hlessly spent, but rather stewarded with care.” At the Same

not 10 . d valuable recreational and educational OPPOTtunitjeg
. ar KS s
time, nature p

for the inhabitants of large cities.” In addition, nature protectiop, had
“for the ! o )
hile continued access to natural objects and Systems

| research. Wild nature even had important med;.
d many of the drugs used to treat illnesses anq
periments. And, finally, biological organjsp

ought provide

espccially :
an aesthetic dimension, w.
remained crucial to biologma.
cal implications, since it provxde
the animals used in laboratory ex.
served as an important source of ins

plane design owed much to the study of buile
from the shape of fish. One item curiously absent from Coolidge’s list was the

role that individual wildlife species played in maintaining the ecological integrity
of biological communities, an argument that was becoming increasingly impor-

tant by the time he was writing.
In the second half of his article, Coolidge first turned to a brief discussion of

a handful of plants and animals suffering precipitous declines. “The most seri-
ously threatened victims of civilization,” he declared, “are the large animals with

piration for technological innovation; ;.

birds, while ship builders drew insights

a limited range and slow rate of multiplication, and the species that have com-
mercial value. . . . Nothing seems to make us fully realize the startling fact that
we are witnessing the end of the age of mammals which is being brought about
by our own efforts.” *** A handful of international organizations had sounded
the alarm about these and other vanishing species, while several governments
had created national parks—like Yellowstone, the Parc National Albert, and the
Kruger National Park—that contributed to preserving them. Coolidge praised
the London African Convention of 1933 as “perhaps the most significant event in
the whol'e development of wild life protection through international agreement,”
::E;’il;l‘:::ﬁz Sfffw of .its major Provisions, and briefly highlighted the success of

in which the United States had become involved." He concluded

:y decla.ring e'T’Phatically that “the perpetuation of the wild life of the world is2
uty which nations in the forefron of civilization ¢
to the needs of manking s

In Apl‘ll 1939,
Pan American U
nature protection

annot ignore with due regards

a special committee appointed by the governing board of the
fion agreed on a plan to implement the Lima resolution
the Inter-Amer: and wildlife Preservation.'” The special committee ruled that
" mencan C . . : e
from each ommittee of Experts should consist of a single deleg

can Unijop (l))lfzitl}:;n:eir:l;r Co_untries, that it should convene at the Pan AT
. . ashington in April
e::can Scientific Con

s :1 qraft convention”
Mittee 3]s release

i+th the

1940 (to run concurrently o Id
. . ou

gress), and that the Pan American Union S}: The

. 10

as the basis for discussion at that meeting:

I
d a questionnaire (that Coolidge helped auth

192 i CHAPTER s1x



(ing information on game laws, protected natural arey

5 : P ; S, a ia

eque g fauna or flora in each of the American republics » and the starys of
p - clear mandate to act, Coolidge arranged 5 meetin

. - . g betwe :
n Commlttee of the American COmmmee\which il :‘n the Pan
ed himself (as

ricd -
), Alesander Wetmor® William G. Sheldon, and Frederic w

Ch:;;:ativ os from the lPan American Union, the anional Associat
gocietieS: and tWO, releyant gzvernmental ag?“.C'eS- At the first meeting in M

Coolidge: wetmore, and Sheldon were joined by Manger. T. Gi; . o
1939’F EiLin coln (representing the Bureau of the Biologicalgsl:,w o ],)-ear-
e oo o o
vice)-m The purpose O.f this initial .meetmg.was to begin blOCking out the form for
the PrOPOSCd convention. Followmg aseries of suggestions from Coolidge, the
i mbled naturalists and conservationists agreed to sections dealing with migra-
sy birds (which incorporated features from the Canadian and Mexican treaties)
qational parks (which was modeled on the London Convention), the identiﬁca:
jonand protection of vanishing species, and various enforcement mechanisms.
They decided to exclude fisheries and “other controversial topics of economic
importance” from the proposed treaty. They also agreed to divide up the burden
of crafting specific clauses for these and other sections, which were then circulated
within the committee. The Pan American Committee completed a final draft of
the convention during their second meeting in early October 1939."

