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VIEWPOINTS 

Must History Repeat? 

Historical analogies, though they are 
seldom precise tools, are often sug- 

gestive. The more recent history of 
the management of publicly-owned 
wildlands for recreational use presents 
a number of evident parallels with the 
earlier history of the management of 
such lands for grazing. Are these paral- 
lels simply examples of a human tend- 
ency to make the same mistake repeat- 
edly? Or do they reflect a sufficiently 
fundamental identity between prob- 
lems of recreation and grazing manage- 
ment so that the longer experience 
with grazing can actually help us to 
anticipate (and avoid) emerging prob- 
lems with recreation? It seems to us 
that many management problems which 
perplex both recreation and grazing 
policy on public lands in the We,st 
have common origins in underlying 
public attitudes, traditions, and insti- 
tutional arrangements. To the extent 
that this is true, detailed development 
of the recreation-grazing analogy might 
enable us to anticipate some future 
recreation problems before they emerge 
in critical form. 

In Table 1, we have attempted to 
list in rough sequence a number of 
broad stages and time periods in the 
evolution of man’s basic relationship 
to emerging grazing and recreational 
resources. We do not suggest that these 
stages constitute a comprehensive de- 
scription. However, they seem to us to 

characterize clearly recognizable periods 
in the development of grazing and 
recreational use of western public 
lands in the United States with par- 
ticular reference to National Forests 
and the Public Domain. Obviously, 
these suggested time periods should be 
considered as indicators of some central 
tendency. Overlaps, differing rates in 
the development of particular agencies, 
and other factors preclude doing more 
than identifying central tendencies. 

For most of the 19th Century the 
western Public Domain was ~genkrally 
regarded as a commons, freely-open to 
those who wished to use it, despite 
theoretical legal prohibition of such 
unrestricted use. So fas as use of graz- 
ing resources was concerned, the shift 
to a different concept began with the 
Forest Reserve Organic Act of 1897 
and regulations promulgated under it 
which initially excluded and subse- 
quently regulated use of the forage re- 
source on National Forests. Legalistic- 
ally, the power to regulate recreational 
use was implied at the same time, but 
in practice such regulation appears not 
to have been significant until after 
World War I. 

Imnosition of user fees and limita- 
tions ‘of use to levels consistent with 
estimates of grazing capacity character- 
ized management of the grazing re- 
source after 1905. But rather generally 
until after World War II (and to some 
extent even today), grazing fees were 
repeatedly set at levels below the full 
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Virtually unrestricted use of the resource 
Initial period of use regulation-extensive 
management 
User fees initiated-below full cost 
Efforts to limit use to carrying capacity: 
frequently unsuccessful with accompany- 
ing declines in resource quality; over- 
stocking 
Capitalization of public resource values 
into dependent private property 
Internecine conflict between resource 
users (cattlemen vs. sheepmen; motorized 
vs. non-motorized recreationists) 
Dominant political pressure by resource 
users to limit user fees and use-restrictions 
Substantial public programs of intensive 
resource management including capital 
investments 
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attempts to bring stocking rates and 
forage productive capacities into bal- 
ance, these efforts were all too fre- 
quently thwarted. Such failures re- 
flected a combination of political 
opposition to stocking reduction, 
inadequate funds for investment in re- 
source improvement, and technically 
incorrect assessment of carrying ca- 
pacity itself. The process of resource 
depletion due to recreation use in 
excess of carrying capacity now pro- 
ceeds apace before our eyes. The same 
trilogy of causes is also evident, this 
time with perhaps even more emphasis 
on the technical inadequacies of our 
methods of assessing recreation carry- 
ing capacity. 

Experience with heavy use of the 
range resource has demonstrated clearly 
the fundamental necessity of livestock 
management. In the face of overstock- 
ing, new water developments or other 
range improvements became in practice 
the sites of additional resource deplc- 
tion. A piecemeal approach to range 
use proved utterly inadequate and had 
to give way to management programs 
based on a view of the entire range- 
livestock system. Only where such an 
integrated approach to management of 
the resource has been adopted, has it 
been possible to sustain resource 
quality in the face of relatively in- 
tensive livestock use. 

