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But our national heritage is richer than just scenic features; the realization is coming that perhaps
our greatest national heritage is nature itself, with all its complexity and its abundance of life,
which, when combined with great scenic beauty as it is in the national parks, becomes of unlimited
value. This is what we would attain in the national parks.

—GEORGE M. WRIGHT, JOSEPH S. DIXON, and BEN H. THOMPSON, Fauna of the National Parks of
the United States, 1933

A national park should represent a vignette of primitive America. . . . Yet if the goal cannot be fully
achieved it can be approached. A reasonable illusion of primitive America could be recreated,
using the utmost in skill, judgment and ecologic sensitivity. This in our opinion should be the
objective of every national park and monument.

—A. STARKER LEOPOLD et al., “Wildlife Management in the National Parks” (The Leopold Re-
port), March 1963

I have always thought of our Service as an institution, more than any other bureau, engaged in a
field essentially of morality—the aim of man to rise above himself, and to choose the option of
quality rather than material superfluity.

—FREEMAN TILDEN to GEORGE B. HARTZOG, JR., ca. 1971

Many of our problems are historical, but history can’t be wiped out.
—JOHN A. CARVER, JR., Assistant Secretary of the Interior, to the National Park Superintendents
“Conference of Challenges,” Yosemite National Park, October 1963
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Preface

The national park system contains some of the most recognizable natural
features on this continent. Such sublime scenery as the Grand Canyon, the
Yosemite Valley and Half Dome, Old Faithful, and the Teton Mountains
are familiar to millions. These and other landscape icons of the system
symbolize the romantic nationalism that has always sustained public sup-
port of national parks. The celebrated geography of high mountains and
vast open spaces has helped perpetuate a kind of “From the New World”
fantasy—the parks as virgin land—which has long enhanced America’s na-
tional park movement.

In part because of their great symbolic beauty, the national parks have
been easy to write about with enthusiasm and effusion. Early studies, and
many works published by the National Park Service itself, have tended to
glorify the founding fathers of the Park Service and extol the expansion of
the system. Although the founders deserve much credit, and expansion has
certainly been important, the appeal of this zealous approach has dimin-
ished. Recent scholars have written not so much about how the parks came
to be created and who promoted them, but about how they were treated
after their establishment. As a study of the management of nature in the
parks, this book belongs in the latter category.

Nature preservation—especially that requiring a thorough scientific
understanding of the resources intended for preservation—is an aspect of
park operations in which the Service has advanced in a reluctant, vacillating
way. The analysis that follows is at times critical of the Park Service. In-

xiii



Xiv Preface

deed, writing National Park Service history from within runs some risks—
but it also enjoys certain advantages. As a historian with the Park Service
for more than two decades, I have had the opportunity to observe the
Service closely and to refine my understanding of its culture and corporate
psyche. I have had ready access to the files and to the thoughts of fellow
employees and retirees. Each individual held strong opinions about what
the Service has been and should be, and discussed national park manage-
ment with a high degree of candor and openness.

It is my hope that this book will inform future efforts of the Park
Service, the public, and the Congress to address national park issues. To
prepare for the future, it is important first to analyze the past with as much
clarity and impartiality as can be mustered.

RICHARD WEST SELLARS
Santa Fe, New Mexico



Introduction

There was a time, through the middle of the twentieth century, when the
national parks reigned indisputably as America’s grandest summertime
pleasuring grounds. Managed by the National Park Service after 1916, the
spectacular mountains, canyons, forests, and meadows set aside to provide
for the public’s enjoyment appealed tremendously to a public increasingly
mobile and enamored of sightseeing and automobile touring. To make the
parks accessible to millions of vacationers, graceful winding roads were
constructed, with romantic names like Going to the Sun Highway or Trail
Ridge Road. Huge rustic hotels built of log and stone, such as Yellowstone’s
Old Faithful Inn and Grand Canyon’s El Tovar, welcomed overnight visi-
tors to the parks. In hotel lobbies or in nearby museums, courteous park
rangers stood ready to take eager visitors on nature walks—out into the
crisp, pine-scented mountain air to enjoy the wonders of trailside forests
and streams. In parks such as Sequoia and Yellowstone, visitors fed bears
along roadsides or gathered in specially constructed bleachers to watch
rangers feed bears; and at dusk each summer a firefall of burning embers
cascaded from the heights of Yosemite’s Glacier Point.

Enjoying immense popularity, the national park system grew to include
areas in the East and Midwest while continuing to expand in the West,
where it had begun and where the majority of the older and more famous
parks are located. Preserving remnants of the wild landscapes of the fron-
tier, the parks were from the beginning a part of frontier history and ro-
mantic western lore. Most national parks were truly isolated, and the
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nearby lands were little developed and sparsely populated. For many park
rangers, working in the vast, majestic parks seemed a kind of lingering
frontier experience: long assignments in remote backcountry areas; horse
patrols along park boundaries; and primitive, wood-heated log cabins to
house the family.

In recent decades the situation has changed. Today many national
parks, although still beautiful, are marred by teeming, noisy crowds in
campgrounds, visitor centers, grocery stores, and restaurants, and by traffic
jams on roads and even on trails. The push and shove of hordes of tourists
and the concomitant law-enforcement problems eclipse the unalloyed
pleasure that earlier generations surely experienced. Bland, unattractive
modern structures have replaced many of the rustic park administrative
buildings and tourist facilities of the past. Housing for rangers and other
employees frequently is comparable at best to urban tract homes. Spend-
ing fewer hours in the backcountry, rangers more and more find them-
selves encumbered by office work. In addition, the National Park Service
has experienced a decline in its discretionary authority, as it must confront
powerful, competing special-interest groups that watch every move. With
their natural conditions degraded by air and water pollution, accelerated
development of adjacent lands, extensive public use, and inappropriate
actions taken by the Park Service itself, the national parks have become the
focus of angry battles over environmental issues that often result in litiga-
tion by batteries of lawyers.

Set within the context of this broad array of national park operations
and issues, the environmental and ecological aspects of national park man-
agement—principally the treatment of natural resources—form the central
theme of this volume. This study traces over many decades the interaction
of bureaucratic management with the flora, fauna, and other natural ele-
ments in parks of scenic grandeur that are intended to be visited and
enjoyed by large numbers of people yet in some fashion to be preserved.
The book begins in the late nineteenth century, when the earliest parks
were established and when management principles were first set in place.
It extends almost to the present day, when the recency of issues—many yet
unresolved—flattens the perspective from historical to journalistic.

The first chapter, based mostly on secondary sources, summarizes the
period before the National Park Service was founded in 1916. Subse-
quent chapters, drawing extensively on primary documents such as internal
memoranda and reports (most of them never before researched), include
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an analysis of the legislative history of the act creating the Service and the
intent of that act. Next is a detailed account of national park management
over time—in effect, how the act was implemented: the growth and de-
velopment of the park system during the 1920s, the rise of biological sci-
ence within the Park Service, and the bureau’s triumphs in recreational
planning and development during the New Deal. The story continues with
the World War II-era retrenchment and declining interest in biological
science, the Park Service’s reinvigoration during the tourism explosion of
the 1950s, and the Service’s clash with the environmental movement of the
1960s and 1970s even as it began to revitalize its biology programs.

Rather than presenting a broad study of conservation history, this book
focuses chiefly on internal Park Service concerns—on how a bureau cre-
ated to administer the national parks arrived at management policies for
natural resources, put them into practice, and in time changed many of
them. Especially since its wildlife biology programs gained strength in the
1930s, the Park Service has not been of one mind about how to care for the
parks™ natural resources; philosophical and political disagreements have
been persistent.

Indeed, present-day management of nature in the parks differs sub-
stantially from that in the early decades of national park history—the most
fundamental difference being the degree to which science now informs the
Service’s natural resource practices. And in an age of ecological science, the
extent to which the Service manages parks in a scientifically informed way
may be seen as a measure of its true commitment to ecological principles.
It may also be a measure of its commitment to the ethical purposes always
implicit in the national park concept, but more recognized today—prin-
cipally, that within these specially designated areas native species will be
protected and preserved.

It might be assumed that management of national parks with the intent
of preserving natural conditions would necessarily require scientific knowl-
edge adequate to understand populations and distributions of native spe-
cies and their relation to their environment, and that without such informa-
tion the parks’ natural history is fraught with too many questions, too many
unknowns. At least from the early 1930s, this argument was voiced within
the Park Service’s own ranks. Yet it has not been the view of park manage-
ment throughout most of the Service’s history.

Because National Park Service decisionmaking most often has not been
scientifically informed, the question arises as to what kind of management
has been taking place, and why. Thus, in this study the management of
nature in the parks is placed in the larger context of overall park operations
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and bureaucratic behavior—in ecological terms, it is placed within its “bu-
reaucratic habitat.”

The analysis is also expanded to embrace the corporate culture of the
National Park Service. Of special interest is the extensive development of
the parks for what might be called recreational tourism—pleasure travel
focusing on appreciation of nature and enjoyment of the out-of-doors. This
overriding emphasis on tourism development fostered the ascendancy of
certain professions such as landscape architecture and engineering, and
largely determined the Service’s organizational power structure and its
perception of what is right and proper for the parks.

Implementing its 1916 congressional mandate as it deemed proper, the
Park Service engaged in two basic types of nature management: develop-
ment for tourism, and what was later termed natural resource manage-
ment. Both affected natural conditions in the parks. Although not generally
perceived as such, tourism development amounted to a kind of de facto
management of nature. It often resulted in extensive alterations to natural
conditions, especially along road and trail corridors, and in pockets of
intensive use (for example, along the south rim of the Grand Canyon or
throughout the Yosemite Valley). By contrast, natural resource manage-
ment involved direct, purposeful manipulation of natural elements—in-
cluding the nurturing of favored species, such as bison, bears, and game
fish; or the reduction of populations of so-called problem species, such as
certain predators or tree-killing insects. These two basic types of nature
management, factors in park management from the earliest decades, af-
fected plants and animals throughout the parks, to the point of eliminating
some species. This alteration of natural conditions created perplexing sit-
uations for later generations of managers and scientists.

The central dilemma of national park management has long been the
question of exactly what in a park should be preserved. Is it the scenery—
the resplendent landscapes of forests, streams, wildflowers, and majestic
mammals? Or is it the integrity of each park’s entire natural system, includ-
ing not just the biological and scenic superstars, but also the vast array of
less compelling species, such as grasses, lichens, and mice? The incredible
beauty of the national parks has always given the impression that scenery
alone is what makes them worthwhile and deserving of protection. Scenery
has provided the primary inspiration for national parks and, through tour-
ism, their primary justification. Thus, a kind of “facade” management be-
came the accepted practice in parks: protecting and enhancing the scenic
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facade of nature for the public’s enjoyment, but with scant scientific knowl-
edge and little concern for biological consequences.

Criticism of this approach began in the 1930s, increased during the
environmental era of the 1960s and 1970s, and is commonly voiced today.
Nevertheless, facade management based largely on aesthetic consider-
ations remains quite acceptable to many. Far easier to undertake, and
aimed at ensuring public enjoyment of the parks, facade management has
long held more appeal for the public, for Congress, and for the National
Park Service than has the concept of exacting scientific management.

Yet aesthetics and ecological awareness are not unrelated. Whatever
benefit and enjoyment the national parks have contributed to American
life, they have undoubtedly intensified the aesthetic response of millions of
people to the beauty and the natural history of this continent—a response
that could then be pleasurably honed in more ordinary surroundings closer
to home. Beyond the sheer enjoyment of scenery, a heightened aesthetic
sensibility may have inspired in many a deeper understanding of, and
concern for, the natural environment. This benefit defies quantification,
but surely it has had consequences of immense value, both for individuals
and for the nation.

The persistent tension between national park management for aes-
thetic purposes and management for ecological purposes underlies much
of the following narrative.






CHAPTER 1

Creating Tradition:
The Roots of National Park Management

It is important to do something speedily [about the Yellowstone park proposal], or
squatters and claimants will go in there, and we can probably deal much better with the
government in any improvements we may desire to make for the benefit of our pleasure
travel than with individuals.—JAY cOOKE, October 30, 1871

On March 1, 1872, Congress established Yellowstone Park—the world’s
first “national park,” more than two million acres located mostly in the
northwest corner of present-day Wyoming—to be preserved and managed
by the federal government for the enjoyment and benefit of the people. In
the midst of the Gilded Age’s rampant exploitation of public lands, the
concept of federally managed parks protected from the extractive uses
typical of the late-nineteenth-century American West abruptly gained con-
gressional sanction. Yellowstone’s awesome natural phenomena had in-
spired a political phenomenon.

Despite its eventual worldwide implications, the Yellowstone Park Act
attracted minimal public attention; Congress only briefly debated the bill,
giving little indication of what it intended for the park. The act came during
an era when the federal government was aggressively divesting itself of the
public domain through huge railroad land grants and, among others, home-
stead, mining, and timber acts. Although a few Americans were voicing
concern about the preservation of nature and decrying the exploitation of
natural resources, no broad, cohesive conservation movement existed in
1872. Yet the proposal to save the wonders of Yellowstone (principally the
great falls of the Yellowstone River and the spectacular geysers) triggered
legislation creating what was until very recently the largest national park in
the contiguous forty-eight states.

The origin of the national park idea—who conceived it, and whether it
was inspired by altruism or by profit motives—has been disputed. One

7
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account became a revered part of national park folklore and tradition: that
the idea originated in September 1870 during a discussion around a camp-
fire near the Madison Junction, where the Firehole and Gibbon rivers join
to form the Madison River in present-day Yellowstone National Park.
Nearing the conclusion of their exploration of the Yellowstone country,
members of the Washburn-Doane Expedition (a largely amateur party
organized to investigate tales of scenic wonders in the area) had encamped
at Madison Junction on the evening of September 19. As they relaxed and
mused around their wilderness campfire, the explorers recalled the spec-
tacular sights they had seen. Then, after considering the possible uses of
the area and the profits they might make from tourism, they rejected the
idea of private exploitation. Instead, in a moment of high altruism, the
explorers agreed that Yellowstone’s awe-inspiring geysers, waterfalls, and
canyons should be preserved as a public park.! This proposal was soon
relayed to high political circles, and within a year and a half Congress
established Yellowstone Park.

Through the decades, as the national park concept gained strength and
other nations followed the American example, the Madison Junction camp-
fire emerged as the legendary birthplace not just of Yellowstone but of all
the world’s national parks. Although the Yosemite Valley had been estab-
lished as a California state park from federally donated lands in 1864 and
the term “national park”™ had been occasionally used in the past, the belief
that the national park idea truly began around a wilderness campfire at the
Madison Junction evolved into a kind of creation myth: that from a gather-
ing of explorers on a late summer evening in the northern Rocky Moun-
tains came the inspiration for Yellowstone National Park, the prototype for
hundreds of similar parks and reserves around the world. In the wilderness
setting and with a backdrop of the vast, dramatic landscape of the western
frontier, the origin of the national park idea seemed fitting and noble.
Surely the national park concept deserved a “virgin birth”—under a night
sky in the pristine American West, on a riverbank, and around a flaming
campfire, as if an evergreen cone had fallen near the fire, then heated and
expanded and dropped its seeds to spread around the planet.?