leott—and rep-
ion of Audubon

Even as plans for a Pan American convention on nature protection were mov-
ing forward, the Galapagos situation remained politically charged and divisive.
Huxley and Moore continued to press the American Committee for stronger
action in the archipelago. The committee’s unwillingness to support the British
Galapagos Committee plan to establish a research station on the islands and the
decision to appoint a separate Pan American Committee irritated Moore, who
tendered his resignation from the American Committee’s Galapagos Committee
in the summer of 1939."" In a series of exchanges with Julian Huxley, Coolidge
argued that criticism in Ecuador should not be stirred up at this juncture because

doing so might prejudice the delegate that nation would be sending to the up-
coming Inter-American Committee of Experts meeting, thereby jeopardizing the
Proposed convention. "™ He reassured Huxley that the Galdpagos Islands would
co'_"e up for discussion during those meetings. When Huxley asked if represen-
::v;::?thanada and governments with (I:olonial iosse::;: lg: t}(‘:eo Z;’;Sg‘;
dod ISphere Vivould be represented as advisors at those ,vention i
ged the question. He did, however, send a cOpY of the draft con
Henl'y Maurice, presid f, b SH ' for the Preservation of Wild Fauna of
e Empire, g 1 -ent Vi “Iti . oortant that there should
»t0 gain his input and support. “1t15 most imp
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be no feeling among our neighbors to the S()utll, t?lat fhis is S.Omc
ll:c United States is trying to put Over on them,” Coolidge re'“’."“led. “It may
be that your diploma ; s .l rrjlss)lonary Work
i the interest of promoting New World cooperation for National Parks apg the
protection of migratory birds. Your government has taken the lead in dealip
with these problems in Africa, and you have plans for the same sort of conver.
tion for Asia. I think that we are the natural ones to take such a ]eadership as far
as the New World is concerned.”"

Another delicate situation involved dealing with T. Gilbert Pearson ang the
International Committee for Bird Preservation. Phillips had repeatedly cop,.
plained to Audubon Society President John Baker about Pearson’s ineffective
administration." He should step down from chairmanship of the Organization,
Phillips argued, because he lacked the social graces, the diplomatic tact, and the
language skills necessary to serve in this important capacity."’ Baker tended 1o

Ihing Which

tic representatives could do a little quie

agree with this assessment and by the middle of 1936 was actively working to
terminate Pearson’s connection with Audubon, a move that ultimately failed."
A year and a half later, when Phillips and Coolidge were searching for a way to
shed the continued financial burden the American Committee represented, Baker
suggested merging the American Committee and the International Committee
as an Audubon department under new personnel. Although Phillips seemed in-

terested in this proposal, the American Committee instead decided to move its
offices to the New York Zoological Society early in 1938."7

AN UNCONVENTIONAL CONVENTION

After securing appointment as the official U.S. delegate to the Inter-American
Committee of Experts, Wetmore conferred regularly with Coolidge. In one ex-
change, Coolidge suggested that it might be advantageous for Wetmore to criti

cize vari i '
: various aspects of the convention at the meeting as a strategy to convinc
other American republics that the agreement

up job by interests in the United States.
sponded with Latin American naturalis

was not “one more case of a pu!
""" Coolidge and Wetmore also core”
cerns and to bring as many of " ts a'nd conservatiorﬁsts to addr:::::;;
the end, the extensive - t- - asnpossxble 2 .a — eeded
as planned in May | PreParanoTls. paid off: the three-day gathering procc e
and South Americ);n%o. :)n addition to the United States, seventeen :mala,
and El Salyador mis i o delegates, with only Honduras, Guatb the
Sing. The fina] convention, approved unanimousl)’ y

he
¢e of Experts, emerged little changed from the draft
d Prepared earlier, '

Imer-American Committ
American Commitee ha
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.amble for the Convention on Nat
ure pP

¢ Western Hemisphere (some rotection and

erv . times refe
~_.ntion) began with essenti: Sreferred o 6
Conventio ) beg entially the same gy 0 as the Pap American
& as the L
ima ReSOl a
ution,

sition of the first i
put the P lof two paragraphs was tran
o the goal O reventi - N ’ S OS(:(].'*V"
Supporllnb!h g pf venting extinction of ]| %pecip o I'welve articles
1. fiest laid out a set ol ¢ ‘e SNy :
The first laid ’l; common definitions for the yar; fe region followed
_entioned in the treaty—nation: rious forms of )
areJS men y na[l()ndl Parkg . SO Pl'Otec( d
S, national re €
Seérve

strict wilderness reserve S, N

ments, and ess reserves—and provided 3 |j fb’ nature monu-
st of birds cons;

s considered

migratory- A particularly interesting item in this secti

qot only regions or objects as inviolate “nature momlpn Was’,the idea of declaring
(his term) but also extending the designation to “a s r::i"ts (a traditional use of

Article 2 called for the contracting governments t‘()) Sefs (?f flora or fauna.”

