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in continuing productivity, and must live with the conse- 
quences of their decisions and actions. Land users are those 
who come, use, and leave such as hunters, skiers, off road 
vehicle enthusiasts, and other recreationists. I hope in the 
future we will be careful to distinguish between land manag- 
ers, who are stewards, and users, who are not. 

Will nonprofessional environmentalists learn and under- 
stand before they speak and wreak havoc? Will producers 
accept and fulfill their role as good stewards and true envir- 
onmentalists, benefit by the results, and control their own 
operation and destiny, or will they ignore that opportunity 
and responsibility until someone else does it for them or to 
them? Will agencies get their priorities straight to getconser- 
vation on the ground with the fewest, best qualified person- 
nel possible? Will Soil and Water Conservation Districts step 
up in their rightful role of leadership and self government to 
plan and coordinate conservation activities from the most 
local level? 

Will all true conservationists be much more careful to 
acquaint the general public with the value of our land and 
water resources, especially of grazing lands which have 
been held in lower esteem and priority, and with conserva- 
tion needs and accomplishments to gain much needed pub- 
lic support and recognition? Grazing lands are of more value 
than ever before because of their extent and multitude of 
concurrent, compatible uses in energy-efficient production 

of the 1970's 

Properly designed range improvements can benefit broad 
segments of rangeland resources. Improved forage produc- 
tion and utilization, wildlife habitat, water quality and yield, 
and reduced soil erosion are some of the most recognized 
benefits of range improvement work. Nevertheless, "Envir- 
onmental and economic constraints brought improvement 
of sagebrush range to a virtual standstill during the 1970's," 
according to Nevada scientists (Young et al. 1981). Range 
improvements were broughttothis downturn in the 1970's by 
various legal, social, physical, financial, and educational 
constraints. These interrelated constraints have not gone 
away, but have lingered on into the 1980's. 

It is generally concluded that the low point in condition of 
forested western grazing lands was about 1900. This point 
was as late as the 1930's on lower elevation, unallocated 
public domain where grazing went uncontrolled prior to 
passage of the Taylor Grazing Act. Subsequently, range 
condition trends began slowly to climb until accelerated by 
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of food and fiber, water, wildlife, and recreational opportuni- 
ties. Thus far, our performance far surpasses our image. 
Both can and should be improved. There are countless unhe- 
ralded examples of excellent conservation effort and results 
with related gains in productivity. With good stewardship, we 
can have conservation and improvement with production, 
rather than preservation without production, which is sinful 
in a needy world. 

These are the challenges and opportunities we have as 
individuals and organizations. We have most of what is 
needed in terms of people and funding, if we get our priori- 
ties straight, talk less, and do more. Good personal steward- 
ship of available soil, water, people and dollar resources by 
producers and qualified technicans on the ground, making 
good decisions and taking timely, effective action is by far 
the most effective mechanism and motivation ever devised. It 
also is the most personally, professionally, productively, 
profitably, and publicly rewarding. It is forthese reasons that 
I welcome the opportunity to discuss stewardship with you, 
commend it to you, and hope to join with you in fulfilling its 
best meaning and connotation. 

Editors Note: We all know about land stewardship but a healthful 
reminder once in a while as Merrill'sarticle is refreshing and getsthe 
adrenal juices going again. 

more intensive grazing management and range improve- 
ments after World War II. 

The 1950's and 1960's were the great decades for range 
development and improvements as they became the tools to 
accelerate a return to favorable range conditions and pro- 
duction. This upturn was fueled by new technology and 
special appropriations. But as the 1970's rolled in, range 
managers seemingly became baffled and even buffaloed by 
the barrage of constraints aimed at range improvement 
work, and the stagnation of the 1970's set in. 

Range improvements in Utah basically followed the 
national downward trend in the 1970's. Bureau of Land Man- 
agement summary data (Rasmussen 1981), based on 
acreages of range seedings and brush management-control 
practices, reveal that improvement work completed in Utah 
during the 1970's was only 48°k of the amount completed 
during the 1950's and a mere 17% of the amount completed 
during the 1960's. 

Available data from Soil Conservation Service summaries 
(Rasmussen 1981) also indicate a downward trend through 
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the 1970's in range improvement work on private lands. 
Range seedings and brush management-control practices 
completed on private lands in 1975 were only 54% of the 
amount completed in 1972. However, in 1980 this increased 
to 32% over the acreages treated in 1975. This stabilization of 
the downward trend appears due, at least in part, to the Utah 
State legislation bringing about the Rangeland Development 
Fund for improving private rangelands. 

