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The Range Management Profession: 
Changing with the Times 

Thadls W. Box and Gerald Thomas 

The decades between Earth Day 
1970 and 1990 were pivotal for the 
profession of range management— 
and for resource management in gen- 
eral. Earlier this year I was asked by 
the Utah Section to prepare an "I 
remember" column fortheir newslet- 
ter. The Colorado Section has reprint- 
ed it. Others have asked that I submit 
it to Rangelands for a wider audi- 
ence. I have edited this version to 
take out most personal experiences 
and refer to Utah State University 
(USU) only as an example of what 
was happening throughout the coun- 
try during the two decades I was 
dean of the College of Natural Resour- 
ces (CNR)—1970-1990. It was dur- 
ing this time that some fundamental 
changes occurred in the American 
attitude toward resource manage- 
ment. Range management, and all 
other resource management profes- 
sions, were faced with a new way of 
doing business. 

When the decade of the 1970's 
arrived, our nation was embroiled in 
an unpopular war, youth were exper- 
imenting with alternative lifestyles, 
students were trying out campus free 
speech movements, and everyone 
was redefining sexual roles. The mix- 
tureof idealism and frustration found 
outlets in students burning ROTC 
buildings and flags, women demand- 
ing more freedom, and in a general 
distrust of authority. Fortunately for 
us in range management, there emerg- 
ed a deep and emotional concern for 
the environment. 

Earth Day 1970 was a national dec- 
laration that the planet was in danger 
and something must be done. Young 
people flocked to conservation-related 

curricula and natural resource schools 
bulged at the seams. Utah State's 
CNR enrollment went from around 
500 up to a high of 1,300 in the mid 
1970's. Both the numbers and the 
idealism of these new students 
shocked the professors. Schools such 
as Utah State had always been proud 
that they could place all their stu- 
dents in jobs. Now student numbers 
were larger than the market could 
absorb. But more disturbing was the 
fact that many of the students did not 
want a job. Some of them did not 
believe in commercial use of natural 
resources. Sport hunting came under 
attack by some; others thought cut- 
ting a tree was a sin, and that cows on 
the public range were an outrage. 
They looked at Forest Service, the 
Bureau of Land Management, and 
other land management agencies, 
and saw, not a desired career path, 
but the enemy. 

The kids In the 1970's envi ron men- 
tal movement were essentially pow- 
erless, reacting against authority. 
There were still those looking for a 
career in range, wildlife, or forestry, 
but others perceived themselves as 
revolutionaries who would change 
the system. Still, even as they pro- 
tested, the system was changing. 

The National Environmental Pol- 
icy Act (NEPA) was passed in 1969, 
and a host of others such as the 
National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA), Federal Land Management 
Policy Act (FLPMA), were enacted 
during the 1970's. Law suits were 
filed under NEPA and the other newly 
passed legislation. Litigation brought 
a new concern for process, details, 
and rules. Resource management had 
always been based on decisions made 
by seasoned professionals. Now ac- 

tions had to be quantified so that the 
letter of the law would be met, even if 
the intent was not. Judgement was 
often replaced by rules. We can argue 
whether this new legalistic mode is 
better or worse for the resource, but 
there is no argument that it is a dif- 
ferent way of managing resources, 
and that it is here to stay. 

New demands were made on 
schools such as Utah State. Not only 
did we have to turn out good range 
managers, foresters, and wildlife 
managers, but those people had to 
have quantitative skills, be able to 
operate computers, hold public hear- 
ings, resolve conflicts, and relate to a 
new set of people concerned with the 
environment. The student body was 
changing. Few students had a rural 
background, with the "farm kid" skills 
that a new range manager would 
need. They could not saddle a horse, 
sharpen an ax, or relate to the com- 
mercial users of the land. 

Almost athird of the students were 
female. The summer camp facilities 
had to be changed. Women on field 
crews became commonplace. Just in 
time, the title of Utah State's "Son of 
Paul" award was changed to "Out- 
standing Student" award and given 
to a pregnant woman. 

