1931 number of the Jowrnal ol Mamnmalogy,

frpaw L& (

-

S I 5) RN CLas4

Despite this affirmative step, predator conbrol would swrface as
an desue in Tuabuwre years (T4,
ABlbeight?s  administration was plagued with wmany obther




wildlife population p- Lems ancluding the mule deer over abun-
dance ov the Kaibab Plateaw, Jjust noeth of the Grand Canyonyg the
Jackson Hole ellk, which prompted the creation of a Commission on
the Conservation of the Jackson Hole BElk in 198273 and deer in
Tosemite Mational Parle (240, Finmally, 1938 marke the ficst time
that a deer overpopulation problem existed in Zion Mational Farl.
Thus another pack was added to the long list of parcks with wild
LiTe population problems.

fls early as L9932, Wright recognized the extent of the
wildlife problems of the parks and called for the appointment of
Wi ld Life Ranpers' who would act as a park representabive on
wildlifTe is %)

ses (BY).,

FUREC e B aMD  THE HMEW  DEAL.

ALthough the Mew Deal began while Albright was still the
Divector, ibs dmpact on The natuweral cesowro: managemant programs
of the Mational Parck Service was nobt seen until fArno Canmerer tool
charge of the agency. The enployment programs of the Mew Deal
provided a tremendouws  dntfusion of manpowes and funds Lo the
GETVILCE. This boost could not have come at a more appropriate
Lime, considering the significant number of new areas brought into
the Parck System alt the close of Albeight’s administration and
duwring that of Cammerer. Fost notably, the Civilian Conservalbion
Corps (CCCY made countless conteibutions Lo the Service®s resounrces
managemaent efforbts in the areas of wildlife, research and pub-
lLications, scientific dllustration and pho jraphy, peology, and
Torestery. B discussion of some of goarzas Tollows.

Wildlif@_ﬂanam&ment

Between 1933
Lremendous advani

In 193%, the Wildlife Division was transferred from Berkeley
Lo Washington, DC. George Wright and Ben Thompson, both moved to
Washington, DC. Thompson served as bhe Assistant Chief of the
Division., Joseph Dixon vemained in Dalifoenia as a Field Matuera-
List. Shortly aflber his transfer, Thompson was selected as a
Special Assistant to the DLivector. Vietor H.e Cahalane filled
Thompson's posibion in Februaey 19305, With this transfer of the
Division came Lhe o ponsi i lity for overseein) wildlife manage-
menrt activities alb all COC camps managed by Lhe Servioe

It ds divteresting to wnobte thalt an organizational oharet,
Frrom 1939, shows Ben Thompson in chacge of the Beanch of Recrea~
Cion, Land Planning and State Cooperabtion (B9, One of the Tfunc-
Cionsg of this Branch was to coordinate COC projects with other
divisions and branches of the Service. Perhaps Thompson’s close
Lies with The Wildlife Division Tacilitated the opportunity for
hivlogical review.

Iv addition to this oversight responsibility, the Division
wasn involved in the designabion of a number of Research Res

and 1939 the Wildlife Division would make

o

i




in the parks as well as matbters like mosquito control, predator
control and exobic plant management (&9),

Augmentation of Tthe Service's maﬁpmw@w with CCC  funds
extended into wildlife management achivitiss.

By 1936 there were 27 (4 rvegular, 23 CCC) biolopgists
Chhen called Wildlite Technicians) on The Wildlife Division
staff. Some of these were headquartered' in the parcks, but ni
conformity with the Service’s overall regionalization in 1936,
Many ... were placed in the regional offices... and g oi v e mn
responsibility for the supervision of extensive Tield
territories. (The rumber shrank after 193600 (97)

Unfortunately, the vigor of  the service® s wildlife
management program suffered a btragic blow., 0On February 25, 1936
George Weight and Roger Toll, Supercintendent of Yellowsbtone
Mational Parclk, were Rilled in an avtomobile accident 97). Much of
the wind was knocked oult of the sails of the Division. Following
Weight?s death, Victor Cahalane toolk charge of the Division and he
attempted to continuwe the initiabive started by Weight.

Although little has been written about the geological
proyram of the Service, it appears Lo have been very active swuring
the 1940s. A total of 21 geologists were appointed uwunder the
Emergency Conservation Work program. (29)

s might be expected, much of the worl accomplished by
these early pgeologists was interpretive in nature. Undoubtedly
they contributed a great deal of information to the first park
brochuwres and booklets. The preparation of the now noteworthy
relief models of the national parks was a major responsibility of
these geologists and Lhe recently coreated PMuseum Division. The
1936 "Annual Report of the Divector" provides an excellent summary
of the activities of the geoclogists. Projects listed in thalt report
include excavations at Fossil Cycad Mational Fonument and Dinosaudr
FMational HMoviument, prepacation of policy on cave development,
seisnograph operation albt Lassen Mational Farlk, and salvage ygeology
at the fubtuwre site of Boulder Labke. G259

Forest Frotechion

The third major phase of natural resouwrces management
dwring the 1930s was Torest protection. In fApeil of 1933, John
Coffman, Chief Foressbter, was brought Tto tLthe Washington office to
assist in organizing the Service’s participation in the Emergency
Conservation Work. When Coffman moved bto  Washington, Lawrence
Cool, Chief Ranger of Sequoia Mational Pavcl, was  named  as
fasistant Chief Forester and was stationed in RBerkeley, California
(B3 . In Movember of 1933, Coffman’s functions as  forester were
removed Trom the Dranch of Research and Education and upgraded
into  a  Branch  of Forestey 89, Perhaps  this was done in
anbicipation of the exbensive Torest management projects Lhat the
CCC men wouwld be complebing. In shoret ordee, three other staff







