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Protect Traditional Values but Use Modern Methods and 
Current Viewpoints 

Harold F. Heady 

Summation paper presented at the Symposium: Does the Range Profes- 
sion Fulfill Its Claim to Multiple Resource Management?" Billings, Montana 
1989. 

"Traditional values" refer to the basic renewable natu- 
ral resources that are used for many purposes. Laws and 
regulations for their use and protection have existed 
since range management's year one. "Modern methods 
and current viewpoints" ask: How well are we managing 
the multiple-use of these resources? 

Multiple-use of natural resources started with domesti- 
cation of crops and animals. Multiple-use management is 
a recent concept. The Journal of Range Management's 
35-year index lists an average of 1.3 articles per year on 
multiple-use, most of which are descriptions of successes 
with little information on resource management (Brede- 
meir 1989). The public demand for multiple-use and its 
management has come to range management in the last 
20 years. 

My objectives are to examine the proposition that the 
range profession has not kept pace with society's demands 
for multiple products from rangeland. Secondly, why is 
our image that of a "one-use" organization among other 
"one-use" groups? 

How the Profession Is Perceived 
Our profession is perceived by many politicians and 

most environmentalists as being negative, always against 
change, not foranything except the 1880's cowboy image 
and livestock. Many livestock people see us as academi- 
cians and that they alone are the range managers, 
although many accept our freely given services. Other 
sciences do not believe we are scientists. The general 
public doesn't know us. The reduction in range conserva- 
tionists in the public agencies may be a result of the belief 
that range management benefits livestock alone. Many 
people perceive that range and grazing are synonyms. 
When we disagree with how others define us, the cry of 
"turf battle" is thrown back. 

Let me paraphrase three statements about us. 
David Cole (1989) calls the extensive literature on live- 

stock grazing, vegetation, and soil mostly prescriptive 
that does not apply to wilderness management. 

Jacobs (1988) wrote an article with a title beginning 

"Amazing Graze:" and reading: "Basically, the damage 
can be divided into two categories—that caused directly 
by the livestock themselves and that caused by range 
management'." 

Enkerud and Lacey (1988) say that biological decisions 
affecting management of the Charles M. Russell National 
Wildlife Refuge in northeastern Montana have been and 
continue to be made in the political arena. 

All of us can list other such comments. It is time that the 
profession examined the extent of our services to all the 
users of rangeland. 
Some Range Management Definitions 

Does one of our problems stem from the terms we use 
and how we define them? The answer is "yes". Here are 
examples. Senate document 199 (USDA 1936) defined 
"range" as a type of land, a kind of vegetation, and a type 
of management or use. The definitions of range, range- 
land, and range management are still argued. "Grazing 
lands" seems restricted to one use that ignores multiple- 
use. "Renewable" is commonly omitted. The frequently 
heard and very different definitions of "range improve- 
ment" seldom specify "for what." The existence of at least 
six different definitions of animal unit month (AUM) fos- 
ters argument. "Range condition" has a livestock conno- 
tation. Now we hear about "multiple resource value rat- 
ings", "ecological status based on natural potential", and 
"vegetation management status". There is lack of agree- 
ment on defining, reporting, and using these terms 
(Winward 1989). Our lack of agreement as to the meaning 
of many of our terms confuses everyone, both in and out 
of the range profession. These internal disagreements are 
used by others to our disadvantage. 

Despite long and tremendous effort, the profession has 
not attained the status of "a science". if what President 
Tom Bedell published (1988) is all we are, we may never 
be a science. He wrote: "Range management is to man- 
age, to care for, to protect, and to conserve the basic 
vegetative integrity on rangelands. it is not livestock 
management, wildlife management, recreation manage- 
ment, timber management, water management." I agree 
with Tom if he is suggesting that we need to be aggressive 
on vegetation management, that "range management" 
differs from "range science", and that our profession can 
not claim more than appreciation for the "multiple uses". 

Past-President Laycock (1988) also questions our iden- 
tity when he asked: "Are we 'A Society for livestock graz- 
ing' as some see us or 'A Society of Range Science' as 

Editor's Note: This paper was presented at the Symposium "Does 
the Range Profession Fulfill Its Claim to Multiple Resource Man- 
agement" at the 1989 Annual Meeting, SAM, Billings, Montana, Feb- 
ruary 1989. 
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seen by others?" The range department at Texas A & M is 
in the process of removing "science" from its name and 
changing it to "Department of Range Management and 
Ecology". The Utah Section has proposed a new motto 
for The Trail Boss that recognizes multiple values. The US 
Forest Service has a new range logo and motto. Con- 
tinued discussion of the range profession's image and 
name is badly needed. 

Definitions of rangeland and its management change at 
legislative levels for both public and private lands. On 
February 20, Senator John Melcher told the plenary ses- 
sion of SAM at Billings that Congress currently views 
range management as exclusively being riparian, what to 
do after the Conservation Reserve Program, weeds or 
pests spreading from public to private land, and fire in 
wilderness. The profession suffers from the ever-changing 
political emphasis on the problems of range management 
and the range profession (Williamson 1989). 
Measurements of Rangetand Resources 

The "traditional values" of rangeland outputs for most 
of our history have been limited to AUMs. It is frequently 
said that "to increase forage production will also improve 
the range vegetation for other uses." Our various publics 
have not accepted this and ask, "Improve for what?". 