The campfire story may be seen in another light, however. Romantic
imagery aside, the element of monopolistic business enterprise is notably
absent from the traditional campfire story—the profit motive obscured by
the altruistic proposal for a public park. In fact, corporate involvement with
America’s national parks has its roots in that same 1870 Washburn-Doane
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Expedition and campfire discussion. Amid the great rush to settle the West
after the Civil War, the Northern Pacific Railroad Company was by 1870
planning to extend its tracks from the Dakota Territory across the Montana
Territory. With easiest access to Yellowstone being from the north, through
Montana, the company believed that once it extended its tracks west it
could monopolize tourist traffic into the area.

Alert to this potential, Northern Pacific financier Jay Cooke took spe-
cial interest in the scenic Yellowstone country. In June 1870 he met in
Philadelphia with Nathaniel P. Langford, politician and entrepreneur, who
subsequently proceeded to Montana and, with Northern Pacific backing,
successfully promoted the Washburn-Doane Expedition. This exploration
of Yellowstone began in August, with Langford as a participant. Still sup-
ported by the Northern Pacific, Langford followed up the expedition with
lectures to audiences in Montana and in East Coast cities, extolling the
wonders of Yellowstone, while local boosters in Montana began promoting
the park idea. The following year, the railroad company subsidized artist
Thomas Moran’s participation in the expedition into Yellowstone led by
geologist Ferdinand V. Hayden. Moran’s sketches from the Hayden Expe-
dition (his impressive paintings were not yet completed) were displayed in
the Capitol in Washington as part of the campaign to enact the Yellowstone
legislation.®

Ever advancing Northern Pacific interests, Jay Cooke sought to ensure
that the Yellowstone country did not fall into private hands, but rather
remained a federally controlled area. He observed in October 1871, just
before the legislation to create a park was introduced, that a government
“reservation” (or park) would prevent “squatters and claimants” from gain-
ing control of the area’s most scenic features. Government control would
be easier to deal with; thus, it was “important to do something speedily”
through legislation.*

Subsequent to the Hayden Expedition, the Northern Pacific lobbied
for the park with swift success: the Yellowstone bill was introduced on
December 18, 1871, and enacted the following March. Like most future
national parks, Yellowstone remained under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, which managed the public lands of the West. The
park’s immense size came not because of an effort to preserve vast tracts of
undisturbed wilderness, but largely as a result of recommendations by
Ferdinand Hayden, who sought to include the lands most likely to contain
spectacular thermal features.

From the first, then, the national parks served corporate profit motives,
the Northern Pacific having imposed continuous influence on the Yellow-
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stone park proposal, beginning even before the 1870 expedition that gave
birth to the campfire tradition.> With their land grants stretching across the
continent, American railroads were already seeking to establish monopolis-
tic trade corridors. By preventing private land claims and limiting competi-
tion for tourism in Yellowstone, the federal reservation of the area served,
in effect, as a huge appendage to the Northern Pacific’s anticipated monop-
oly across southern Montana Territory.

Indeed, in historical perspective, the 1872 Yellowstone legislation
stands as a resounding declaration that tourism was to be important in the
economy of the American West. A matter of considerable consequence in
the Yellowstone story, the collaboration between private business and the
federal government fostered a new kind of public land use in the drive to
open the West. A portion of the public domain was reserved for largely
non-consumptive use, with unrestricted free enterprise and exploitation of
natural resources prohibited. With magnificent scenery as the principal
fount of profit, tourism was emerging in the nineteenth century as an
economic land use attractive to business investment. The success of such
investment depended in part on the preservation of scenery through pre-
vention of haphazard tourism development and other invasive commercial
uses such as mining and lumbering. The possibility of federal cooperation
to manage vast scenic areas in the West and control development appealed
to the Northern Pacific—and soon to other tourism interests.

Over time, accommodation for tourism in the national parks would
become truly extensive and have enormous consequences for the parks. It
is a significant, underlying fact of national park history that once Yellow-
stone and subsequent park legislation codified the commitment to public
use and enjoyment, managers of the parks would inevitably become in-
volved in design, construction, and long-range maintenance of park roads,
trails, buildings, and other facilities. Allowing tourists to stay overnight in
the parks meant that hotels, restaurants, campgrounds, garbage dumps,
electrical plants, and water and sewage systems would sooner or later be
seen as indispensable. The practical necessities for accommodating thou-
sands, then millions, of tourists (the primary constituents of the national
parks and a key source of political support) would increasingly demand
park management’s attention and seriously affect allocation of funds and
staffing.

Moreover, such developmental concerns would foster a capitalistic,
business-oriented approach to national parks, emphasizing the number of
miles of roads and trails constructed, the number of hotel rooms and camp-
sites available, the number of visitors each year, and the need for continued
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tourism development. Principally in an effort to ensure public enjoyment,
nature itself would be manipulated in the national parks; to a large extent,
natural resource management would serve tourism purposes.

Growth of the National Park Concept

After Yellowstone there was no rush to create additional national parks.
Yellowstone came into existence during the Indian wars on the northern
plains and in advance of extensive white settlement of the West—not an
auspicious time and place for tourism. Created nearly two decades before
the 1890 census announced the closing of the frontier, Yellowstone came
close to becoming a historical anomaly rather than a trendsetter in public
land policy.

In 1875 Congress established Mackinac National Park—the second
such park, but one that occupied only about a thousand acres of Mackinac
Island, located at the westernmost point of Lake Huron and the site of Fort
Mackinac, a small U.S. Army post. Already a federal presence on the island,
the army managed the national park until 1893, just after the fort was
deactivated. With the army’s departure, the State of Michigan was per-
suaded to operate Mackinac as a state park; thus the park lost its “national”
designation.® Mackinac seems not to have advanced the national park con-
cept. The park was created in part because the army was conveniently
available to manage the area, and it was redesignated after the army
departed.

In fact, after Yellowstone nearly two decades passed before the national
park idea spread to any significant degree. In 18go Congress established
two large parks in California: Sequoia and Yosemite. (The latter comprised
the High Sierra country surrounding the 1864 Yosemite grant to the State
of California; the grant remained under state control until 1906, when it
was added to the national park.) Also in 18go came establishment of the
relatively small General Grant National Park, four square miles of giant
sequoia forest (incorporated into Kings Canyon National Park in 1940).

Following the flurry of new parks in 18go, Congress waited nine years
before creating another large natural park—Mount Rainier, in 1899. Thus,
by the turn of the century—nearly three decades after Yellowstone—there
were in existence no more than four large parks, plus General Grant Na-
tional Park. (In Arkansas, the “Hot Springs Reservation,” established in
1832 as a small, approximately four-square-mile preserve containing ther-
mal springs of medicinal value, was also managed by the Department of the
Interior; not until 1921 would this preserve be designated a national park.)
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In the early twentieth century, prior to establishment of the National Park
Service in 1916, the number of parks began to grow steadily: Crater Lake
(1902), Wind Cave (1903), Sully’s Hill (1904), Mesa Verde (1906), Platt
(1906), Glacier (1910), Rocky Mountain (1915), Hawaii (1916), and Lassen
Volcanic (1916).

Led by the Northern Pacific, Southern Pacific, and Great Northern
railroad companies and influenced by the rising concern for conservation,
tourism interests exerted a powerful influence in creating new parks. Like
Yellowstone, parks such as Sequoia, Yosemite, Mount Rainier, and Glacier
were to a large degree the result of the railroads” political pressure.” In
addition to the economic potential of tourism in the national parks, other
profit-oriented motives arose. For instance, the Northern Pacific promoted
the Mount Rainier legislation, which enabled the company to swap its
lands in the park for more valuable timberlands elsewhere. And owners of
nearby agricultural lands (including railroad companies) urged establish-
ment of Sequoia and Yosemite, in part to protect watersheds through high-
country forest conservation, which would benefit their investments in the
valleys below. This factor was evidenced in the enabling legislation for each
park, which referred to the parks as “reserved forest lands.”

Beginning with Ferdinand Hayden’s proposal to include all of Yellow-
stone’s major thermal features, the early national parks helped establish the
important precedent that immense tracts of land could be put to use as
public parks. Both the concern for watershed protection and an emerging
interest in preserving wilderness (a consideration in the 18go Yosemite
legislation) seem to have influenced Congress to include in Sequoia and
Yosemite much more land than necessary for the protection of key scenic
features. Mount Rainier National Park, by comparison, was made suffi-
ciently large to encompass a huge scenic feature—a splendid glacier-
capped volcanic mountain—in addition to wilderness and watershed con-
cerns, heroic scenery fostered the creation of some exceedingly large parks.
Given the size of many of the parks, the extensive tourism development
that would take place would still leave thousands of acres of undeveloped
park “backcountry”—a factor that would become increasingly important in
national park preservation concerns.

Vast and spectacularly beautiful, Yellowstone provided not only the first
but also the most enduring image of a national park: a romantic landscape
of mountains, canyons, abundant wildlife, and fantastic natural phenom-
ena. Surely the park’s great size and the fame and popularity it achieved by
the early twentieth century helped fix the fledgling national park idea in the
American mind. Moreover, the spacious, majestic scenery being preserved
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in such parks as Yellowstone, Sequoia, and Yosemite aroused a strong sense
of patriotism and a romanticized pride in America’s most dramatic land-
scapes, helping stimulate national tourism and the park movement.”

Yet Congress did not define national parks as being solely large natural
areas. In addition to General Grant, other small parks were created. Platt
National Park, about eight hundred acres of a mineral springs area in
south-central Oklahoma, and Sully’s Hill National Park, a few hundred
acres of low, wooded hills in eastern North Dakota, had more in common
with the defunct, diminutive Mackinac National Park—and all three varied
substantially from the standards of size and scenery set by Yellowstone and
the other large parks.!

In another deviation from the large natural park standard, Mesa Verde
National Park was created to preserve impressive archeological sites. More-
over, in June 1906, within a few days of Mesa Verde’s establishment, Con-
gress passed the Antiquities Act, providing for creation of “national monu-
ments”—a different kind of federal land reservation, which would in time
be added to the national park system. The monuments were to include
areas of importance in history, prehistory, or science, and be no larger than
necessary to protect the specific cultural or scientific values of concern. The
result of political pressure brought mainly by anthropologists seeking to
prevent vandalism to the nation’s prehistoric treasures, the act authorized
the President to establish national monuments by proclamation (the same
means by which national forest reserves were then created).

During President Theodore Roosevelt’s administration, and as the con-
servation movement gathered steam, this means of establishing federal re-
serves without further congressional authorization promptly brought about
the creation of numerous monuments, among them Devils Tower (1906),
Chaco Canyon (1907), Muir Woods (1908), Mount Olympus (1908), and
Grand Canyon (1908). Placed under the administration of the Interior,
Agriculture, or War departments, depending on where the monuments
were located, almost all of the national monuments would eventually be
made part of the national park system and would come under the same
management policies, with public use as the principal focus.

The Antiquities Act made illegal the unauthorized taking of antiquities
from federal lands and legislated penalties for punishment of violators. It
also authorized a permit system, allowing excavation of antiquities within
the monuments only for professional research purposes.!!* Other than these
stipulations, the act gave no directions for day-to-day management of the
monuments. Although the act was passed because of concern for preserv-
ing prehistoric sites, it was also used to set aside especially scenic lands,
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such as the Grand Canyon and Mount Olympus. These two monuments
established another significant precedent—that the Antiquities Act could
be used to preserve very large tracts of public land, far larger than its
supporters (or opponents) had envisioned.'?

The Antiquities Act was conceived with much less concern for tourism
and public use than were the national parks, and many monuments re-
mained neglected and inaccessible for years by other than archeologists
(the most striking exception being Grand Canyon National Monument,
managed by the U. S. Forest Service until 1919). However, this neglect did
not reflect a permanent policy of limited use and strict preservation of the
monuments. In time, and under favorable funding and staffing circum-
stances, they would be targeted for extensive recreational tourism devel-
opment, similar to that in the national parks. But with majestic scenery
that could attract swarms of tourists, and with specific mandates for na-
ture preservation, the national parks themselves—rather than the national
monuments—would dominate the formulation of natural resource man-
agement policy in the growing park system.

Characteristically, the national parks featured outstanding natural phe-
nomena: Yellowstone’s geysers, Sequoia’s and General Grants gigantic
trees, and Hot Springs’ thermal waters. Such features greatly enhanced the
potential of the parks as pleasuring grounds that would attract an increas-
ingly mobile American public interested in the outdoors. Writing about
Yellowstone in 1gos, more than three decades after its establishment as a
park, President Theodore Roosevelt observed that the preservation of na-
ture was “essentially a democratic movement,” benefiting rich and poor
alike.!® Even with the prospect of monopolistic control of tourist facilities,
the national park idea was a remarkably democratic concept. The parks
would be open to all—undivided, majestic landscapes to be shared and
enjoyed by the American people.

Moreover, in preventing exploitation of scenic areas in the rapacious
manner typical for western lands in the late nineteenth century, the Yellow-
stone Park Act marked a truly historic step in nature preservation. The act
forbade “wanton destruction of the fish and game” within the park, and
provided for the

preservation, from injury or spoilation, of all timber, mineral deposits,
natural curiosities, or wonders within said park, and their retention in their
natural condition (emphasis added).!*
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Natural resources in Yellowstone and subsequent national parks were to be
protected—by implication, the sharing would extend beyond the human
species to the flora and fauna of the area. Indeed, this broad sharing of
unique segments of the American landscape came to form the vital core of
the national park idea, endowing it with high idealism and moral purpose as
it spread to other areas of the country and ultimately around the world.

Toward the end of the nineteenth century, an emerging interest in
protecting wilderness was apparent in national park affairs. In the mid-
1880s, the congressional defeat of proposals by railroad and mining inter-
ests to build a railroad through northern Yellowstone and reduce the park
in size underscored the importance of both the park’s wildlife and its wild
lands—thus moving beyond the original, limited concern for specific scenic
wonders of Yellowstone. Interest in more general preservation within the
parks also was evident with the creation of Yosemite National Park in 18go,
which included extensive and largely remote lands surrounding the Yosem-
ite Valley. John Muir, a leading spokesman for wilderness, sought to pre-
serve the High Sierra in as natural a state as possible and was especially
active in promoting the Yosemite legislation. For the new park, Muir envi-
sioned accommodating tourism in the Merced River drainage (which en-
compasses the Yosemite Valley), while leaving the Tuolumne River drain-
age to the north (including the Hetch Hetchy Valley) as wilderness, largely
inaccessible except on foot or by horseback.!>

With the early national park movement so heavily influenced by corpo-
rate tourism interests such as the railroad companies, Muir’s thinking re-
garding Yosemite and other parks stands out as the most prominent junc-
ture between the park movement and intellectual concerns for nature’s
intrinsic values and meanings, as typified by the writings of Ralph Waldo
Emerson and Henry David Thoreau. Moreover, except perhaps for Muir’s
efforts to understand the natural history of California’s High Sierra, the
advances in ecological knowledge taking place by the late nineteenth cen-
tury had little to do with the national park movement. Busy with develop-
ment, the parks played no role in leading scientific efforts such as the
studies of plant succession by Frederic Clements in Nebraska’s grasslands,
or by Henry C. Cowles along Indiana’s Lake Michigan shoreline.!® Once
national parks became more numerous and more accessible, an ever-
increasing number of scientists would conduct research in them. But
within national park management circles, awareness of ecological matters
lay in the distant future, and genuine concern in the far-distant future.