Even while the most rapid enroll- 
ment increase was taking place, USU/ 
CNR was changing to a research and 
graduate college. The Desert Biome/ 
International Biological Program 
grant from the National Science Foun- 
dation established the college as a 
major player in the science game. 
Grants, new faculty, PhD candidates 
all doubled, then doubled again in 
the 1970's and 1980's. The College 
sought and received international 
projects. The quantity and the qual- 
ity of scientific output became well 
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known both nationally and internation- 
ally. 

The decade of the 1970's was filled 
with confusion and growth. CNR 
changed from a small, well-respected 
teaching institution into a major force 
in research, teaching, and service. 
The faculty served on advisory pan- 
els and committees, influencing pol- 
icy. The College was flying high. 

The 1980's saw a reversal of public 
attitude toward conservation. Bud- 
gets for land management agencies 
plummeted. Positions for personnel 
declined. There were few jobs for 
students. A national survey of grad- 
uating high school seniors showed 
that military science and philosophy 
were more desired career objectives 
than forestry, wildlife, or range man- 
agement. Nationwide, natural resource 
schools experienced a decline both 
in numbers and in quality of stu- 
dents. Utah State was no exception. 

Because of the close connection 
between research support and grad- 
uate study, the numbers of graduate 
students did not decline so rapidly. 
But while funding for research con- 
tinued to increase, many scientists 
opted for post-doctorate help or tech- 
nicians instead of graduate students. 

By the end of the 1980's the science 
on which to manage resources was 
much better than it had been two 
decades ago. New tools had been 
developed. Data processing and in- 
formation moving hardware and soft- 
ware were common. A new set of 
actors were playing major roles in 
resource decisions. 

Public involvement was expected 
on any major decision, and the law 
required it. Special interest groups 
were not just the loggers or the graz- 
ers, but included sophisticated nation- 
al organizations with staffs of law- 
yers and public information special- 
ists. Every decision, even on the 
most remote ranger district, was open 
to public scrutiny. 

Today, two decades after Earth 
Day 1970, we see a resurgence of 
concern for the environment. Silent 
Spring has become a historical doc- 
ument, and its legacy lives. Its publi- 
cation marked a change in the envi- 
ronmental movement in this country, 

from a concern for the land to a con- 
cern for personal health. Cholesterol 
and alar make headlines. Citizens 
will never again accept open sewers 
or water not fit to drink. 

The Earth Day kids are not main- 
stream America. They are hairdress- 
ers and movie stars, congressmen 
and brick masons, models and com- 
puter operators. They are forest rang- 
ers and county commissioners. 
Where they were a powerless mass in 
1970, they are the power today. The 
last presidential election showed that 
America wanted an environmental 
president. Both candidates worked 
to become what their polls demanded. 
As the kids who demonstrated at the 
first earth day pass into the seats of 
power and influence, America is on 
the verge of another environmental 
move forward. 

This new movement is toward sus- 
tainable agricu Itu re...sustainable de- 
velopment. . .sustainable lifestyles. It 
is seen in the "green consumerism" 
of the supermarket, the concern for 
global warming and carbon dioxide 
release, the desire to save the Brazi- 
lian rain forest, the protection of the 
desert tortoise. It is embraced by 
housewives and anchors of the night- 
ly news. It is a grass roots movement 
that cuts across national borders and 
religious dogma. 

Inherent in the movement is the 
desire to stop hunger, raise the life- 
styles of the world's poor, and im- 
prove environmental conditions. It is 
a restatement of Leopold's land ethic, 
and significantly, it is found in the 
basic objectives of the Society for 
Range Management. 