areas as quickly as they could, while Articles 3 and 4 estab?:;ledprotected natural
rules for the management and perpetuation of those areas ,: aﬁef of common
ection and preservation” of threatened organisms outside' Offlccz;a] lto:i thft “pro-
satural areas, along with similar measures designated “natural Sce: eslnga.ted
geological formations, and regions and natural objects of aestheti::)r:t::':: ';gr

» i()n ln lh = .
at ild Life pres.

historic or scientific value,” appeared in Article 5. The next article urged the
.comracting governments to support scientists engaged in research and field study
in the American republics, while calling for exceptions in protective measures
10 allow for scientific research. Article 7 covered migratory birds and directed
the contracting governments to adopt “appropriate measures for the protection”

of th 3 “ . A
ose species of “economic or aesthetic value or to prevent the threatened
e language that many American

y Bird Treaty with Mexico,
purpose of sports as well

extinction of any given species.” Curiously, th
COn.servationists found objectionable in the Migrator
which sanctioned utilization of migratory birds for “the
asfood, commerce, and industry,” also found its way into this hemispheric treaty-
Anannex to the convention, mentioned in Article 8, provided alist of threatened

Species “ it

s declared to be of special urgency and importance’ which were to be

r

protected as completely as possible.” Article 9 setup® system to regulate s
ificates and

of g
‘:Oteﬂed fauna and flora, including the creation of export cert
ro - . ’ . .
Prohibition on the importation of species protected by the country of origin- The

ﬁna] i . -
three articles established procedures for sharing :nformation about nat
hdrawing from it. The convention

posit of not less than five ratifica-

nature

i:):le;t;ni,nraﬁfyi"g the convention, and Wit
tions with thto effect thre.oe months after the de

Thep e Pan American Union.
or Scien:enaAmeriC‘f“ Convention was born in 2 W
it wag Openegr‘fo‘lncmg that eight nations had signe
or endorsement on October 12; 19405

m. Inan article
he first day

he agree-

ave of optimis
d the treaty On'!
Coolidge called ®
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: . erative step taken by the United States to further wild.
ment the “third great COO?Onal treaty on the American Continent”: “SCienCe, o
’strong tie; between the American Republics. This ¢,
nother tie through its parks, reserves and Monumeny,
about a common interest in the great masterpieces i

2 Newton Drury, the director of the Nationg Park

life protection by internat
and literature have forged
vention should add still a
which will help to bring

ion i Americas.
creation in the / ; iona

e lauded the convention as “the spark that may arouse to crusa ding i
Service,

the preservation of superlative examples of nat}xre th;ouglh(;u; tllme Admericas.”'“
William G. Sheldon, a member of the co.mn?lttee't af ‘a. elped author the
treaty, also offered praise in Amerz'can. Wildlife, ‘l‘nghllghtmg the fact that the
clouds of world war made it especially important “to foster and develop greater
cultural understanding between the North and South Americas.” The “common
heritage of great mountain ranges, rich forests and all the various species of flora
and fauna found therein” provided a strong bond and a “stabilizing force” that, if
nurtured could contribute to “cultural hemispheric unification.” Sheldon looked
forward to the day when similar treaties would be negotiated “in all parts of the
globe.” The same sentiment was expressed by Lord Onslow, who wrote to
Coolidge expressing his hope that “some day, though I fear it will be a long time
ahead, there will be some sort of general agreement all over the World for the
protection of Flora and Fauna.”'**

Continuing the active role he had assumed from the beginning, Coolidge lob-
bied vigorously to gain ratification for the new treaty. On the day it was opened
for signature at the Pan American Union building in Washington, the United
States and seven other nations formally endorsed the measure. Not long after
the signing ceremony, Coolidge wrote to William Phillips urging him to use his
Washington connections to push for “immediate ratification of this most impor-
tant Treaty.”"* Whep Coolidge learned of the State Department’s reluctance ©
forw:i\rd the convention to the Senate without the annex of threatened species
mentioned in Article 8, Wetmore assured him that the Pan American Committee

-could quickly generate an appropriate list.” The version that went to the Senat¢
included the woodland cariboy

crane, Eskimq curlew, Hudson

dpecker, Early in Ja
New York Times urging him to

» S€a otter, manatee, trumpeter swan, whooping

ian godwit, Puerto Rican parrot, and the lVOf})l’ -
. . [ e

nuary 1941, Coolidge wrote to the editor of

that he had beep “ - 1. publish a story on the convention and indicatiﬂ?1
v working for almos three years with several others quietly "

indirect] . ; ,
the editoy t(; bhrlng this Convention into existence”'” He wrote a similar note.t
i o him
t0 publish ap, efoumalofMamma[ogy and one to Fairfield Osborn, urging l?ca
Society’s llap‘p '&Pnate notice of the convention in the New York Z°°l°g]e
uiletin, & . A i . ear
oolidge’s owp, announcement in Science, which apP
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1040, Was also part of the successfyl ratificatio