In many ways, the national park movement pitted one utilitarian urge—
tourism and public recreation—against another—the consumptive use of
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natural resources, such as logging, mining, and reservoir development. In
the early decades of national park history, the most notable illustration of
this conflict came with the controversy over the proposed dam and reser-
voir on the Tuolumne River in Yosemite’s Hetch Hetchy Valley. The vul-
nerability of this national park backcountry, which John Muir wanted
preserved in its wild condition, was made clear when Congress voted in
December 1913 to dam the Tuolumne in order to supply water to San
Francisco. Even though located in a national park, the Hetch Hetchy
Valley was vulnerable to such a proposal in part because it was indeed
wilderness, undeveloped for public use and enjoyment. The absence of
significant utilitarian recreational use exposed the valley to reservoir de-
velopment, a far more destructive utilitarian use.

This relationship Muir recognized; he had already come to accept tour-
ism and limited development as necessary, and far preferable to uses such
as dams and reservoirs. Yet the extensive, unregulated use of the state-
controlled Yosemite Valley alerted Muir and his friends in the newly
formed Sierra Club to the dangers of too much tourism development (and
provided impetus for adding the valley to the surrounding national park in
1906).17 Still, the national park idea survived and ultimately flourished
because it was fundamentally utilitarian. From Yellowstone on, tourism
and public enjoyment provided a politically viable rationale for the national
park movement; concurrently, development for public use was intended
from the very first. Becoming more evident over time, the concept that
development for public use and enjoyment could foster nature preserva-
tion on large tracts of public lands would form an enduring, paradoxical
theme in national park history.

Resorts, Spas, and Early National Parks

From the very beginning, the Northern Pacific Railroad Company’s inter-
est in the Yellowstone legislation anticipated the direction that national
park management would take. The legendary 1870 campfire discussion
itself foretold that the public would want to see Yellowstone—that “tourists
and pleasure seekers” would visit the area. Certainly during the more than
four decades between Yellowstone’s establishment in 1872 and the creation
of the National Park Service in 1916, management of the parks for public
use and enjoyment was the overriding concern. The enthusiastic promo-
tion of recreational tourism in the parks generated a tradition that the Park
Service would eagerly embrace.!® Given the extraordinary dominance of
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this concern, surely it reflected the chief intent behind the national park
concept.

By the time of Yellowstone’s establishment in 1872 as a “public park or
pleasuring-ground,” tourism activity in other parts of the country had es-
tablished important precedents for development in the national parks. To
accommodate tourism in scenic areas or around health-giving thermal
springs, entrepreneurs, often backed by railroad companies, had built re-
sort facilities, some of them fancy, others primitive. Although early national
park management seems not to have looked collectively to such resorts for
guidance, a pattern nevertheless evolved as, more than anything else, park
development simulated resort development. Areas selected for intensive
public use in the national parks took on the appearance of resorts, and
effectively served that purpose.'®

Emerging soon after the era of canal building, railroads played a major
role in boosting tourism in the United States. Completed in 1825, the Erie
Canal had made Niagara Falls more accessible to East Coast populations;
and the coming of the railroad to western New York soon secured for
Niagara its position as the nation’s premier resort. More comfortable and
faster than stagecoaches and canal boats, railroads enabled tourists to reach
scenic attractions at increasing distances from the principal population
centers. The growth of urban middle and upper classes after the Civil War,
the desire to escape the summer heat of cities, and feverish postwar rail-
road construction accelerated interest in traveling for pleasure. In addi-
tion to Niagara, resorts and spas were developed in the Catskills and the
Adirondacks, and at Lake George, Saratoga, White Sulphur Springs, and
other scenic areas. Hotels and cabins were clustered near thermal springs,
or situated with views of spectacular scenery. Relatively primitive at first,
facilities improved as the popularity and prosperity of resorts increased;
in some resorts, accommodations evolved into imposing, luxurious hotels.
Yet also present at many scenic spots were ramshackle souvenir shops or
cabins—the very type of small-time entrepreneurial activity that Jay Cooke
sought to exclude from Yellowstone through establishment of a govern-
ment “reservation.”

At midcentury, railroads began to penetrate the upper Midwest, mak-
ing this area accessible to travelers and extending farther west the phe-
nomenon of popular tourist resorts.2 Beyond the Mississippi River, early
resort development (much of it in California and Colorado) included two
places that would become important in national park history: the thermal
springs of Hot Springs, Arkansas, and the Yosemite Valley of California.
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These sites—one a spa and the other a dramatically scenic valley—formed
the nuclei of the only present-day national parks that were in some way
set aside before Yellowstone. Both places experienced intensive resort
development.

In the decades after the 1832 establishment of the Hot Springs Reser-
vation, primitive bathhouses were clustered around the springs, but the
Civil War stalled development. Yet by 1873 the city of Hot Springs had six
bathhouses and two dozen boarding houses and hotels. The first luxury
accommodations appeared when the Arlington Hotel opened in 1875,
about the time the first railroad line reached the city. By the late nineteenth
century, the reservation’s “Bathhouse Row” would begin to undergo exten-
sive renovation, including a landscaping program of formal gardens and
promenade and the replacement of older structures with imposing new
bathhouses. The new Bathhouse Row became a national attraction and
launched the heyday of therapeutic bathing at Hot Springs.?!

Meanwhile, the Yosemite Valley also was experiencing extensive de-
velopment. The 1864 federal grant to the State of California required that
the valley and the nearby Mariposa Grove of big trees be managed as a park
for the public’s “use, resort, and recreation.” Surrounded by a dramatic,
vertical landscape of granite cliffs and majestic waterfalls, Yosemite’s rather
flat valley floor served as a kind of viewing platform from which to enjoy the
scenery. And despite the cautionary recommendations of Frederick Law
Olmsted’s 1865 report on the new state park, much of the valley floor was
developed to satisfy the whims of the tourist industry. Under lax state
management, the Yosemite Valley emerged as a crazy quilt of roads, hotels,
and cabins, and pastures and pens for cattle, hogs, mules, and horses. Tilled
lands supplied food for residents and visitors, and feed for livestock; irriga-
tion dams and ditches supported agriculture; and timber operations sup-
plied wood for construction, fencing, and heating. Amid the clutter of
development stood one “luxury” hotel, the three-and-a-half-story Stone-
man House, built in 1886.22

Mackinac National Park underwent a similar assault. The park was
created for the “benefit and enjoyment of the people,” and was further ded-
icated as a “national public park, or grounds” for the people’s “health, com-
fort, and pleasure”—the public enjoyment factor receiving even more em-
phasis than it had in the Yellowstone legislation. Accordingly, this small park
underwent heavy resort development. Construction of summer homes,
cottages, and hotels in and adjacent to the park (including the impressive
thirteen-hundred-bed Grand Hotel, which opened in 1887) made Mack-
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inac a popular destination for vacationers from midwestern and eastern
cities.?

Yellowstone, however, provided the most striking example of resort-
style development in a national park. Its potential was recognized not only
in the Madison Junction campfire discussion, but in public statements prior
to passage of the Yellowstone Park Act. To Congress it was claimed that the
park would become a “place of great national resort” and should be dedi-
cated to “public use, resort and recreation.” The New York Times edi-
torialized that “in all probability” the mineral springs “with which the place
abounds™ would soon prove to “possess various curative powers,” and
claimed that physicians believed the park would “become a valuable resort
for certain classes of invalids.” Yellowstone could become a spa rivaling
those in Europe and attracting people from “all parts of the world to drink
the waters, and gaze on picturesque splendors.” Such potential fostered
the declaration in the Yellowstone Park Act that the area was to be a “public
park or pleasuring-ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people,”
and the provision allowing the secretary of the interior to lease park lands
for “building purposes” and for “accommodation of visitors.”2*

Although eschewing private ownership of Yellowstone, the Northern
Pacific anticipated profits from its virtual monopoly on travel into the park.
Extensive development did not occur as quickly as the railroad company
hoped, however. The national financial crisis of 1873 forced the company to
postpone construction of its rail line across Montana. But even as early as
1871, before the park was established, small, primitive hotels (some includ-
ing thermal-water bathing facilities) were in place near Mammoth Hot
Springs and the Lower Geyser Basin. Soon a few crude log structures
sprang up near other park attractions. Precisely the kind of development
that Jay Cooke disdained, these meager efforts ultimately failed. Not until
1883 did the Northern Pacific rails penetrate to within a few miles of
Yellowstone’s northwestern boundary. There tourists could transfer to
stagecoaches and be driven into the park. Within the year, a consortium
backed by the Northern Pacific opened the park’s first large hotel at Mam-
moth Hot Springs.?

A parsimonious and often indifferent Congress gave Yellowstone mini-
mal support during its earliest years. Then, in 1883, army engineers began
to oversee construction of park roads. Shortly thereafter, to better organize
and strengthen park operations, the army was assigned overall management
of Yellowstone, its troops arriving in August 1886. (In the 18gos the army
also would be placed in charge of Yosemite, Sequoia, and General Grant
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national parks.) The engineers soon began construction of permanent
buildings for Fort Yellowstone, adjacent to the new hotel at Mammoth Hot
Springs. The major construction effort was the Grand Loop Road, a 152-
mile system routing visitors from one spectacle to another—Mammoth Hot
Springs, Norris Geyser Basin, Old Faithful, Yellowstone Lake, the Grand
Canyon of the Yellowstone River, and others. By the early part of the twenti-
eth century a system totaling approximately four hundred miles of “moun-
tain roads” (primitive to improved) was nearly complete in Yellowstone.

With the development of the road system and with the backing of the
Northern Pacific, large, imposing hotels were built near scenic wonders
such as Yellowstone Lake, Old Faithful, and the Grand Canyon of the
Yellowstone. Tourists could thus travel safely through the park’s vast wilder-
ness landscapes to enjoy civilized pleasures in a variety of grand hotels
featuring the kinds of amenities already familiar to the traveling public in
the East and Midwest. To promote its investments, the Northern Pacific
advertised its route as the “Yellowstone Park Line.” By 1910 expenditures
for tourist-facility improvements reached a million dollars; and by about
1912 the facilities had produced an equivalent amount of revenue. The
federal government also paid its share: by 1906 it too had invested one
million dollars in the road system.?® Hotel and road construction in Yellow-
stone—far and away the primary management accomplishment during the
early decades—essentially paralleled nineteenth-century American resort
development.

Other national parks soon experienced the kind of development under
way in Yellowstone. Indeed, the enabling legislation for subsequent na-
tional parks provided for leasing land to be used for public accommodation,
in some instances with wording taken verbatim from the 1872 Yellowstone
Act. Roads, trails, public accommodations, and administrative facilities
were constructed in the new parks. Usually primitive at first, such develop-
ments were followed by well-engineered and architecturally impressive
construction. For instance, before the creation of Glacier National Park in
1910, several small tourist accommodations opened in the area. Soon after,
the Great Northern Railway Company (principal lobbyist for the park)
began construction of large rustic-style hotels and smaller mountain cha-
lets. At a cost of about half a million dollars each, the Great Northern built
the Glacier Park Lodge and the Many Glacier Hotel. Its chain of attractive
chalets enabled visitors to sleep comfortably overnight while on their way
by horseback across the mountainous park.?”

Clustered village-type developments, as at Yellowstone’s Mammoth
Hot Springs, emerged as the norm. Typically located near favored scenic
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attractions, these developed areas featured splendid hotels. By 1915, just
over a decade after establishment of Crater Lake National Park, a large
rustic hotel, the Crater Lake Lodge, opened to the public. Along with other
facilities, this stone, log, and frame hotel was perched on the crater rim,
overlooking the deep, sapphire-blue lake. Mount Rainier’s picturesque
Paradise Inn, with gabled roof and rustic lobby, was completed in 1917 and
became a showpiece of the park. Beginning as a very modest accommoda-
tion, Sequoia’s Giant Forest Lodge, located in the Giant Forest Village,
would be enlarged and modernized in the early 1920s.2% Prior to the estab-
lishment of Platt National Park in 1906, that area’s thermal springs had
already spawned a popular health and recreation resort. Soon after it
gained national park status, Platt was further developed, in an architec-
turally picturesque style, with roads, trails, pavilions, landscaped grounds,
and quaint bridges.?

Parkwide planning gradually emerged, guiding the placement of roads,
trails, tourist accommodations, and administrative facilities. Construction
of the Yellowstone road system marked the earliest broad-scale approach.
Other parks soon followed, and in 1910 Secretary of the Interior Richard
Ballinger called for “complete and comprehensive plans” for national
parks. The importance of carefully controlled tourism development was
underscored by the 1914 appointment of Mark Daniels as first “general
superintendent and landscape engineer” for the national parks.>® Daniels, a
landscape architect and designer of subdivisions in San Francisco, became
extensively involved in park planning in Sequoia, Mount Rainier, Crater
Lake, Glacier, and especially Yosemite.

In remarks to a 1915 national park conference, Daniels stressed the
need for systematic planning. Tellingly, he explained how the implementa-
tion of park plans depended in part on the successful promotion of tourism.
He commented that the parks “can not get a sufficient appropriation at
present from Congress to develop . . . plans and put them on the ground as
they should be, therefore we are working for an increase in attendance
which will give us a justification for a demand upon Congress to increase
the appropriations that are necessary to enable us to complete these
things.” Daniels’ comments suggested a kind of perpetual motion that
would become a significant aspect of national park management, where
tourism and development would sustain and energize each other through
their interdependence.

Already, increasing tourism meant to Daniels “the inevitableness of
creating villages in the parks.” He stated that the Yosemite Valley was
almost in “the category of cities,” and that it needed “a sanitary system, a
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water-supply system, a telephone system, an electric light system, and a
system of patrolling.” It was clear to him that several national parks would
soon “absolutely demand some sort of civic plan” to take care of their
visitors.3!

In the early part of the century, with the rising power of the newly
created U.S. Forest Service the need to develop the national parks gained a
particular sense of urgency. It was vital to ensure the parks” popularity and
prevent their transfer to the Forest Service, which stressed extraction and
consumption of natural resources rather than protection of natural condi-
tions or scenic landscapes.3? Furthermore, as the automobile era rapidly
advanced, the national parks would face demands for use and enjoyment
from a public more mobile than ever. This situation would foster the con-
tinuation of development trends begun by early park management.

The Management of Nature

With park development simulating resort development elsewhere in the
country, perhaps the most distinguishing characteristic of the parks was
their extensive, protected backcountry. The location of roads, trails, hotels,
and other recreational tourism facilities only in selected areas meant that
much of the vast park terrain escaped the impact of intensive development
and use. Offering the only real possibility for preservation of some sem-
blance of natural conditions, these relatively remote areas would constitute
the best hope of later generations seeking to preserve national park ecolog-
ical systems and biological diversity.

In contrast to tourism development, no precedent existed for inten-
tionally and perpetually maintaining large tracts of land in their “natural
condition,” as stipulated in the legislation creating Yellowstone and numer-
ous subsequent parks.?> (The 1916 act creating the National Park Service
would require that the parks be left “unimpaired”—essentially synonymous
with maintaining “natural conditions.”) Moreover, the early mandates for
individual parks were not so much the ideas of biologists and other natural
scientists, but of politicians and park promoters. There seems to have been
no serious attempt to define what it meant to maintain natural conditions.
This key mandate for national park management began (and long re-
mained) an ambiguous concept related to protecting natural scenery and
the more desirable flora and fauna.