Greater emphasis on grazing management systems for 
improving federal grazing lands in the 1970's is apparent. 
The need for accelerated management of both private and 
federal grazing lands is obvious, but as a companion effort 
rather than as a replacement for intensive range improve- 
ments. Either approach to range improvement is apt to be 
rather unrewarding unless combined with the other. 

Review of Constraints 
A closer look at these lingering constraints on range 

improvements is helpful in pinpointing some of the prob- 
lems. Political-Judicial-legislative constraints have been 
serious, particularly on public lands. Political pressures and 
law suits by special interests groups have resulted in red 
tape, delays, and diversion of finances. The diversion of 
funds and manpower into court-directed environmental 
impact statements—the value of which has often been 
questioned—has seriously impacted range improvement 
work on public lands. The judicial decisions of some judges 
have seemed to favor range management by attorneys rather 
than trained range managers. 

Legislation by a well-meaning Congress during the 1970's 
has resulted in a maze of new laws and regulations governing 
federal rangelands. Many have been single-purpose legisla- 
tion, and some have proven conflicting and unrealistic in 
their application. Some have, in fact, been based on con- 
cerns that intensive range improvement may harm the envir- 
onment. The few passed specifically to enhance range 
improvement work seem never to be fully funded or only 
after great delay. 

Achterman (1980) lists the following single-purpose laws 
and executive orders that have limited federal lands availa- 
ble for intensive range management: Endangered and 
Threatened Species Act, the National Historic Preservation 
Act, The Wilderness Act and related wilderness review 
requirements, Wild and Free-Roaming Horses and Burros 
Act, EPA regulations and restrictions on the use of pesti- 
cides, executive orders restricting predator control methods, 
and executive orders on wetland and riparian zone protec- 
tion. Achterman further suggests that some laws have seem- 
ingly taken qualified range specialists off the range and put 
them in the office, i.e. The National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969, The Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and 
The National Forest Management Act. 

An even greater obstacle faced by progressive range man- 
agers than the laws, according to Achterman (1980), is the 
effect of legal attitudes toward problem solving on range 
management decision making. She concludes that the legal 
approach—a cookbook approach relying on a set of compu- 
terized planning steps—only promotes weak management 
and managers who are unwilling to make difficult decisions. 

Social constraints to range improvements are interrelated 
with legal and political constraints. Extremes in conservation 
and environmental thought continue to surface. In these 
groups the pendulum has seemingly swung from man-made, 
accelerated approaches back to simplistic natural 

approaches, frequently slow by themselves and of uncertain 
direction and results. Simplistic notions of "turning it overto 
mother nature," "getting the livestock off the range," and 
"manage by legislation" have surfaced. A few groups seem 
only to be looking for new radical causes to attract attention, 
and thus more members. 

Social constraints are not infrequently the result of misun- 
derstanding climax communities or their import. One exam- 
ple is mistaking juniper, actively invading a sagebrush-grass 
community or having already converted it into a closed, 
stagnant juniper community, as the true climax species. 
Even when the pristine climax has been accurately deter- 
mined, must range managers be confined in their objectives 
to the potential natural community, which by definition 
excludes anthropic manipulation of the rangeecosystem? Is 
not the management site potential more realistic, thereby 
permitting the full use of advanced, accelerated range devel- 
opment techniques in maximizing sustained yields from 
grazing lands? 

Physical-biological constraints contributed to the lull in 
range improvement work during the 1970's, both on public 
and private rangelands. Much of the easy range improve- 
ment work had already been done; but many high-potential, 
low-production sites still await intensive range improve- 
ments. Nevertheless, it is also apparent that many ranges 
remaining in poor and/or deteriorating conditions are those 
for which cost-effective, reliable, and environmentally 
acceptable technology is not available (Smith 1980). 

Smith (1980) has concluded, "Since about 1965, progress 
in acquisition and application of physical-biological knowl- 
edge has been less spectacular than before. [One reason] is 
that research money has been diverted away from 
production-oriented range and wildlife research into 
research on nongame wildlife, range hydrology, endangered 
species, and the like. No matter how valid this type of 
research may be in mitigating side effects of range improve- 
ments, it contributes little or nothing to more economical or 
effective methods of manipulating range vegetation." 