Many environmentalists want grazing eliminated from 
public lands. That translates to no more AU Ms. What sort 
of rangeland inventories should be done? Can all con- 
cerned arrive at accepted rangeland measurements asso- 
ciated with: (1) values of the multiple products, (2) the 
risks of future supply and demand, (3) the value of new 
knowledge, and (4) the value of something simply because 
it exists (Quigley 1989)? The range profession and other 
professions have not met the need for comparable or 
exchangeable measurements of natural resources on 
large management units. Different inventory and monitor- 
ing procedures between agencies and within agencies 
between regions exacerbate the impression that we don't 
know what we are doing. 
The Role of Herbivores 

Many claim that grazing by properly managed domes- 
tic animals is a principal tool for improving range condi- 
tion. Little evidence exists that this proposition is true and 
the claim has not been accepted outside the range pro- 
fession. 

Rod Heitschmidt's paper (1989) examined the proposi- 
tion that grazing would improve vegetation faster than 
with no grazing at all. Rod resorted to analyzing the 
effects of herbivory or defoliation on annual net primary 
productivity. An important energy relationship backed by 
most data is that with few exceptions as defoliation inten- 
sity increases, energy capture and photosynthesis by 
plants decrease. This suggests that the defoliation by 
livestock and other herbivores is not necessary for in- 
creasing rangeland vegetation; or that elimination of all 
defoliation is the quickest way to increase vegetation. 

All of us have seen vegetational increases when animal 
stocking rate is reduced, distribution improved, and sea- 

sonal rotations instituted. But the evidence is that com- 
plete destocking of most rangelands is still the quickest, 
surest, and most viable way to reverse trends toward 
vegetational deterioration—just what we have been told 
by many. Maybe the "myth" that grazing is bad for vegeta- 
tion increase is true. Many supporters of this myth take 
that extreme view. They do accept that some rangelands 
over the whole world have thicker vegetation and less 
erosion after changing grazing practices, but say that 
isn't good enough. We should all keep in mind that graz- 
ing, that is defoliation, cannot be bad by one species and 
not bad by another—that ecosystem balance often results 
in succession of species—that the good and bad of herbi- 
vory is a society value, not a value imposed by nature. 
Educational Programs 

Those practicing rangetand management can certainly 
keep learning. However, much of the future lies with the 
range curricula. We should be applied ecologists with a 
specialty in vegetation management. That, according to 
Fee Busby (1989), requires five courses: general ecology, 
range ecology, soil ecology, animal ecology focusing on 
habitats, and watershed ecology. Too many current 
range ecology courses are travel guides and plant identi- 
fication. Curricula should delete feeds and feeding (animal 
nutrition) and reduce courses on livestock management 
(animal scientists are trained for that), recreation, water- 
shed, and wildlife. Appreciation of these fields is needed 
but no person can master all of them; let us master one— 
range ecology. 

Integration, development of leadership, team building, 
and decision-making processes should be curriculum 
stengths. Coordinated Resource Management steward- 
ship programs are in their infancy. They need strengthen- 
ing. Faculty development is required. It is essential that 
we break out of vintage education because today's poUt- 
cal, cultural, economic, and environmental concerns are 
overriding. 

A note on university accreditation by SAM (Anon. 1988) 
astounds me. I quote: 'Accreditation of university range 
management programs can only be successful if the pro- 
cess and procedures are carried out by recognized peers. 
For this reason the (accreditation) panel is made up prim- 
arily of university faculty from accredited programs." The 
curricula are mostly aimed at the Civil Service require- 
ments, which I believe are out of date as well as restrictive 
of educational changes. Further and more serious, the 
nine accredited universities now have an "Old-Boy's- 
Club" with only faculty of their own recommending 
accreditation. SRM, not the accredited schools, should 
constitute the process and not delegate it to the schools. 

Students from the non-accredited schools have won 
many SAM prizes. I sincerely hope that SAM's accredita- 
tion program with emphasis on Civil Service require- 
ments will not keep curriculum changes from meeting 
changing needs and prevent development of excellent 
but smaller and specialty focused teaching units. Perhaps 
the answer is another accreditation program that does 
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not aim at Civil Service requirements for Range Con- 
servationists. 

The Vegetation Base 
Some believe that development of range ecological 

principles has floundered since those enumerated by 
Dyksterhuis in the 1950's and earlier by Lincoln Ellison. 
The ecosystem concept gave a new approach to under- 
standing of plant and vegetational processes but it is still 
not widely applied in managerial decision making. Some 
of our excellent ecological research papers now appear in 
other journals. The profession has made few attempts to 
establish its vegetational fundamentals in theory and law. 
We are a Society practicing without an organized founda- 
tion. That foundation should lie in the basics of rangetand 
ecosystems, without reference to any use. 
The Future 

It is too late for range managers to claim the whole field 
of multiple-use management of rangelands as their area 
of expertise. The only way that could happen would be for 
us to become the best in the integration and functioning 
of interdisciplinary teams, and to take leadership in plan- 
ning the multiple-use of renewable natural resources. 
This will be difficult to attain. 

For the present, our goal should be to become the best 
in developing and managing vegetation for the ever 
changing economic and aesthetic benefits needed by the 

multiple-users and at the same time conserve resources 
for future benefits. This is vegetation management, not 
multiple-use management, but it could develop the lead- 
ership for multiple-use management. We must become 
the best in vegetation management and respected for it. 
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