Management of the parks under the mandate to preserve natural con-
ditions took two basic approaches: to ignore, or to manipulate. Many incon-
spicuous species (for example, small mammals) were either little known or
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oflittle concern. Not intentionally manipulated, they carried on their strug-
gle for existence without intentional managerial interference. The second
approach, however, involved extensive interference. Managers sought to
enhance the parks” appeal by manipulating the more conspicuous re-
sources that contributed to public enjoyment, such as large mammals,
entire forests, and fish populations. Although this manipulation sometimes
brought about considerable alteration of nature (impacting even those
species of little concern), park proponents did not see it that way. Instead,
they seem to have taken for granted that manipulative management did not
seriously modify natural conditions—in effect, they defined natural condi-
tions to include the changes in nature that they deemed appropriate. Thus,
the proponents habitually assumed (and claimed) that the parks were fully
preserved.

Most national parks came into existence already altered by intensive
human activity, Yellowstone being the least affected. All had experienced
some impact from use by Native Americans, whose exclusion from lands
they had long utilized was, in effect, reinforced by the establishment of
national parks as protected natural areas to be enjoyed by tourists. (At-
tempts to understand Indian influences on prepark conditions would not
begin until the final decades of the twentieth century.) Before their desig-
nation as parks in 18go, both Sequoia and Yosemite had been subjected to
mining, lumbering, and widespread grazing, with summer herds of sheep
and cattle thoroughly cropping some areas. Prospectors had worked on the
slopes of Mount Rainier before it became a park, and the initial legislation
allowed their activity to continue. In addition to the construction of homes,
lodges, and camps, the area to become Glacier National Park had been
subjected to mining activity and even oil exploration.>

Going well beyond mere protection of flora and fauna, early park man-
agers manipulated natural resources at will. In order to increase sportfish-
ing opportunities, for example, fish populations were extensively manipu-
lated through stocking, which became a common practice in the early
national parks. Stocking at Yellowstone began in 1881, less than a decade
after the park’s establishment, when native cutthroat trout were moved to
fishless waters from other areas of the park. Eight years later, nonnative
brook trout and rainbow trout were placed in park waters, the army captain
in charge of the park at the time stating his hope that stocking would enable
the “pleasure-seeker” to “enjoy fine fishing within a few rods of any hotel or
camp.” These initial efforts soon led to widespread stocking programs,
supported by hatchery operations both inside and outside Yellowstone’s
boundaries.
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At Oregon’s Crater Lake, William Gladstone Steel, the chief advocate
for national park designation, initiated fish stocking in 1888, fourteen years
before the park was established. Steel placed rainbow trout in the pre-
viously fishless, nearly two-thousand-foot-deep lake. Stocking was uninter-
rupted by establishment of the park in 1go2. Similarly, beginning in the
189os, native and nonnative fish were stocked throughout Yosemite. Other
parks, among them Sequoia and Glacier, developed stocking programs,
establishing an early and explicit precedent for extensive manipulation of
national park fish populations.

Although the early national parks were set aside principally for the
enjoyment of special scenery rather than for wildlife preservation, wildlife
quickly became recognized as a significant feature of the parks. Game
species, highly prized by hunters, also proved to be the most popular for
public viewing. Spokesmen for sporting organizations, particularly the
Boone and Crockett Club, and George Bird Grinnell, the editor of the
outdoor magazine Forest and Stream, encouraged public interest in na-
tional park wildlife, and in the 1880s began promoting Yellowstone as a
refuge wherein bison and other large mammals should be protected.*
Such factors helped crystalize early national park wildlife policy, as man-
agers focused on protecting populations of bear and ungulates (the hoofed
grazing animals such as elk, moose, bison, deer, and bighorn sheep). Yel-
lowstone, with its impressive variety of large, spectacular mammals (today
caricatured as “charismatic megafauna” or “glamour species”) would re-
main the most notable wildlife park in the contiguous states, dominating
the formulation of wildlife policy in the national parks.

As they did with fish populations, early national park managers manipu-
lated the populations of large mammals. They sought, for example, to
protect favored wildlife species from predators. Native park fauna such as
wolves, coyotes, and mountain lions (cougars) were perceived as threats to
the popular ungulates and were hunted—the parks were not to be “shared”
with such predators. Park rangers and army personnel trapped or shot
these animals, or permitted others to do so. Yellowstone’s predator control
program began very early, accelerated when the army arrived, and con-
tinued for decades. Other parks, such as Mount Rainier, Yosemite, and
Sequoia, followed suit. Well before the Park Service came into being,
predator control had become an established management practice. This
effort would ultimately reduce wolves and mountain lions to extinction in
most parks.>7

Park managers also sought to protect favored wildlife species from
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poachers, who ignored boundaries and hunted the big-game species inside
the new preserves—a problem from earliest times in most national parks.
The park with the greatest wildlife populations, Yellowstone suffered se-
rious poaching problems, with large numbers of elk, bison, and other mam-
mals taken during the early years. Having virtually no staff, the park could
not effectively combat poaching, a situation that changed substantially af-
ter the army’s arrival in 1886. The military would soon increase attempts to
control poaching in Sequoia and Yosemite, while civilian staffs contended
with the problem in other parks. In the 18gos poaching threats to bison
sparked a campaign led by George Grinnell to strengthen protection of
Yellowstone’s wildlife. Grinnell helped bring about passage in 1894 of the
Act to Protect the Birds and Animals in Yellowstone National Park, estab-
lishing penalties and law-enforcement authority to protect animals and
other natural resources—measures that had not been provided by the legis-
lation creating the park. This important act set a precedent for similar
protection to be extended to other parks.>

Although protection of popular large mammals from poachers and
predators gradually became more effective, several of the popular species
were themselves directly manipulated. Early park managers in Yellowstone
employed methods akin to ranching. Fearing the extinction of bison in the
United States, the park initiated a program in 1go2 that included roundups,
winter feeding, and culling of aged animals. To prevent starvation when
heavy snows made foraging difficult, winter feeding was extended in 1904
to elk, deer, bighorn sheep, and other ungulates.?® Bear feeding in Yellow-
stone began almost spontaneously, along roadsides and at hotel garbage
dumps, where the public soon realized that bears could be viewed close up.
Feeding at the dumps evolved into a more formalized evening program
(soon known as “bear shows”) with bleachers for visitors, who were pro-
tected by armed rangers. Elsewhere in the parks, bears that threatened the
public were often shot or shipped to zoos around the country.*°

In the early decades of the national parks, forests and grasslands both
became special management concerns. In line with accepted policies on
other public lands (and on private lands), suppression of forest fires in the
parks quickly emerged as a primary objective. As with efforts to prevent
poaching, army manpower in Yellowstone, Yosemite, and Sequoia ensured
some success with the suppression policy. Disagreement with this policy
was occasionally voiced by a few who believed that continuous suppression
would allow too much dead, fallen debris to accumulate on the forest floor
and eventually fuel unnaturally large, destructive fires. However, because



26 Creating Tradition

this idea was expressed only intermittently and there was no sustained
attempt to put it into practice, it had no real impact. Fire suppression
became a deeply entrenched policy in the national parks.*!

Like fighting poachers and fires, protecting the parks from grazing by
domestic livestock was challenging and dangerous. Local ranchers, taking
advantage of the remoteness of many park lands, drove their livestock to
summer grasslands in the High Sierra Nevada—a practice begun before
parks in that area were created and continued after they came into being.
John Muir’s famous denunciation of sheep as “hoofed locusts” reflected the
anger he felt about the threats to native flora and fauna from grazing and
trampling. As with its attempts to curtail poaching and fires, the army made
a special effort to prevent encroachment of both sheep and cattle in the
parks it oversaw. Usually a formidable presence in the parks only during the
summer months (which coincided with the grazing season), the troops de-
tained livestock drovers, confiscated their weapons, and sometimes herded
their cattle out of the parks at an inconvenient distance from where the
drovers were forced to exit.*? This firm antigrazing policy would at times be
compromised by the political influence of western stockmen, who angrily
objected to restrictions on grazing public lands and who would form a hard
core of resistance, even to the very concept of national parks.

The treatment of nature in the early national parks set precedents that
would influence management for decades. Later referred to as “protec-
tion” work, activities such as combating poaching and grazing, fighting
forest fires, killing predators, and manipulating fish and ungulate popula-
tions constituted the backbone of natural resource management. These
duties fell to army personnel in parks where the military was present and
ultimately, in all parks, to the field employees who were becoming known
as “park rangers.” As their efforts to curtail poaching and livestock grazing
required armed patrol, the rangers rather naturally assumed additional
law-enforcement responsibilities. In addition, they assisted the park super-
intendents by performing myriad other tasks necessary for daily operation
of national parks, such as dealing with park visitors and with concession-
aires. Deeply involved in such activities, the park rangers were destined to
play a central role in the evolution of national park management.*3

That the national park idea embraced the concept of mostly noncon-
sumptive land use did not mean that the parks were nonutilitarian. On the
contrary, the history of the early national park era suggests that a practical
interest in recreational tourism in America’s grand scenic areas triggered
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the park movement and perpetuated it. With Northern Pacific and other
corporate influence so pervasive, it is clear that the early parks were not
intended to be giant nature preserves with little or no development for
tourism. Products of their times, the 1872 Yellowstone Act and subsequent
legislation establishing national parks could not be expected to be so radi-
cal. Only with the 1964 Wilderness Act would Congress truly authorize
such preserves—three-quarters of a century after John Muir had advocated
a similar, but not statutory, designation for portions of Yosemite.

Still, it is important to recognize that, although extensive manipulation
and intrusion took place in the parks, fundamentally the national park idea
embraced the concept of nurturing and protecting nature—a remarkable
reversal from the treatment of natural resources typical of the times. Yet
with the parks viewed mainly as scenic pleasuring grounds, the treatment
of fish, large mammals, forests, and other natural resources reflected the
urge to ensure public enjoyment of the national parks by protecting scen-
ery and making nature pleasing and appealing; and it was development that
made the parks accessible and usable. Even with legislation calling for
preservation of natural conditions, park management was highly manipula-
tive and invasive. “Preservation” amounted mainly to protection work,
backed by little, if any, scientific inquiry.

The National Park Service would inherit a system of parks operated
under policies already in place and designed to enhance public enjoyment.
The commitment to accommodating the public through resort-style de-
velopment would mean increasing involvement with the tourism industry,
a persistently influential force in national park affairs as the twentieth
century progressed. Management of the parks in the decades before the
advent of the National Park Service had created a momentum that the
fledgling bureau would not—and could not—withstand.



CHAPTER 2

Codifying Tradition:
The National Park Service Act of 1916

Economics and esthetics really go hand in hand.—MARK DANIELS, 1915

Following a few tentative efforts early in the twentieth century, a campaign
to establish a national parks bureau began in earnest in 1910 and continued
for six years. In June 1916, as the effort neared success, an article entitled
“Making a Business of Scenery” appeared in The Nation’s Business. Writ-
ten by Robert Sterling Yard, in charge of the campaign’s promotional litera-
ture, the article championed the scenery of America’s national parks as an
“economic asset of incalculable value” if managed in a businesslike way.
Yard wrote that, as an example, Switzerland “lives on her scenery,” having
made it a “great national business” (although diminished by the war ongo-
ing in Europe). The Canadians too had entered “the scenery business” with
businessmen in charge of their national parks. It seemed high time that
Americans developed such a business. Yard wrote:

We want our national parks developed. We want roads and trails like Switzer-
land’s. We want hotels of all prices from lowest to highest. We want comfor-
table public camps in sufficient abundance to meet all demands. We want
lodges and chalets at convenient intervals commanding the scenic possibil-
ities of all our parks. We want the best and cheapest accommodations for
pedestrians and motorists. We want sufficient and convenient transporta-
tion at reasonable rates. We want adequate facilities and supplies for camp-
ing out at lowest prices. We want good fishing. We want our wild animal life
conserved and developed. We want special facilities for nature study.!

The rule rather than an exception, “Making a Business of Scenery”
reflected the pervasive utilitarian tenor of the drive to establish the Na-

28
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tional Park Service. Proponents saw the parks as scenic recreation areas
that should be vigorously developed for public use and enjoyment to help
the national economy and improve the public’s mental and physical well-
being, thereby enhancing citizenship and patriotism. The various widely
scattered parks and monuments had no centralized, coordinated manage-
ment. National park supervisors officially reported to the secretary of the
interior, but in reality to a “chief clerk,” who was involved with diverse
bureaus in the Department of the Interior and paid scant attention to the
parks. To many, it seemed obvious that a new bureau was needed to man-
age these areas in an efficient, businesslike way.

Concluding a long period of aggressive politicking, Congress created
the National Park Service in August 1916. Analysis of the “legislative his-
tory” of the National Park Service Act (referred to as the Service’s “Organic
Act”) illuminates the rationale that has ever since underlain national park
management. The act established a fundamental dogma for the Park
Service—the chief basis for its philosophy, policies, and decisionmaking.

Repeatedly since passage of the National Park Service Act, critics of
various management practices in the parks have cited the act’s principal
mandate: that the parks be left “unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations.” Often they have asserted that the Park Service violates the
spirit and letter of the act by not preserving natural conditions. Particularly
since the environmental era of the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, they have
contended that the Service’s primary mandate has always been the preser-
vation of nature, and that the Park Service has misunderstood the con-
gressional mandate to leave the national parks unimpaired.?

But in fact, the legislative history of the Organic Act provides no evi-
dence that either Congress or those who lobbied for the act sought a
mandate for an exacting preservation of natural conditions. An examination
of the motivations and perceptions of the Park Service’s founders reveals
that their principal concerns were the preservation of scenery, the eco-
nomic benefits of tourism, and efficient management of the parks. Such
concerns were stimulated by the boosterism prevalent in early national
park history, and they in turn greatly influenced the future orientation of
national park management.

Advocates and Opponents

The drive to establish a national parks bureau was led by four individuals: a
horticulturalist, a landscape architect, a borax industry executive, and
a young lawyer. The campaign began through the efforts of ]J. Horace
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McFarland, a nationally prominent horticulturalist, urban planner, and
leader of the “city beautiful” movement to improve the attractiveness of
America’s growing cities. McFarland’s career was built on his passion for
landscape aesthetics and the social benefits to be derived from parks and
other professionally landscaped areas. From 1904 until 1925 he served as
president of the American Civic Association, an organization that pro-
moted intelligent planning and development to make, as McFarland de-
scribed it, “American cities, towns, villages and rural communities clean,
more beautiful and more attractive places in which to live.” McFarland and
the association had participated in the move to preserve Niagara Falls and
had supported shade-tree planting, city parks, and recreation areas, while
opposing the growing billboard blight along the nation’s roadsides. Under
his guidance the American Civic Association became the leading profes-
sional organization supporting the national park legislation. The association
would be instrumental in drafting the Organic Act’s statement of the parks’
principal purpose, and, in the winter of 1911—12, would recommend that
the proposed new bureau be designated the National Park Service.?