. ~ . N campajgn.
e Senate passed the resolution a“‘h”rihng paign.'” Op

. November
ratification without

ril 7, 1940 g
e, The treaty came into effect just over 2 year late

gl Salvador, and Haiti joined the United States ;

Ap
r 3 -
e , after Guatemala, Ven.-

ezuela, - n ratifying i,
Coolidge also scrambled for the funding and personne| needed to impl
ement

he treaty: Shortly after the Inter-American Committee of Experts met i
€t In

e approached the ornithologist and former editor of the National A May
na

y's Bird-Lore, William Vogt."” For the previous year. Vogt had se:luc;
¥ e

nt for the Peruvian Guano Administration, where his job was to stud

the population dynamics of the sea birds that nested on islands off the coa;};
of Peru. As he described it, the goal of the project was to “increase the incre-
ment of excrement” from these birds, which was valuable for use as fertilizer
Coolidge thought Vogt would make an excellent point person for promoting the:
Convention on Nature Protection and Wild Life Preservation throughout Latin
America.” He authored a multiyear proposal to finance Vogt and circulated it
o Laurance Rockefeller, who had joined the American Committee’s Executive
Committee when the organization moved its headquarters to New York two

19495 h
bon SOCiet
45 consulta

ears earlier. Coolidge hoped that Rockefeller would secure funding for his pro-
sal through the Rockefeller Foundation or some other private agency.”* While
it failed to fund Coolidge’s proposal, the foundation did provide a grant to the
Committee for Inter-American Artistic and Cultural Relations, which hired
T. H. Goodspeed, a professor of botany at the University of California, to lec-
wre on scientific and conservation topics in Colombia, Peru, Chile, Argentina,
Uruguay, and Brazil."? Vogt, on the other hand, secured a position as associate
director of the Division of Science and Education at the Office of the Coordina-
tor of Inter-American A ffairs.

Coolidge continued to argue that a “trained biologist” ought to travel
throughout Latin America to “gather information and offer advice on all prob-
lems dealing with conservation matters.” He also maintained that this expert
should serve in a newly constituted Conservation Section of the Pan-Ameri-
can Union, the mission of which was to “aid and encourage the conservation
movement” within the region.” At their annual meeting in December 1942, the
American Committee passed a resolution supporting the latter notion, and the
'feXt year, the Pan American Union obliged by creating a Conse
tion with Vogt as its head.” He spent the next seven years traveling i
and South America and issuing reports on the relationship between res
“nd human population for the governments of Mexico, Costa Rica, El Salva-
“0d Venezuela, Vogt’s Latin American studies became the basis for a Spanish-

l :
“Muage textbook, £/ Hombre y la Tierra (1944), and a bestselling book, Road

rvation Sec-
n Central
ources
dor,
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it was translated into
nine languages and read by millions throughout the world.

CONVENTIONAL WISDOM
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incided with the outbreak of World Wy, I which |
(a ¢ ' noy on

influe dsense
¢ fighting in Europe and the Pagific. Cle
Of 1R b

nee in the u‘\\;iun but also h“l\“‘lt‘(l

| e ¥s the time se
\ merican Convention, but auspicions timing
ing the completion of this landmark agreemeny, | Rl

¢ tore than anything, the treaty owed js existence 1o asmall
affiliated wi, the

for International Wild Life Protection, H
\

Broup of fore

. aturalists and conservationists :
g‘gh((‘d nat Amerie

M Commirgee
aunted by (he

qmall nongovernmental organization had formed in |
Sk €

;n African wildlife conservation. Within se
on /

Specter nl'c\lim'linu. this
130 with 4 Primary foeys
veral years, hu\\'cwr‘ i h.ul'\ln‘hml
gt ot A nativn: :\lthnugh he did not live to see the Pan American