Educational constraints—or rather lack of know-how— 
have compounded the problem. During recent years, many 
of the expert range improvement personnel have been 
drained into other areas within their respective agencies. 
Their education and training have made them attractive and 
well qualified for assignment in preparing EIS's, land use 
planning, strip mine reclamation, and related areas (Box and 
Sisson 1975). Past Civil Service standards have encouraged 
second rate range management education and have permit- 
ted agencies to replace expert range specialists with person- 
nel who have weak educational background and minimal or 
no experience in range management and improvement 
practicums. 

When combined with the above constraints, the crunch of 
economic constraints in both the private and the federal 
sectors has recently greatly limited or even halted some 
types of range improvements. Many once attractive, inten- 
sive methods of range development are currently marginally 
feasible due to increasingly high labor, machinery, and fuel 
costs. This is compounded by diversion of federal range 
improvement monies into other areas and the disastrous 
cash flows currently being realized even from many well- 
managed range livestock operations. 

High interest rates are a heavy burden to the rancher 
anticipating range improvements to an extent unknown for 
decades, reaching 13-15% on long term loans and 16-1 8% On 
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Going Again 

Range improvement techniques in recent years have pro- 
vided the basis of meeting the national consciousness for 
rehabilitating devastated sites, i.e. mine spoils, transporta- 
tion rights-of-way, natural disasters, etc. After modification 
and intensification, they have admirably met these new 
needs but often after siphoning existing expertise, research, 
personnel, and equipment away from the development of the 
range forage base. Seemingly forgotten in this reclamation 
fever is that these special treatments, developments, and 
structures collectively referred to as range improvements 
were originally assembled and developed (1) to increase the 
quantity and quality of our range forage resources and (2) to 
facilitate their utilization by grazing animals. 

Range improvements are not merely means of restoring or 
rehabilitating ranges in low condition but have application to 
top condition ranges also. Waterspreading, fertilization, her- 
bicides and other pesticides, and the introduction of new 
forage species and cultivars provide the tools for increasing 
productivity beyond even pristine conditions. For some 
range ecosystems, climax falls short of the ultimate that can 
be obtained by applying range development expertise. 

Range Improvement Needs 

Higher priority must be given range improvement work if 
future needs are met for the livestock industry, game animal 
habitat, production of human food, stimulation of the 
national and local economy, and meeting basic stewardship 

The author is professor of range science, Brigham Young University, Provo, 
Utah. 
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responsibility over renewable natural resources. 
The national FRES report (Forest-Range Environmental 

Study 1972) projected that the demand for livestock grazing 
from U.S. ranges would increase by 2000 A.D. from the 1970 
base of 213 million AUM's to 300 or perhaps 450 million. This 
report estimated that 317 million AUM's could be achieved 
even by application of extensive methods by 2000 A.D., but 
455 million was achievable by maximizing intensive methods 
while maintaining environmental standards. From the FRES 
report data the USDA Interagency Work Group on Range 
Production (1974) estimated a three-fold increase in red 
meat production from U.S. rangelands possible while simul- 
taneously increasing other rangeland uses. However, when 
Congress rewrote the RPA (Resources Planning Act) state- 
ment in 1980, they stated that U.S. ranges should be 
improved to provide 310 million AUM's of livestock grazing 
(De La Garza 1981). Even this reduced grazing capacity 
objective will require a return to former levels of range 
improvements. 

Range improvements on individual ranches area means of 
internal expansion in grazing enterprises, balancing sea- 
sonal forage needs, improving livestock gains, and meeting 
special needs. More and better game animal habitats can 
provide not only more hunting but landowner returns as well; 
returns of $1 to $5/acre annually have commonly been real- 
ized through game ranching in Texas. Increasing ranch 
incomes have expanded benefits since for every $1.00 thus 
generated the local economy experience $2.50 to $3.00 in 
added household incomes (Gray 1979). Expanded range 

short term loans by mid 1982. The present cost-price 
squeeze has become critical to ranch income. Low or nega- 
tive returns to operator's combined labor and management 
have been common since 1973 but critical during 1981 and 
1982. Long-range improvements have given way toshort-run 
survival on many ranches. 

Summary 
The benefits from range improvements are very broad. 

Thus, the constraints to the completion of such work must be 
dealt with directly rather than avoided. Part of the answer to 
the present dilemma may be found in the following conclu- 
sion by Achterman (1980), "Range scientists today have the 
scientific tools to improvethe condition of public rangelands 
and the legal tools to achieve good results. What is needed 
now is bold use of these new tools rather than legalistic 
paperwork." And the opportunities to improve privately 
owned rangelands are just as great or greater. 
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