McFarland’s contacts extended to cabinet officials and to President
William Howard Taft, through whom he initiated the legislative campaign.
Alarmed about the proposal to create a reservoir in Yosemite National
Park’s Hetch Hetchy Valley to supply water to San Francisco, McFarland
suggested to Secretary of the Interior Richard Ballinger in May 1910 that
the national parks needed a “general, intelligent and logical supervision.”
McFarland believed that strong, coordinated oversight could best defend
the parks against threats such as the damming of Hetch Hetchy, one of
Yosemite’s outstanding scenic areas.*

In December 1910, when Secretary Ballinger formally recommended a
national parks bureau to President Taft, he employed a statement prepared
by McFarland and reflecting utilitarian goals. Ballinger proposed a bureau
of “national parks and resorts,” to include a “suitable force of superinten-
dents, supervising engineers, and landscape architects, inspectors, park
guards, and other employees.” Subsequently, Taft incorporated these views
into his message to Congress, advocating that the parks be preserved for
the public’s “edification and recreation.” He called for sufficient funds to
“bring all these natural wonders within easy reach of the people”—a means
of improving the parks” “accessibility and usefulness.”>

That same year, at the suggestion of Secretary Ballinger, McFarland
recruited the nationally known landscape architect Frederick Law Olm-
sted, Jr., to the campaign. Son of the principal founder of American land-
scape architecture, Olmsted, on graduating from Harvard, became an ap-
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prentice and then a partner in his father’s firm. Adding to his credentials,
the younger Olmsted had helped found Harvard’s academic program in
landscape architecture and served as president of the American Society of
Landscape Architects, a professional organization he had helped establish.6
He had, as well, served on the executive board of the American Civic
Association. The year 1910 marked the beginning of Olmsted’s long asso-
ciation with the national parks, one that would last until the 1950s, when he
became involved in the momentous Echo Park controversy in Dinosaur
National Monument.

In line with McFarland’s views, Olmsted believed that national park
management lacked coordinated leadership and was “mixed up and rather
inefficient.” Consequently, the parks were in poor condition, without an
“orderly or efficient means” of being protected. This “chaotic” situation
could, however, be addressed through the “proper businesslike machinery”
of sound management. Good national park leadership, Olmsted judged,
could be found in a “Western man”—one familiar with the country where
all of the national parks were then located, and a man “of really large
caliber, of executive ability . . . with the instincts of a gentleman.””

Early in 1915 such an individual appeared on the scene when Ste-
phen T. Mather, a Chicago businessman, joined the campaign for a national
parks bureau. Mather had political instincts and strategic abilities that
complemented those of McFarland and Olmsted. Polished and at ease
with the rich, powerful, and famous, he displayed ardent enthusiasm—his
biographer referred to him as the “Eternal Freshman,” who was “almost
pathologically fraternal.”® In 1917 Mather would be officially appointed as
the National Park Service’s first director. But beginning in early 1915, after
a friend, Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Lane, asked him to serve as
his assistant in the national park legislative drive, Mather devoted his im-
pressive talents and much of his own money (he had amassed personal
wealth as head of a borax company with mines in the West) to boosting the
national parks. As a chief goal, Mather sought public acceptance and politi-
cal support for the parks through opening them to greater use. Along with
his politicking, he helped finance the purchase of the Tioga Pass Road to
make Yosemite’s high country accessible to the automobile-touring public.
For a while he even paid the salary of the national parks™ chief publicist,
Robert Sterling Yard.®

Serving at Mather’s side was his assistant, Horace M. Albright, a young
graduate of the University of California and the Georgetown University
Law School, who shared Mather’s enthusiasm for the parks and gave ener-
getic, intelligent support to the legislative campaign. Albright proved highly
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effective within the Washington political system, and his skills were crucial
to the passage of the act.'® The youngest of the founding fathers, Albright
would resolutely proclaim the founders” concepts of national parks to suc-
ceeding generations.

During the legislative drive, from 1910 to 1916, the Department of the
Interior sponsored three national park conferences. The first general meet-
ings to be held in the decades since Yellowstone’s establishment, these
conferences brought together influential people from inside and outside
the federal government. Especially because the Organic Act’s legislative
history includes few official congressional hearings and reports, the con-
ference proceedings provide important evidence of the intentions be-
hind the act. Repeatedly during these conferences, supporters depicted
the parks as scenic places for public recreation, enjoyment, and edifica-
tion—indeed, one participant described the national parks movement as a
“campaign for natural scenery.” At the first conference (1911, in Yellow-
stone), Secretary of the Interior Walter L. Fisher’s opening remarks drew
attention to the crucial need for the parks to attract more visitors; he
directed that, in addition to park administration, the meeting should be
devoted to concession and transportation matters related to accommodat-
ing tourists.

Significantly, the lists of conference participants and agendas reflected
what had already become a major factor in national park affairs: the various
interest groups that sought to generate business in or near the parks and
thus to apply political and economic leverage to shape the character and
direction of national park management. The conferences were absorbed
with the concerns of these groups. For instance, building on their long
involvement with the parks, railroad companies sent numerous spokesmen
to the meetings, as did smaller-scale concessionaires who operated facili-
ties in the parks. Representing the industry that would ultimately have the
greatest impact on national parks, the fledgling automobile associations
were especially prominent at the 1912 conference in Yosemite and the
1915 conference in Berkeley and San Francisco. To one or both of these
meetings, officials of the American Automobile Association, the Southern
California Automobile Association, and the Automobile Dealers Associa-
tion of Southern California, among others, came to promote increased
public use of the parks.!!

From within the government came national park superintendents, en-
gineers, landscape architects, and other officials of the Interior Depart-
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ment. Even the secretary attended the 1911 and 1912 conferences, and
Mather officially represented the secretary at the Berkeley meeting in
1915. Foresters and entomologists represented the scientific professions.
At the 1911 meeting, for example, an “expert lumberman” and an “expert
in charge of forest insect investigations” advised how to protect forests
from fires and insects. Forests, the participants were told, form the “attrac-
tive feature in a landscape,” and damage to trees “must be considered . . .
on the basis of the commercial value” as well as the “aesthetic and educa-
tional value.”!2

Most prominent among the railroad delegates at the 1911 conference
was Louis W. Hill, president of the Great Northern Railway Company and
enthusiastic promoter of the newly established Glacier National Park. Hill’s
company already had plans for extensive tourist accommodations in and
adjacent to Glacier. His remarks to the conference attested to the railroad
industry’s clear profit motive in its concern for the national parks: the
railroads were “greatly interested in the passenger traffic to the parks” and,
with lines already built nearby for “regular traffic,” each passenger to the
national parks represented “practically a net earning.” Because his railroad
operated in the northern tier of states, Hill was much aware of Canada’s
aggressive national park promotion, which he claimed diverted many tour-
ists from United States parks. Echoing a prevailing theme in the con-
ferences, he encouraged more advertising of American parks, arguing
that such publicity would divert visitors otherwise bound for Canada or
Europe.'?

Throughout the meetings, proponents urged that the parks no longer
be abandoned to the haphazard supervision of an Interior Department
clerk burdened by other responsibilities. At Yosemite in 1912, Secretary
Fisher acknowledged that the Interior Department had “no machinery
whatever” to deal with the national parks. He noted that the department
lacked the expertise to handle matters such as engineering, park develop-
ment, landscape management, forestry, sanitation, and construction. In-
deed, his office and that of the chief clerk had “never really been equipped
to handle these matters, [even] if it had been possible to give them the
necessary time and attention.”*

At the 1912 conference, Richard Watrous, secretary of the American
Civic Association, supported maintenance of the parks as “playgrounds,”
and introduced a resolution supporting creation of a national parks bureau.
He believed the bureau could provide the parks with a “definite, sys-
tematic, and continuous policy” to improve efficiency of administration.
Watrous stated that concern for efficiency was being brought “very promi-
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nently” before business leaders and the people, because the White House
was giving more attention to the “general subject of economy and effi-
ciency than ever before.”>

To accommodate visitors, the scenic parks needed to improve accessi-
bility and facilities—practical requirements that put the skills of engineers
and landscape architects in demand, as repeatedly emphasized during the
conferences. At the 1912 meeting, John Muir recommended utilization of
these professions in the parks, a reflection of an increased (but wary) toler-
ance of tourism late in his life. And Robert B. Marshall, a geographer with
the U.S. Geological Survey, who would later serve briefly as chief admin-
istrator of the national parks, believed that the proposed bureau should
have an engineer as director and that park superintendents should also be
engineers, or at least have a substantial knowledge of engineering. Such
individuals could ensure “proper maintenance of the great recreation and
playgrounds.™16

Secretary Fisher’s successor, Franklin Lane, shared Marshall’s views,
and in the spring of 1914 created the position “general superintendent and
landscape engineer,” to provide administrative leadership for the national
park system. Initially held by San Francisco landscape architect Mark
Daniels, this position replaced the chief clerk as the department’s coordi-
nator of parks. Daniels remained in the job until December 1915. He was
succeeded by Robert Marshall, whose title became “general superinten-
dent of national parks.”!” These positions were forerunners of the National
Park Service directorship.

Addressing the 1915 conference as general superintendent, Daniels
declared an urgent need to develop national parks for tourism: “There are
roads to be built, and there are bridges to be built, and there are trails to be
built, and there are hotels to be built, and sanitation must be taken care of.”
Earlier he had told the same conference that the only two justifications for
the national parks were “economics and esthetics.” These factors, he
claimed, “really go hand in hand” and were “so intimately related that it is
impossible to disassociate them.” For Daniels, the function of national
parks was like that of city, county, and state parks, because all required the
“supplying of playgrounds or recreation grounds to the people.”®

Daniels spent much of his time as general superintendent seeking to
increase public accommodations in the parks with what one observer de-
scribed as “artistic development” and the “adaptation of the town-planning
method.” Daniels informed the 1915 conference that he had planned and
designed new development for the Yosemite Valley and other national park
“villages,” where tourist and administrative facilities were to be concen-
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trated, and that he had planned new roads and other developments in
several of the larger parks.™

Robert Marshall, his successor, shared Daniels’ eagerness to develop
the national parks for tourism. At the 1911 conference Marshall had advo-
cated tennis, golf, and skiing facilities as means of improving the “national
playgrounds” and competing with Europe for American dollars. He also
recommended that firebreaks be cut throughout the parks, and stated
that thousands of cattle could graze the parks each season without doing
harm.2* Marshall elaborated on these ideas at hearings before the House
Committee on the Public Lands in the spring of 1916, claiming that the
number of visitors to the national parks could be greatly increased—that
through businesslike management the parks could pay for themselves: “In
a few years we will have an enormous population in the national parks. It is
worthwhile. It does not cost much money, and eventually the people will
pay for the pleasure we give them.”?!

When the National Park Service Act finally passed in 1916, nearly half a
century had elapsed since the Yellowstone Act of 1872. In part, the delay in
creating a parks bureau stemmed from concerns about increasing the size
and cost of the federal government. Strongly favoring a central national
parks office, participants at the conferences scarcely considered the pos-
sibility of managing the parks without creating a new bureau. Yet Secretary
Fisher cautioned the 1912 conference that there was “considerable senti-
ment” among congressmen to avoid creating a bureau; instead, they would
simply designate within the Interior Department an office having as its sole
responsibility the management of national parks. As one congressman later
put it, an aggrandizing parks bureau might expand and spend ever larger
sums of money—it would “start in a small way and soon get up to a big
appropriation.” Congressman William Kent of California reiterated such
concerns in early 1916 when he wrote to Richard Watrous of the American
Civic Association that the “most difficult bump to bump is the proposition
so blithely entered into of obtaining another bureau,” a matter that should
be “approached with fear and trembling.”22

Away from the conferences, the U.S. Forest Service voiced objections
calculated to impede passage of the Organic Act. As a bureau of the De-
partment of Agriculture created to manage the already expansive national
forest system, it recognized the proposed national parks bureau as a com-
petitor. Forest Service attitudes reflected bureaucratic territorialism and
the belief that management of the parks and national forests involved



36 Codifying Tradition

similar principles. Gifford Pinchot, the first director of the Forest Service
and a premier power in natural resource politics, steadfastly opposed the
concept of a parks bureau. Earlier he had received support from Secretary
of the Interior James R. Garfield, who reported in 19o7 that development
and maintenance of the parks and the forests were “practically the same,”
and that roads and trails, fire protection, and game management were all
problems that were “being studied in a broader and better way in the
Forest Service” than within the park system. Garfield’s recommendation
that the parks be placed under the Forest Service was rejected by park
proponents, who insisted more vehemently than ever that a bureau be
established specifically to manage national parks.?

With the Park Service legislative campaign under way in earnest,
Pinchot wrote to Olmsted asserting that the national forests already pro-
vided recreation for about as many people as did the national parks, and
that the methods of protecting the parks and forests were similar. To
Pinchot, both were “great open spaces,” essentially the same except that
certain uses were not allowed in the parks. Thus a parks bureau would
involve “a needless duplication of effort.” Henry S. Graves, director of the
Yale School of Forestry before succeeding Pinchot as head of the Forest
Service, took a conciliatory stance, agreeing to the establishment of a na-
tional parks bureau. However, Graves sought to maintain a clear distinction
between national parks and national forests. He wrote to Horace McFar-
land in March 1916 that he hoped to avoid “hybridizing” through the
establishment of “so-called parks” where (just as in the national forests)
lumbering, mining, grazing, and water-power developments were allowed.
Very likely Graves had in mind parks such as Glacier, where the enabling
legislation permitted railroad rights-of-way and water reclamation projects.
True national parks, Graves wrote, should be set aside exclusively for the
“care and development of scenic features and . .. for the enjoyment,
health and recreation” of the people.2*

Indeed, Graves agreed with Pinchot that duplication between forest
and park management would be inevitable, and he wrote that he absolutely
opposed any attempt to “dismember the National Forests.” He recom-
mended strict qualifications for national parks to resist park proposals on
lands that had value for “other purposes,” a strategy that would prevent
many public lands from becoming parks. Graves would not only keep the
national park system smaller, but also place the new bureau within the
Agriculture Department, where the Forest Service could exert greater
influence. As he described it, this arrangement would promote a close
relationship with the Biological Survey, the Bureau of Entomology with its
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“experts in insects,” and the Bureau of Public Roads with its “corps of
trained road engineers.”*

In contrast, Horace McFarland informed Graves early in the national
park campaign that he saw a distinct difference between park and forest
management. To McFarland, a national forest was “the nation’s woodlot,”
while a national park was “the nation’s playground.” He fervently believed
the two kinds of management did not mix well —it was unwise for a bureau
that managed forests on a sustained-yield commercial basis also to manage
national parks. The parks should not be the “secondary object” of the
agency overseeing them; this would make park management, as he ex-
plained to Pinchot, “incidental, and therefore inefficient.” McFarland had
no confidence in Pinchot’s sense of Forest Service “harmony” with the
“economic and sociological purpose” of the national parks. He asserted
that there was “very good reason to suppose” that the attitude of the Forest
Service was “inimical to the true welfare of the national park idea as serving
best the recreational needs of the nation.”26

McFarland’s apprehension about Forest Service opposition remained
strong. As congressional hearings on the legislation proceeded in the
spring of 1916, he wrote to Olmsted on the difficulty of overcoming the
Forest Service’s attempt to “emasculate this Park Service proposition.” He
pointed out that Stephen Mather believed “there is a constant and con-
tinual hostility in the Forest Service against the whole idea of National
Parks as such.”?7

As the legislative campaign progressed, opposition also arose from
western livestock ranchers, concerned about permanent loss of grazing
privileges in present and future parks. William Kent, an influential con-
gressman who would soon introduce the national park bill in the House,
had a ranch of his own in Nevada and a number of rancher constituents and
friends. He backed their cause, arguing that grazing had a beneficial effect
on parks by preventing forest fires (a generally accepted belief at the time).
Kent would allow grazing, yet ensure that public use areas were preserved
“so far as their beauties are concerned.”2’

Although privately opposed to grazing livestock in the parks, Stephen
Mather’s public stance was influenced by his need for Kent’s support in the
legislative campaign. Thus, Mather compromised with the ranchers and
told Congress in April 1916 that permission to graze was a “very proper”
amendment to the bill. In accord with Kent’s views, his chief concern was
to prevent grazing in areas frequented by park visitors. Mather recalled
that the parks” general superintendent, Robert Marshall, had asserted that
“a certain amount of grazing in those areas where it will not interfere with
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the campers’ privileges is perfectly proper.” Mather testified that he con-
curred with this assessment, noting also the hazards of allowing grasses and
other plants to build up to the point where they could ignite and feed
destructive fires. Although initially the Senate would vote against grazing in
the parks, inclusion of the provision helped secure House support for the
legislation. Mather, Albright, and others found it expedient to agree to the
provision despite their private opposition.?