For decades we in range manage- 
ment have been stating that we are 
the true environmentalists. We have 
been good stewards of the land...and 
I believe the facts back us up. Range 
management has become more sci- 
ence based. We have better proven 
theories and more concrete applica- 
tions than we had in 1948, when the 
Society was born, or even in 1970, 
when the first Earth Day was held. 
We have learned how to communi- 
cate with ranchers, loggers, and hunt- 
ers—the people who directly use the 
land. Now we must learn anew. 

Lawyers, media specialists, urban 
dwellers have become interested in 
the land we serve. They speak a dif- 
ferent language, come from a differ- 
ent tribe. Our challenge is to stick to 
our corporate objectives: 
—to properly take care of the basic 
rangeiand resources of soil, plants 
and water; 
—to develop an understanding of 
range ecosystems and of the princi- 
ples applicable to the management 
of range resources. 

We must follow these and other 
objectives published in cover page of 
each of our journals. 

These are the same dreams envi- 
ronmental organizations and urban 
publics have for our resource. At last 
we are thinking together. 

Only three decades ago many 
ranges were in worse condition than 
they are today. Ranchers and range 
managers were at each other's throats. 
The Sierra Club and the Isaac Walton 
League were held suspect for both 
ranchers and range conservationists. 
The land did not get our full attention 
because we who cared for it fought 
among ourselves. Our objectives were 
the same lines printed in the front of 
your latest journal, but we were not 
united. 

Today these SRM objectives are 
the goals of all true environmental- 
ists. These are the values of ranchers, 
conservation organizations, and urban 
dwellers. The people with steward- 
ship responsibilities for the land have, 
at least, a common language in which 
to communicate with their city cou- 
sins. If we in SRM do not take the 
initiative and bring environmental or- 
ganizations onto the land, our pro- 
fession will lose in the court of public 
opinion. Earth Day 1990 is the begin- 
ning of a golden opportunity to bring 
people from the asphalt jungle onto 
the ranges we manage. 

The past two decades gave me 
ulcers and caused my blood pres- 
sure to rise, It was a time when the 
rules changed in resource manage- 
ment, but it was a time when we, as 
American citizens, finally realized that 
we all have a responsibility to leave 
the earth better than we found it. Our 
profession has done a commendable 
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job, but we have just begun. Neither 
I, nor you, can spend a lot of time in 
the luxury of reminiscing. We should 
remember the people who came be- 

tore us and made us what we are, 
recognize the realities of the world as 
it exists, and direct our energies to a 
future that is bright if we can change 

to fit into this new world where urban 
brethern care about the kind of job 
we do on the land. 

Defining and refining value for riparian systems 
Robert H. Schmidt 

What are the values of riparian systems? Certainly, the 
preservation of riparian-dependent wildlife and vegeta- 
tion, bank and soil stabilization, and the maintenance of 
healthy waterways to conserve fisheries can all be consid- 
ered of value to both landowners and society. Other 
values may include the role of riparian systems as habitat 
for endangered species, fire breaks, forage for livestock, 
and their influence on property value. 

Robert H. Schmidt is Natural Resource Specialist with the Department of 
Forestry and Resource Management, University of California, Berkeley. Mail- 
ing address: University of California, Hopland Field Station, 4070 University 
Road, Hopland, California 95449. 

This was presented at the California Riparian Conference, 22-24 September 
1988, Davis, California. 

We have lost much of the riparian component of Cali- 
fornia (estimated to be only 2% of what it was 300 years 
ago) and other areas because alternative values of ripar- 
ian lands were greater than maintaining them as viable 
riparian systems. In other words, the historical develop- 
ment of riparian lands into orchards and cropland, into 
grazing lands, or into industrial, recreational, or residen- 
tial developments was because there was a greater eco- 
nomic return to the land owners or managers through 
conversion than by maintaining the lands as riparian 
Systems. 

To preserve riparian systems, especially on private 

Riparian systems disappear because the values associated with alternative uses of the land are greater than the preservation, mainte- 
nance, or enhancement of this ecosystem. (Photo by R. H. Schmidt) 