Planning for management of the 
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recreation resource has, perhaps, shown 
some evidence of moving out of the 
piecemeal stage toward an integrated 
approach. But at present there appears 
to have been little success in achieving 
the degree of control over users which 
the livestock parallel suggests is an 
imperative. 

The practices which will be needed 
in order to manage successfully the 
people on the land are those which 
range managers have been employing 
with increasing success over recent dec- 
ades. They include control of numbers 
or intensity of use, distribution, season, 
and frequency of use, and such vege- 
tational control measures as seeding, 
fertilization, noxious plant control, and 
soil conservation structures. Thus, the 
range manager has much to offer in 
solving many aspects of recreational 
problems. 

Other sorts of specialists must also 
contribute to such solutions. The 
forester’s concepts of timber site qual- 
ity, timber stand classification, regu- 
lation of the cut, and some basic men- 
surational and silvicultural concepts, 
to name only a few, seem to us to offer 
highly promising approaches to recre- 
ation management problems. The 
landscape architect, the civil engineer, 
and the regional planner will UQ- 
doubtedly have equally important con- 
tributions. If the differing back- 
grounds and approaches of this array of 

somewhat specialized resource manage- 
ment professions can be brought to 
bear collectively on recreation use 
problems, it appears to us that the re- 
sult would contribute greatly, not only 
to better management of recreation re- 
sources, but, more fundamentally, to 
the development of a more compre- 
hensive concept of what a natural re- 
source is and how it can best be 
managed. Such a comprehensive con- 
cept would be relevant and valuable 
to each of the contributing professions. 
It might even emerge as an operation- 
ally definable tool that would help 
remove “multiple use” from its present 
somewhat mystical constraints. 

The parallels between grazing and 
recreation problems identified in Table 
1 suggest that the evolution of the con- 
cept of the recreation resource is going 
through the same stages as were experi- 
enced in the evolution of the grazing 
resource, with a lag of three or four 
decades. If we could learn to take 
advantage of such relevant past experi- 
ence, we should be able to avoid some 
mistakes now being made and increase 
the effectiveness of our total resource 
management effort. Interprofessional 
modes of approach to recreation prob- 
lems seem therefore to offer us a 
golden opportunity.--Harold F. Heady 
and Henry J. Vaux, School of Forestry 
and Conservation, University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley. 

Letters to the Editor 
Letters may be accepted for publication which contribute to the objectives of the American Society 

of Range Management. 
by contributors. 

The Society, however, assumes no responsibility for statements and opinions 

Dear Sir 
The 1969 Convention Committee and 

the International Mountain Section as 
hosts, want to thank all those who at- 
tended the Calgary meeting and con- 
tributed toward the success of the Con- 
vention. The papers presented were of 
a high calibre and the sessions were 
well attended by sincere and enthusi- 
astic people (553 men and 138 wives). 
Both the Hotel Staff and the people of 
Calgary were very favorably impressed. 
One of the staff remarked to one of our 
members that he had never encount- 
ered such sociable and friendly people 
at a convention nor a group who settled 
into the purpose of the convention so 
seriously. I am sure that the conduct of 
all you visitors left a good mark with 

the people of Calgary. The success of 
the convention is mainly due to such a 
large attendance of me’mbers and the 
way in 
gram. 

which you supported the pro- 

Yours sincerely, 
The 1969 Convention Com- 
mittee and the International 
Mountain Section 

% F 

(Excerpts from a letter to Dr. Don N. 
Hyder, Book Review Editor, JRM.) 

Just a note concerning your review 
of my book GRASS SYSTEMATICS 
in the January issue (JRM 22(1):69. 
1969). . . . I was somewhat dismayed 
that ‘the *review included essentially-no 

discussion of objectives, philosophy, 
content, or presentation of grass system- 
atics. 

GRASS SYSTEMATICS was de- 
signed to acquaint the reader with basic 
facts of grass development, structure, 
reproduction and distribution, espe- 
cially as these facts relate to differ- 
entiation and classification. It was 
developed primarily as a textbook of 
grass systematics, for use in basic studies 
of botany, range and wildlife manage- 
ment, turf, and grass crops. Not only 
is it the first college-level grass system- 
atics textbook, but it also is intended to 
serve as a reference book for those con- 
cerned with grass utilization and the 
rapidly expanding research field of 
grass systematics. I would estimate that 