The Statement of Purpose

In 1917, looking back on the campaign to establish the National Park
Service, Horace McFarland commented that the Organic Act’s statement
of the national parks” basic purpose was the only item that proponents of
the act could not have done without. It was, he said, the “essential thing” in
the legislation, and “the reason we feel that [the Organic Act] is worth-
while.” Even as the campaign first got under way, Frederick Law Olmsted,
Jr., who would author the statement of purpose, had believed it would be of
“vital importance” and urged that the purpose of the parks be defined in
“broad but unmistakable terms.”3°

In its final form, the statement declared the parks
pose” to be

> <

fundamental pur-

to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild
life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner
and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of
future generations.>!

Despite its ambiguities, especially in regard to potential conflicts between
preserving parks and opening them to public use, this mandate would
become the National Park Service’s touchstone—its chief point of refer-
ence for managing parks. The charge to leave the parks “unimpaired” in
effect perpetuated the charge to preserve “natural conditions™ as stated in
the 1872 Yellowstone legislation and subsequent national park enabling
acts. And as “unimpaired” set the 1916 mandate’s only actual standard, it
became the principal criterion against which preservation and use of na-
tional parks have ever since been judged.>?

The earliest draft of the statement of purpose was prepared by McFar-
land, Olmsted, and others during a December 1910 meeting of the Ameri-
can Civic Association. Somewhat vague, the draft merely stated that the
parks would not be used “in any way detrimental or contrary to the purpose
for which dedicated or created by Congress.”® But the acts by which
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Congress had established the different national parks were sufficiently
varied and ambiguous that Olmsted was concerned. Later that month he
urged an explicit statement that would “safeguard or confirm” the purposes
of all of the parks. He recommended a declaration that the parks were

agencies for promoting public recreation and public health through the
use and enjoyment . . . [of the parks] and of the natural scenery and ob-
jects of interest therein.>*

Olmsted expressly recommended that “scenery” be included in this state-
ment—the attribute of parks that was his greatest concern and that contrib-
uted most to their public appeal. Writing to Henry Graves of the U.S.
Forest Service, McFarland declared this statement to be “for the first time,
a declaration of the real purpose of a National Park.” Echoing Olmsted, he
believed it to be “of extreme importance that such purpose be declared in
unmistakable terms.” With such remarks, his early 1911 correspondence to
both Graves and Gifford Pinchot suggests how important it was to McFar-
land to distinguish national parks from national forests.>

It is significant that for nearly five years—from December 1910 until
November 1915—this working version of the statement of purpose defined
the national parks primarily as agencies to promote “public recreation and
public health” through “use and enjoyment” of the scenery and its special
features. This strongly utilitarian concept of the fundamental mission of
the parks was not only in accord with the attitudes expressed at the national
park conferences and elsewhere, but also may have served to counter the
Forest Service’s brand of utilitarianism.

Even with its emphasis on recreation and health, Olmsted’s statement
of purpose raised concern that it might tie the hands of the proposed new
bureau. In late 1911 Secretary of the Interior Walter Fisher wrote to
McFarland that the statement had the potential to curtail managerial dis-
cretion in the parks; it could “embarrass the proposed bureau” and cause
questions to be “constantly raised as to the character of each act under-
taken.” He added that “any one who claimed that any particular action
would be detrimental to the value of the parks might undertake to restrain
the bureau from the proposed action.” (Indeed, Fisher’s concern fore-
shadowed criticism of national park management that would recur many
times through the ensuing decades, and that would use as its justification
the Organic Act’s statement of purpose.)

McFarland responded to Fisher that without the statement even the
new bureau itself might not understand the basic purpose of the parks it
was being created to manage. To McFarland, the national parks needed a
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“Gibraltar”—a statement of their “true and high function”—in order to
defend the parks against those who would damage them. He asserted that
if Yosemite National Park had had a proper definition of purpose in its
legislation, the threat to inundate the Hetch Hetchy Valley might not have
arisen. Although he preferred wording that would “avoid the difficulties of
too great restriction upon administrative discretion,” Secretary Fisher ac-
quiesced and agreed to retain the statement as written.

In the autumn of 1915, after several years of failure to get the national
park bill enacted, the American Civic Association redrafted the legislation
and arrived at wording close to what would appear in the final bill. At first,
the review draft that Richard Watrous of the association forwarded to Olm-
sted in October 1915 contained essentially the same utilitarian, recreation-
and-health definition of parks as before, except that it called for “conserva-
tion of the scenery and of the natural and historic objects” found in the
parks (emphasis added)—a more protective statement than before, and
more explicit about the kinds of objects (or resources) to be conserved.

But Olmsted concluded that a different version was in order. He re-
viewed Watrous’ draft and responded on November 1, 1915, with a revised
statement of purpose that omitted reference to the parks as agencies for
public recreation and health. Retaining the commitment to conservation of
natural and historic features and to use and enjoyment of the parks, he
strengthened the statement by adding that the parks should be left “unim-
paired for the enjoyment of future generations.” Within two weeks, his new
version appeared in the working draft of the bill, the only substantive
change being the addition of “wild life” to the short list of resources to be
conserved.® This revision would be incorporated into the final legislation
with only minor alterations.

In recommending wording that required the parks to be left unim-
paired, Olmsted did not indicate that he considered the intent of the new
version to be a particularly significant departure from that expressed in the
bill’s earlier public recreation and health statement. In fact, he suggested
the new wording almost ofthandedly in the last paragraph of a three-page
letter, asking “would it not be better to state [his proposed new version]?”4°
Olmsted’s original statement of purpose had emphasized public recreation
and health needs, and his final version seems to have been intended to
further similar goals. Mentioning “enjoyment” twice, the final statement
provided for the enjoyment of the parks, but required that parks be left
unimpaired so that future generations also could enjoy them. These goals
could be met by essentially the same means as those of the earlier public
health and recreation mandate—by maintenance of the parks’ scenic land-
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scapes, which would help ensure continuance of public enjoyment of the
areas. Olmsted could have perhaps strengthened the preservation aspects
of the statement by plainly requiring the parks to be left “unimpaired for
future generations” rather than “unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations” (emphasis added). But given the legislative history’s repeated
focus on parks as scenic pleasuring grounds, even without the specific
references to “enjoyment” the act would not necessarily have called for
rigorous preservation of the parks’ natural conditions.

Anticipating public use, Olmsted sought to protect the beauty, dignity,
and nobility of national park landscapes from commercial blight. Aside
from his desire to make management more efficient, prevention of exces-
sive commercialism in the parks was the one concern that Olmsted repeat-
edly emphasized. Early in the legislative campaign, he expressed fear that
some would attempt to “make political capital” out of the parks by develop-
ing them for tourism; later he envisioned that a statement of purpose would
provide a “legal safeguard” against “exploitation of the parks for commer-
cial and other purposes.” In early 1915 he worried about General Superin-
tendent Mark Daniels’ eagerness to make the national parks, in Olmsted’s
mocking words, “accessible to the Pee-pul.”” Daniels, he feared, was more
concerned with securing an array of “improvements” than with maintain-
ing “the perfect conservation of the quality of the landscapes.”!

The new mandate was very much a reflection of Olmsted’s professional
interests. A landscape architect who had developed parks and other public
places across the country, he made his living designing outdoor areas for
aesthetic appeal, enhancing their scenic beauty for the enjoyment of the
people. Indeed, in an unsuccessful effort to include in the legislation au-
thorization of a special board to provide advice and assistance to national
park management, the only profession for which Olmsted specifically
sought inclusion on the board was landscape architecture.*? Protecting the
majestic national park landscapes through restricted, judicious develop-
ment was Olmsted’s primary concern. His final statement of purpose—
against which so much national park management would be both justified
and criticized—was thus in accord with the widely held concept of national
parks as scenic pleasuring grounds.

A Utilitarian Act

In 1915, with strong support from Secretary of the Interior Franklin Lane,
Stephen Mather reenergized the campaign for a new bureau, courting
prominent writers, publishers, businessmen, and politicians. Mather and
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Horace Albright worked steadily with their key congressional contacts,
particularly California congressmen John Raker and William Kent and
Utah Senator Reed Smoot. Mather also gained widespread media attention
for the national parks, encouraging two highly popular magazines, the
Saturday Evening Post and the National Geographic, to give the parks
special coverage. The latter publication devoted its April 1916 issue to the
“See America First” theme, praising America’s scenic landscapes and tour-
ist destinations and presenting photographs and text on the national parks.
With funds from the railroads and from Mather himself, Robert Sterling
Yard produced the National Parks Portfolio, which illustrated the beauty of
the parks, promoting them as tourist destination points. Yard distributed
this literature to influential people across the country.*®

In the spring of 1916, Congress studied the proposal for a national
parks bureau. A House report released in May gave its own definition of the
purpose of the national parks—that they were set aside for “public enjoy-
ment and entertainment.” In hearings before the House Committee on the
Public Lands, Richard Watrous of the American Civic Association ex-
plained at length his conviction that Canada, having established a national
parks office in 1911, was ahead of the United States. He quoted its parlia-
mentary mandate—that the parks were to be administered “for the benefit,
advantage, and enjoyment” of the people. This purpose was to be achieved,
in the words of an official Canadian government report, “not only by pro-
viding for the people of Canada for all time unequaled means of recreation
in the out-of-doors under the best possible conditions, but by producing for
the country an ever increasing revenue from tourist traffic.”#*

After six years of campaigning, proponents of a new bureau prevailed.
Responding to their political strategy and persuasive promotional efforts,
Congress passed the bill establishing the National Park Service within the
Department of the Interior, and President Woodrow Wilson signed it into
law on August 25, 1916.4

Among the most important supporters of the legislation were Secretary
Lane and congressmen William Kent and John Raker, who less than three
years before had been principal players in gaining congressional authoriza-
tion for a dam in Yosemite’s Hetch Hetchy Valley. It was the Raker Act of
December 1913 by which Congress authorized the dam that was destined
to bring about massive “impairment” to Yosemite through total destruction
of natural conditions beneath the dam and reservoir, thus raising the spec-
ter of similar havoc in other national parks. Kent took a thoroughly util-
itarian view of Hetch Hetchy, believing that a reservoir would be “the
highest form of conservation,” making the valley more accessible and use-
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ful for recreation. Indicating that such gigantic man-made features as dams
and reservoirs could be acceptable intrusions that would not “impair” the
parks, Kent insisted that the “creation of a lake would not impair the beauty
of this wonder spot [Hetch Hetchy], but would, on the other hand, en-
hance its attractiveness. 46

The support of Kent, Raker, and Lane for the National Park Service Act
represented an accord between the aesthetic and utilitarian branches of
the late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century conservation movement.
Indeed, the national parks themselves constituted both an aesthetic and a
utilitarian response to portions of the public domain through the promo-
tion of public use and enjoyment of especially scenic areas. Originally used
in reference to the management of reservoirs and of grazing on public
lands in the West, the term “conservation” had by the early twentieth
century come to identify the nationwide movement for efficient and ra-
tionally planned use (often referred to as “wise use”) of natural resources.
It implied, as one contemporary observer stated, “foresight and restraint in
the exploitation of the physical sources of wealth as necessary for the per-
petuity of civilization, and the welfare of present and future generations.”"
Creation of the National Park Service had been urged partly on the basis of
need for efficient management of the parks; and, efficiently run, the parks
(with majestic scenery as the basis of their economic value) could be the
essence of “foresight and restraint” in the use of natural resources to bene-
fit future generations.

The Organic Act’s statement of purpose called for the Park Service to
“conserve” the scenery and other resources, while most early national park
enabling acts (including, for example, Yellowstone, Sequoia, Yosemite,
Mount Rainier, and Glacier) called for “preservation” of resources—a
blending of the related concepts of conservation and preservation.*® In its
broader sense, conservation included preservation as one of many valid ap-
proaches to managing resources. The conservation movement comprised a
wide array of concerns, of which the wise use of scenic lands in the national
parks to foster tourism and public enjoyment was very much a part.

Expressing the hopes and aspirations of McFarland, Olmsted, Mather,
Kent, and many others, the Organic Acts “plain language™ provided for
public use and enjoyment of the parks, and was clearly utilitarian. The act
even allowed consumptive use of certain park resources—evidence that the
founders intended “unimpaired” to mean something quite different from

the strict preservation of nature. Section 3 of the act authorized the leasing
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of lands in the parks for the development of tourist accommodations,
thereby perpetuating the commercial tourism that was ongoing in all na-
tional parks, in most instances predating their establishment. The nominal
restrictions placed on the leases (twenty years per lease, and no inter-
ference with the publics free access to “natural curiosities, wonders, or
objects of interest”) provided virtually no protection against potentially
destructive impacts on the parks by the lessors. The primary statutory
restraint on leasing remained the act’s statement of purpose.

Section 3 allowed perpetuation of other established park practices by
authorizing the National Park Service to destroy animal and plant life if
“detrimental to the use” of parks. Already a routine means of protecting the
game species most favored by the public, destruction of predatory animals
was allowed to continue under this provision. Also, the Park Service was
authorized to dispose of timber, particularly if necessary to control insect
infestations that might affect the appearance of scenic forests. (Fishing, a
consumptive use of park resources, was not mentioned in the act, although
it would continue as an exceptionally popular park activity.) In response to
pressures from cattle and sheep ranchers, section 3 allowed continuation
of livestock grazing in all parks save Yellowstone, when not “detrimental
to the primary purpose” of the affected parks. This provision meant, as
Mather had testified to Congress, that the parks could serve “different
interests without difficulty.™® In the Organic Act, Congress permitted
sheep, cattle, and tourists to use the national parks.

Section 4, the act’s final provision, had strong potential to affect natural
resources in specified parks and probably, like grazing, was another expedi-
ent to gain support of California congressmen. The section affirmed a
February 1go1 act authorizing the secretary of the interior to permit rights-
of-way though Yosemite, Sequoia, and General Grant national parks for,
among other things, power lines, pipelines, canals, and ditches, as well as
water plants, dams, and reservoirs, to “promote irrigation or mining or
quarrying, or the manufacturing or cutting of timber.” Before granting
permits, the secretary was mandated to determine that such proposed
development projects were not “incompatible with the public interest.”
Although Congress would withdraw this authority in 1920, section 4 dem-
onstrated that, as with livestock grazing, public use of the national parks
was in certain instances intended to extend beyond recreation and enjoy-
ment of scenery toward clearly consumptive resource uses.>

Together, sections 3 and 4, permitting manipulation of plants and ani-
mals and fostering certain consumptive uses, (1) did not modify any natural
resource management practices begun in the parks prior to passage of the
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Organic Act; (2) slanted the Organic Act toward “multiple use” of the
parks’ natural resources; (3) moved the definition of national parks further
away from any close approximation of pristine natural preserves; and (4)
substantially qualified what Congress meant when it required the parks to
be left unimpaired.

Even though the Organic Act implied the preservation of nature in its
mandate to conserve natural objects and leave the parks unimpaired, the
founders gave no substantive consideration to an exacting biological preser-
vation. Olmsted’s correspondence, for instance, rarely even alluded to pre-
serving natural conditions. He seems never to have seriously considered
the parks as having anything like a mandate for truly pristine preservation.

The absence of explicitly articulated interest in preserving natural re-
sources of all types throughout the parks suggests that the founders as-
sumed that, in effect, undeveloped lands were unimpaired lands—that
where there was little or no development, natural conditions existed and
need not be of special concern. The ongoing manipulation of the parks’
backcountry resources, such as fish, forests, and wildlife seems not to have
been viewed as impairing natural conditions.

Still uninformed on ecological matters, the founders did not advocate
scientific investigations to improve understanding of the parks’ flora and
fauna and ensure their preservation. Rather, as at the national park con-
ferences, they sought advice from foresters and entomologists on how to
prevent fire and insects from destroying the beauty of the forests. With
threats such as fires, insects, and predators under attack, and with properly
limited development, park supporters promoted the parks both as pleasur-
ing grounds and as unimpaired natural preserves.

Although Olmsted had sought a declaration of the national parks” fun-
damental purpose in “unmistakable terms,” the Organic Act decreed what
Stephen Mather would call the “double mandate”: that the parks be both
used and preserved. In truth, the act did not resolve the central ambiguity
in national park management—the conflict between use and preservation
of the parks. Not defined, the principal concept, to leave the parks “unim-
paired,” was left open to sweeping interpretation that would allow exten-
sive development and public use (reinforced by section 3 of the act), but
would later justify scientific attempts to preserve (and even restore) ecolog-
ical integrity in parks. Nothing in the act specifically authorized scien-
tifically based park management; but nothing precluded it when it later
became a matter of concern.
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Following passage of the Organic Act, the National Park Service, as the
sole bureau responsible for the act’s implementation, would provide its
“administrative interpretation” of the new law. During the legislative cam-
paign, the enthusiasm expressed for opening the parks to public use and
enjoyment reinforced the urge toward resort-style development. And for
its first seventeen years, the Park Service was in fact run by two of its
founders, Stephen Mather and Horace Albright—who, because of their
personal involvement in passage of the act, never questioned their under-
standing of the act’s intent and the statement of purpose. Under their
supervision, park management was set in a direction that would continue
with little change for at least the next half-century, thus fundamentally
affecting the conditions of the parks and the attitudes and culture of the
National Park Service itself.



CHAPTER 3

Perpetuating Tradition:
The National Parks under Stephen T. Mather,
1916-1929

In the administration of the parks the greatest good to the greatest number is always the
most important factor determining the policy of the Service. —STEPHEN T. MATHER,
1920

In September 1916 Joseph Grinnell, head of the University of California’s
Museum of Vertebrate Zoology in Berkeley, coauthored an article in Sci-
ence magazine entitled “Animal Life as an Asset of National Parks.” A close
observer of the parks (particularly Yosemite), Grinnell, along with his co-
author, Tracy I. Storer, also at the University of California, reflected on the
various uses of the parks, from recreation to “retaining the original balance
in plant and animal life.” Regarding their concern for nature, they warned
that “without a scientific investigation” of national park wildlife, “no thor-
ough understanding of the conditions or of the practical problems they
involve is possible.” They also predicted that, with settlement of the coun-
try causing alterations to nature, the national parks would “probably be the
only areas remaining unspoiled for scientific study.” This article, published
less than a month after passage of the National Park Service Act, sounded
an early cautionary note that national park management should have firm
scientific footing.

Under Stephen Mather’s direction from its founding until early 1929,
the Park Service ignored Grinnell and Storer’s counsel. In November 1928,
shortly before the ailing Mather resigned as first director of the Service, his
soon-to-be successor, Horace Albright, wrote him about possible new posi-
tions for forest, fish, and wildlife management. After more than a decade of
enthusiastic development of the national parks for tourism, Albright stated
that it was “highly essential” to begin hiring staff in “other than . . . land-
scape architecture and engineering, both of which have been pretty well

47
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provided for.” Influenced by an emerging interest in science within Park
Service ranks, he urged that the bureau not set itself up for charges of
having provided “thousands for engineering of one kind or another and
hardly one cent for experts to look after our fish resources, wild life and
forests.”?

Indeed, the Park Service had continued the management practices of
its military and civilian predecessors. Rather than altering the direction of
park management, the Organic Act’s immediate outcome had been admin-
istrative and political gains for the national park system. The act consoli-
dated park management, enabling it to focus on the needs of the entire
system and giving it a voice with which to promote the national park idea to
Congress and the public. National park leadership was elevated to a fully
visible and aggressive new bureau within the Department of the Interior,
and was backed by leading proponents of outdoor recreation, tourism, and
landscape preservation. The fact that by the time Mather resigned he had
become an institutional hero within the Service and commanded respect in
broader conservation circles suggests that his persistent expansionist and
developmental policies met with widespread approval.

Building Park Service Leadership

Because the various national parks had previously been independent of
one another, with no effort at a cooperative approach to management
policy and practice, very little organization building had taken place within
the system. Thus, Mather did not face a powerful, cohesive managerial
clique. Even though the U.S. Army had held responsibility for three of the
most complex parks in the system, it had not sought to build a national park
empire. Prior to withdrawal, its leaders urged that park duties were costly
and inappropriate for the army and should be terminated.? The military’s
departure from Yosemite, Sequoia, and General Grant national parks in
1914, and Yellowstone in 1918, left a significant void in park management.
Moreover, Mather judged many of the civilian superintendents of the other
parks to be ineffectual, and would soon replace them with his own men.*
Enjoying considerable discretion as director, he could determine what
kinds of expertise were most needed to run the parks under the new
mandate. Furthermore, within funding limitations, he could select the
Service’s directorate, the park superintendents, and professional support
with little if any interference.

Although the Organic Act was passed in August 1916, it was not until
the following spring that Congress appropriated funds for the Park Service.
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Mather oversaw interim operations; and with a staff of six, the Park Ser-
vice’s headquarters in Washington, D.C., officially opened on April 17, only
eleven days after the United States entered World War 1.5 Taking the place
of general parks superintendent Robert Marshall, the Service’s directorate
assumed its leadership role. Next to Mather, Horace Albright was the most
powerful individual in the directorate, serving first in Washington, and
then, from 1919 to 1929, as Yellowstone superintendent, with continuing
directorate responsibilities. Moreover, during Mather’s long periods of ab-
sence due to severe stress and nervous conditions, he made Albright, his
protégé and closest advisor, acting director of the Park Service.

As Mather staffed the new bureau, two groups assumed positions of
special power and influence: one group consisted of landscape architects
and engineers—professionals who oversaw park development; the other
consisted of park managers—the superintendents and their rangers who
were in charge of day-to-day operation of the parks. Under Mather’s direc-
tion, each group coalesced, attaining a bureaucratic status that would flour-
ish under succeeding directors.

As the Service matured into a sizable and highly successful bureau, it
would develop a strong sense of identity and purpose and, concurrently, a
sense of working together as a kind of close-knit family—the “Park Service
family,” as it would become fondly known by many employees. Together
with the Service’s ever-powerful directorate, the landscape architects, engi-
neers, superintendents, and park rangers formed the core of an emerging
“leadership culture”—in effect, the dominant family members. Under
their guidance the Mather era locked in place the utilitarian tendencies of
the pre—Park Service years and crystallized the business-capitalist pre-
disposition for continual development, growth, and expansion. With con-
tinuous reference to the Organic Act’s mandate as fundamental dogma, the
Service’s leadership groups defined the values and principles of the new
bureau and established its managerial traditions—the leadership culture
itself became locked in place. Policies developed and honed during the
Mather era would exert an enduring, pervasive influence on national park
history.

Applicable to National Park Service evolution, sociologist Edgar H.
Schein, in his study of organizational culture and leadership, discusses how
organizational cultures “begin with leaders who impose their own values
and assumptions on a group.” Such cultures come to be defined by the
“shared, taken-for-granted basic assumptions held by members of the
group or organization.” Around these, the culture will develop a “basic
design of tasks, division of labor, organization structure, [and] reward and
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incentive systems.” Schein states further that if an organization is success-
ful and its assumptions “come to be taken for granted,” then its culture will
“define for later generations of members what kinds of leadership are
acceptable.” Thus, “the culture now defines leadership”—it will “deter-
mine the criteria for leadership and thus determine who will or will not be a
leader.”®

In such regards, it can be argued that, in line with the values and
objectives set by the Park Service founders (especially Mather and Al-
bright), the perceived needs of the national parks and the intended pur-
pose of the Service have always been reflected in the bureau’s organiza-
tional arrangements. Such arrangements reveal a hierarchy of goals and
functions and disclose the professions that controlled policy formulation
and decisionmaking and formed the Service’s leadership culture.

The first true professions to appear in the National Park Service—engi-
neering and “landscape engineering” (later designated landscape architec-
ture)—made up two of the four divisions in the Services organizational
chart dated July 1, 1919.7 As developmental professions capable of oversee-
ing the planning, design, and construction of park facilities, they fit very
naturally into Mather’s plans for implementing the Organic Act. The exten-
sive involvement of these professions initially sprang from the public un-
derstanding of national parks as pleasuring grounds and soon worked to
perpetuate this perception.

The emerging bureaucratic strength of landscape architecture no
doubt benefited from the profession’s having been so well represented
among Park Service founders. Especially prominent were leaders of the
American Society of Landscape Architects and the American Civic Asso-
ciation, including Fredrick Law Olmsted, Jr., and Horace McFarland (a
horticulturalist deeply involved with aspects of landscape architecture),
whose influence and support continued well after the Service was estab-
lished. Mark Daniels, the national parks’ first general superintendent, was
alandscape architect. Mather himself was a longtime member of the Amer-
ican Civic Association; following his resignation, the landscape architects
awarded him an honorary life membership in their national society.®

Mather believed that landscape architects filled a “serious gap” in his
organization; and in 1922, seeking to ensure that new construction “fit into
the park environment in a harmonious manner,” he required their approval
on “all important plans” for the parks. This authority was also extended to
park development undertaken by concessionaires.® In developing the parks
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in cooperation with architects and engineers, landscape architects sought
not only to avoid intruding on scenery, but also to display scenery to its best
advantage with the proper placement of roads, trails, and buildings. They
designed plantings to screen unattractive development from view, and
planned intensively developed areas, with parking lots, sidewalks, build-
ings, lawns, and gardens. The resolve to blend new construction with natu-
ral surroundings—to develop the parks without destroying their beauty—
formed the basis of landscape architecture’s central role in national park
development.

The authority of the landscape architects did not mean that their deci-
sions went unchallenged; rather, they frequently skirmished with superin-
tendents, concessionaires, and others over the details of plans and designs.
In September 1922 a dispute over the design of two bridges in Yosemite
caused Arno B. Cammerer, then an assistant director of the Service, to
defend the landscape architects’ approval authority. Cammerer wrote con-
fidentially to Olmsted that, regarding such disagreements, some superin-
tendents were “bucky in the matter” and needed to be better educated in
park design and development concerns. He pressed the issue later that
year at the superintendents conference, and again in the 1923 conference,
when he reiterated that the superintendents must cooperate with the land-
scape architects.!”

The pervasiveness of landscape architecture in the national parks en-
couraged some in the profession to argue for it to have even greater author-
ity within the Service. Landscape architect Paul Kiessig wrote to Horace
Albright in 1922 that national parks are “primarily a landscape thing,” that
“scenery is the attribute that sets a park aside to be conserved and pro-
tected for all generations,” and that a park’s “original charm™ must be
protected. Claiming that the superintendents had a “perennial resistance”
and a “basic aversion” to the ideas of the landscape architects, Kiessig
advocated that not only national park superintendents, but also an assistant
director of the Service, should be men trained in landscape architecture.!

Later, in May 1929, while seeking to gain dominance in the “Field
Headquarters™ (a recently established office located in San Francisco to
improve coordination among the mostly western national parks), landscape
architect Thomas C. Vint asserted that his profession deserved the central
role in park development. Writing to Albright to express concern about
engineers having too much influence in the San Francisco office, Vint
asked rhetorically if the parks were to be developed on a “landscape or
engineering basis.” Predictably, his choice was a landscape basis, which
would put the parks under a kind of umbrella profession, combining archi-
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tecture, engineering, and horticulture, with a strong focus on “the element
of beauty.” Vint believed that all employees should “think landscape,” and
that no matter what the organizational structure of the San Francisco office
was, it would still become a “landscape organization.”!2

Albright later recalled that the lack of “integrated planning” in the
parks led Mather to begin hiring landscape architects. As much as any
other factor, the emergence of a formal, parkwide planning process gave
the profession its powerful, enduring role in national park affairs. In Febru-
ary 1916, during the campaign to establish the National Park Service,
James S. Pray of the American Society of Landscape Architects had called
for “comprehensive general plans” for each park. This idea was endorsed
two years later by Interior secretary Franklin Lane, who required that all
park improvements be “in accordance with a preconceived plan developed
with special reference to the preservation of the landscape,” a plan that
would require knowledge of “landscape architecture or . . . proper appre-
ciation of the esthetic value of park lands.” Lane stated that these com-
prehensive plans were to be prepared as soon as funds were available.
Mather did not get systemwide planning under way until 1925, when he
authorized preparation of five-year plans for the parks. By late 1929 the
Service employed nine landscape architects, a number that increased to
twenty by 1932.13

In the early 1930s the Service would expand its long-range planning
and prepare comprehensive, parkwide plans (which became known as
“master plans”), supplemented by more detailed plans for areas to be
intensively developed. By this time, planning and landscape architecture
had come under the command of Thomas Vint.'* And in February 1931,
landscape architect Conrad L. Wirth joined the Park Service, rising quickly
to assistant director. Under Vint and Wirth—probably the two most influ-
ential landscape architects in National Park Service history—landscape
architecture became firmly established as one of the Service’s most power-
ful professions, a status it has not relinquished to this day.'>

Although never acquiring the bureaucratic strength that landscape ar-
chitects wielded, Park Service engineers nevertheless gained considerable
influence. Mather hired his first engineer in 1917, the year before he
employed the first landscape architect; engineering remained a vital part of
the organization throughout his directorship. Chief among the engineers’
responsibilities was the construction of park roads. Designed for horse
traffic, the early roads needed widening, realigning, and paving to accom-
modate automobiles, which had begun to be allowed in the parks just
before establishment of the Park Service. Mather aggressively lobbied
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Congress for funds for road rehabilitation and new construction, and in
1924 Congress funded the Service’s first large road program. Two years
later the Service concluded a formal agreement whereby the Bureau of
Public Roads would oversee the building of major highways and bridges in
the national parks. Park Service engineers coordinated the work with the
bureau and also oversaw other development, such as park buildings, water
and sewage systems, electrical systems, trails, and campgrounds.'® With
their projects often creating massive intrusions on park landscapes, engi-
neers had to coordinate regularly with landscape architects on matters of
aesthetics and scenery. As the key link between construction and the pres-
ervation of majestic park scenery, landscape architects had the bureau-
cratic advantage over engineers.

In 1927 Frank A. Kittredge, who had impressed Mather during the
initial planning and construction of Glacier National Park’s spectacular
Going to the Sun Highway, transferred from the Bureau of Public Roads to
become the Park Service’s chief engineer. With congressional increases in
construction funds in the late 1920s and into the New Deal era, the engi-
neering office grew in size and influence. In a time of such expansive
development of the national parks, the engineers mixed easily with park
management and attained membership in the Service’s leadership circles.
Indeed, many of Mather’s new superintendents were former engineers.
Indicative of the engineers’ ability to cross over into park management,
Kittredge himself would later become head of the newly created regional
office in San Francisco, overseeing parks in much of the area from the
Rocky Mountains west. In time, he would serve in superintendencies at
Grand Canyon and Yosemite before returning to engineering.!”

Under Mather, field management began to develop a genuine profes-
sionalism, with identifiable duties and standards of operation. As one of his
principal objectives, Mather wanted the new bureau to have organizational
strength and durability—what Horace Albright later called a “strong inter-
nal structure.”!® The heart of this structure was to be the park rangers and
superintendents. By the time Mather resigned in early 1929, the rangers
and superintendents had coalesced as a distinctive group with a strong
sense of identity and a common understanding of how national parks
should be managed. Proudly wearing the dark-green field uniform, they
became the chief bearers of Park Service family tradition and the forerun-
ners of today’s “green blood” employees.

The national park ranger corps had slowly evolved during the late
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In 1914, while attempting to
establish a “ranger service”—a distinct corps of rangers—general superin-
tendent Mark Daniels drew up regulations to coordinate and standardize
ranger work. Without a strong national office to oversee this effort, Daniels’
ranger service did not succeed.!® His regulations, however, issued to all
parks by Secretary Lane in January 1915, reflected the essentially frontier
skills expected of a ranger. In addition to age requirements, appointments
and promotions, salary scales, and uniform and equipment standards, the
regulations called for rangers to have “experience in the outdoor life” and
to be able to endure hardships, ride and take care of horses and mules,
shoot a rifle and a pistol, cook simple meals, build trails, and construct
cabins. These types of skills would enable them to patrol park backcountry
for poachers and unauthorized livestock, kill predators, fight fires, and
undertake other park protection activities.?* In time, those rangers most
deeply involved in such natural resource management activities would be-
come known as “wildlife rangers.”

Secretary Lane’s regulations also directed rangers to be “tactful in han-
dling people,” a requirement that foretold an increasingly significant re-
sponsibility during the Mather era. With rapidly increasing automobile
travel after World War I, the rangers had greater contact with park visitors
who were not poaching or trespassing, but instead were enjoying the parks.
The need to assist visitors brought about establishment of “ranger natural-
ist” positions, which, under the supervision of a “park naturalist,” had
duties including staffing park museums, leading hikes, and giving nature
talks.2! Like the wildlife rangers, the ranger naturalists needed a service-
able understanding of their park’s natural history.

Mather believed the success or failure of the national parks depended
on the rangers. Albright saw them as the “core of park management” (as he
later put it) and recognized that the public’s impression of the National
Park Service came primarily from contact with these uniformed person-
nel.22 In his effort to build ranger esprit de corps, Mather always wore his
official uniform and mixed with the rangers during his many park visits.
Symbolic of his concern for the rangers” welfare and morale, in 1920
Mather himself paid for construction of the Yosemite “Rangers’ Club,”
which became famous throughout the Park Service as a gathering spot for
rangers, superintendents, and the Service directorate. Mather also autho-
rized the first conference of chief rangers in 1926. Held in Sequoia, and
chaired by veteran Yellowstone chief ranger Sam Woodring, the confer-
ence was designed to expose rangers to the variety of issues faced by the
Service, in order to broaden their understanding of park management.>
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Perhaps most important for morale building was Mather’s effort to
improve the rangers’ status as government employees. When the Park
Service was established, employment was tied to individual parks, rather
than to the park system. Thus rangers had no official “transfer rights” and
had to resign from one park and pay their own moving expenses to the next
location.?* For low-salaried rangers, such fragmented employment oppor-
tunities severely restricted chances for career advancement. Furthermore,
they fostered a provincial view, causing rangers to focus only on the parks
they served, rather than the park system as a whole. Mather encouraged
the rangers to consider their national park work as a career rather than a
mere job; and his lobbying won salary increases and transfer rights (includ-
ing moving costs) and ultimately brought rangers under the Civil Service’s
competitive examination system.?

The park rangers developed a natural alliance with the superinten-
dents, based on mutual goals and perceptions as well as common career
paths. Organizationally, the link between superintendents and rangers was
through the chief ranger—usually the second most powerful position in the
park, the incumbent of which acted for the superintendent during his
absence.?® The bonds that developed between rangers and superinten-
dents during the Mather era became a fundamental aspect of park manage-
ment and the internal politics of the Service.

In 1924 Horace Albright recalled believing that many of the superinten-
dents on board when Mather took charge had been “incompetent men
appointed as politicians.” Seeking loyal, qualified employees, Mather hired
new superintendents whom he trusted, and who could help build a close-
knit, mutually supportive organization. He tended to choose men who had
out-of-doors experience and who were engineers (particularly topographi-
cal engineers) or had served with the army or the U. S. Geological Survey.
(Only in the 1970s would women begin to attain leadership roles in the
Park Service.)*” Mather’s early superintendency appointments included
Roger W. Toll, an engineer and former army officer, to Mount Rainier and
later to Rocky Mountain and to Yellowstone; Washington B. (“Dusty”)
Lewis, a Geological Survey engineer, to Yosemite; “Colonel” Thomas Boles,
an engineer, to Carlsbad Caverns; John R. White, a British-born, Oxford-
educated soldier of fortune and former U.S. Army officer, to Sequoia and
General Grant; and J. Ross Eakin, a Geological Survey engineer, to Glacier
and later to Grand Canyon and to Great Smoky Mountains.?

The park rangers constituted another source from which to select su-
perintendents, a factor that helped bond the two groups. For example,
following the army’s departure from Sequoia and General Grant, Walter
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Fry, a longtime ranger in those parks, was chosen to be superintendent.
When Fry resigned in 1919, Mather replaced him with John White, who
had worked briefly as a ranger at Grand Canyon before his elevation to the
Sequoia position.?® Most of Mather’s early superintendency appointments
did not come from the ranger ranks, however, perhaps because he did not
have much confidence in the small rangers corps that was in place when the
Park Service began operations. But as the Service recruited and trained
rangers, they increasingly became obvious choices to fill superintendency
positions.

Mather’s most significant appointment came in 1919, when he named
Horace Albright to the Yellowstone superintendency. Albright was to man-
age Yellowstone and was also to serve as Mathers field assistant (in effect,
his deputy), in direct charge of all parks and all offices not located in
Washington.®® By placing his most trusted Park Service friend and confi-
dant in the premier national park superintendency and in charge of field
areas, Mather reinforced the bonds between the superintendents and the
Park Service directorate.

To strengthen his organization and develop common solutions to man-
agement problems, Mather held superintendents conferences about every
two years. He considered these meetings to be a continuation of the na-
tional park conferences begun in Yellowstone in 1911, which he had first
attended at Berkeley in 1915. Albright recalled that they served as “forums
for spreading the best ideas and tackling the biggest problems throughout
the system.” Mather also used the conferences to develop camaraderie
among the superintendents, often staging large, festive dinners, with sing-
ing, horseplay, practical jokes, and other group activities. And at times he
insisted that the superintendents travel to the conferences in automobile
caravans (such as to Mesa Verde in 1925), in order to visit parks along the
way and discuss various management issues. The conferences provided the
superintendents with opportunities not only to form lifelong friendships,
but also to become more aware that they were part of a national organiza-
tion.3! Through Mather’s conferences, they began to comprehend the
parks as a system and to influence policy on a systemwide basis.

A Formal Policy and a Bureaucratic Rivalry

In the winter of 191718, as the Park Service neared completion of its
initial year of operation, Horace Albright drafted a comprehensive state-
ment of national park management policies. After a thorough review (by
prominent conservationists, among others), Secretary Franklin Lane is-



Perpetuating Tradition 57

sued the policies in the form of a letter to Director Mather. Albright later
recalled that the Lane Letter, as it became known, was “a landmark” and
the Service’s “basic creed.”? As the new bureau’s first formal statement of
its responsibilities under the Organic Act, the letter reflected the founders’
emphasis on the parks as scenic pleasuring grounds. It was also an affirma-
tion of management practices long under way in the parks.

The letter opened with a reference to the Organic Act’s statement of
purpose, declaring that the parks were to be maintained in “absolutely
unimpaired” condition. This statement, and one in the next paragraph that
all activities were subordinate to the duty of preserving the parks “in essen-
tially their natural state,” constituted a formidable commitment to pres-
ervation. However, the letter then explained that national parks were
set aside for the “use, observation, health, and pleasure of the people”
(sounding much like Olmsted’s early but discarded statement of purpose).
It declared the parks to be a “national playground system,” to be made
accessible “by any means practicable,” including through construction of
roads, trails, and buildings that harmonized with park scenery. It also en-
couraged educational use of the parks and appropriate outdoor sports—
including winter sports. And the letter urged the Service to “diligently
extend and use” the cooperation offered by tourist bureaus, chambers of
commerce, and automobile associations to increase public awareness of the
parks.

The Lane Letter authorized cattle grazing in “isolated regions not fre-
quented by visitors” and where “natural features” would not be harmed. It
forbade sheep in the parks, however. It also forbade hunting, limited tim-
ber cutting to that which was most necessary (including thinning to “im-
prove the scenic features”), and called for elimination of private holdings in
parks. In the single specific reference to science, the letter recommended
that the Service not develop its own scientific expertise, but that it seek
assistance from the government’s “scientific bureaus.”

As a “landmark” and “basic creed” for the National Park Service, the
Lane Letter delineated the values and assumptions of the bureau’s emerg-
ing corporate culture, thereby setting the tenor and direction of park man-
agement during the Mather era and far beyond. In 1925 the Service pre-
pared a second major policy statement, signed by Secretary of the Interior
Hubert Work and subsequently known as the “Work Letter.” It conveyed
essentially the same concerns—some verbatim—as had the Lane Letter.>*

The utilitarian values expressed in both policy letters were probably
stimulated in part by rivalry with the U.S. Forest Service. It had taken
six years of campaigning to convince Congress to create a national parks
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bureau; as director, Mather realized that the parks still might not be politi-
cally secure. Aside from possible public indifference, probably the greatest
threat to the Park Service’s future came from the Forest Service, whose
proponents resented not having gained control of the national parks. About
the time the Park Service was established, some Forest Service public
recreation programs began to appear; and in 1924 the bureau’s New Mex-
ico office designated the first “wilderness” area, a virtually roadless portion
of the Gila National Forest.? Initially these were regional initiatives, rather
than national. Yet such moves increased the Forest Service’s range of land
management practices and encroached on responsibilities the Park Service
claimed for its own—thus helping to perpetuate the bureaucratic rivalry.

Although the National Park Service may not at first have been aware of
the Forest Service’s administrative designation of a wilderness area, the
beginnings of national forest recreation programs did cause consternation
among Park Service leaders. In a 1925 paper on the issue, Mather argued
that no overlaps existed between the Park Service functions and those of
other bureaus, particularly the Forest Service. He quarreled with attempts
to confuse the duties of the two bureaus and with continuing claims by
Forest Service advocates that it could operate the national parks at little
extra cost beyond that of managing the forests. Placing the parks under the
Forest Service, which was engaged, as Mather put it, in “commercial ex-
ploitation of natural resources,” would, he believed, destroy the parks. As if
seeking to prove that his own utilitarian biases were as strong as those of
Forest Service leadership, he stated that outdoor recreation responsibil-
ities belonged to the Park Service—that the parks were “more truly na-
tional playgrounds than are the forests.” In order to meet the dictates of
the Organic Act, Mather believed the Service was obligated to develop
the parks—to “grant franchises for the erection of hotels and permanent
camps, operation of transportation lines, stores and other services, etc.”°
Rivalry with the utilitarian Forest Service stimulated Mather’s bent for
recreational tourism management.

Appropriate and Inappropriate Park Development

Espousing strong democratic ideals and believing in the high social value of
the national parks, Mather once wrote that the “greatest good for the
greatest number” was “always the most important factor” in determining
Park Service policy. As the individual with primary responsibility for imple-
menting the Organic Act, he urged that the Service develop the parks for
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tourism by providing “such imperative necessities as new roads, improved
roads, trails, bridges, public camping facilities, and water supply and sewer-
age systems.”” In addition, Mather personally sponsored the creation in
1919 of a support organization—the National Parks Association—headed
by his friend Robert Sterling Yard, who had helped greatly in the campaign
to establish the Park Service. Reflecting the goals of its parent organization
and its sponsor, the association’s principal objectives were to protect the
parks, enlarge the national park system (through such significant additions
as would make the system “an American trademark in the competition for
the worlds travel”), and promote public enjoyment without impairing the
parks.3s

Soon after Mather first became associated with the national parks, he
and Horace Albright had made a tour of the parks, seeking to assess the
situation in the field. Mather noted that park facilities were inadequate.
Only Yellowstone and Yosemite had extended road systems, but the roads
had been designed for horse traffic, now being replaced by the automobile;
many park hotels and campgrounds were primitive. The following year
Mather claimed in his annual report that the parks had been “greatly
neglected.” Repeatedly urging park development, Mather got results. By
the time his health problems forced him to resign early in 1929, the parks
had undergone extensive development involving virtually every type of
facility needed to support recreational tourism and park administration.>
Shortly after Mather’s resignation, Albright, as the new director, summed
up the park development that had occurred before and during Mather’s
tenure by reporting that the Park Service was responsible for “1,298 miles
of roads, 3,903 miles of trails, 1,623 miles of telephone and telegraph lines,
extensive camp grounds, sewer and water system[s], power plants, build-
ings,” and more.*

During Mather’s directorship, the railroad companies continued to
promote their hotels in or near Yellowstone, Glacier, Mount Rainier, and
other parks. More important for future park development, the emerging
automobile age meshed perfectly with Mather’s desire to make the parks
popular. A member of both national and local automobile associations, he
worked closely with them to encourage tourism. In 1916 he advocated pre-
paring the parks for the “great influx of automobiles by constructing new
roads and improving existing highways wherever improvement is neces-
sary.”4! The previous year he had helped found the National Park-to-Park
Highway Association. This organization promoted highway improvement
and new construction designed to connect the major western national
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parks and enable tourists to make a giant circle through the West, visiting
the parks. Mapped and signposted, but only partially paved, this route of
approximately six thousand miles was officially dedicated in 1920.42

In 1919 Mather recommended to Secretary Lane that the Service es-
tablish a “travel division” or “division of touring” in its Washington office to
assist in advertising the parks. Rather than create a new division, however,
he kept this responsibility largely with his publications and public relations
office. He regularly and enthusiastically reported to the secretary on tour-
ism to the parks, noting, for instance, in 1925 that “it is again my pleasure”
to report a large increase in numbers of visitors, who would bring with
them, he claimed, a “great flow of tourist dollars.”3

In overseeing the burst of park development that took place under
Mather, Park Service leadership viewed sp