Convention concluded, John C. Phi"il"" was the first to dppre

clate the possibility
\f a comprehensive hemispheric treaty, having be
of :

ennspired (o suggest the

idea
after attending the London Convention negotiations. Undoy

btedly, his family
connections within the Department of State played an impory

ant role in gain-
ing federal approval to begin the process of crafting the treaty. No one knew
m:)re about the deteriorating situation for wildlife across Latin America than
the world s leading authority on Central and South American birds, Alexander
Wetmore, who chaired both the U.S. and the Inter-American Committees of
Experts charged with finalizing the treaty. And no single m(lwndu‘.nl did mnn.' to
encourage, frame, and promote the Convention on Nature l’rmf'cnun and Wild-
life Protection in the Western Hemisphere than Harold J. Coolidge. | |
All three were acutely aware of the difficult challenges i.nvolvc.-d in m.-p?nul-
ating and implementing a conservation treaty in the face "‘. ongoing P”li""_""
economic, and social instability in the region. Through their cx.tcnswt.‘ ¢ ofl-\
to protect endangered wildlife in the Galapagos Islzlnfis:. Am.cm:uxf\ (,‘(.n:‘n:'::
tee members had learned firsthand how changing ad""msfru"““h‘ .‘-)r‘.lcb[ atin
tanglements, and differential priorities often ha.mpcrcd'cﬂf)rt:: w,lr;;t pu;hcd
America’s rare and vanishing species. Despite this cxl.)cr;c?f't\’l ’:‘cmfm‘ while
for a broad, binding approach to the proposed hen"spllc;";:vi
Wetmore thought a more limited, flexible aPPr‘?“Ch w(;u . .Pﬁed by 1947,
The final version of the treaty, which eleven nations had rat

more prudent.
offered

dmixture of both viewpoints.'’ '

Has the Convention achieved its aim of advancing .[, her
tection and wildlife preservation in the Weste'rn Hemlspthc e
Scholars who have studied its implementation disagree on

. Kathle
. l law ers Ka
"ark agreement. On the one hand, the environmental [y he strength and

2 1 [ in t »
. “ ad of ltS “m . 24

. 1o and
s ammdlSa a
breadl of its commitments to protecting plants,

he cause of nature pro-
e? The handful of
of this land-

en Rogers
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onclude that rather than living up to - initi.al promise, the agree.
ed. remaining “dormant and largely unimplemented since

'torian Kurkpatrick Dorsey seconds this generally Negatiye
joning the depth of the signatories’ commitmen; 1, the
On the other hand, in a recent, detailed study

But they also ¢
ment has languish
inception.”" The his
assessment, while quest

139
values the treaty represented. hand, ' .
using both U.S. and Latin American sources, historian Keri Lewis proves Hiope

optimistic about the impact of the trea'ty. She arguef that this “Cf)mprehensi\z e,
flexible, and malleable agreement . ... laid the foundation for effective naryre pro-
tection across the Americas.” Latin American officials, for example, have repeat-
edly turned to the treaty for support and guidance in estf:lblls'hmg protected areas,
while the provisions calling for cooperation between sc1er'\t1sts, conservationists,
nongovernmental organizations, and governmental officials have bolstered ;.
ture protection throughout the Americas. The case of Costa Rica, Lewis notes,
provides a particularly striking example of the treaty’s power to promote conser-
vation; shortly after ratifying the treaty in 1967, the government of that Central
American nation initiated a national park system and began shifting its economic
base from agriculture to ecotourism.'*

Whether or not the treaty has achieved its full potential, it remains an impor-
tant and underappreciated document that would have not been possible without
the prodding and expertise of the American Committee. At a time when most
conservationists in the United States remained firmly focused on trials and tribu-
lations of North American wildlife, the committee recognized the importance
of a more international approach to the problem of extinction. Three decades
later, that approach would manifest itself even more forcefully in the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973, which cited the Convention on Nature Protection

and Wildlife Preservation in the Western Hemisphere as a source of authority
for the federal government to be

gin more aggressively regulating the taking of
vanishing wildlife.

One thing the convention failed to do, however, was reference the science of

ecology. Gi .. o I g  ssioN.
gy- Given the timing of the agreement, this is a rather curious omissio”

T - - - . i
he n.aturallsts and conservationists who drew up the treaty may have been ™
novative in their embrac

: ; Ay ion,
S e of an International approach to wildlife consef"a"] ;
e - . g a
—— hy remained largely disconnected from the emerging field of biology ! "
OK the . . a
. study of Organisms and their relations to their natural environmen!
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CHAPTER Spygiy

ologists, above all others, should be in 't :
Bio g s ’ a position to appreciate the loss 1o
science which results from the des

truction ei '
on etther of single natural species o of natura/

are in a unique position 1o give advice a5 1, what
particular species and associations are of Breatest importance 1o science and
» and as 1o

which ones are in most urgent need of protection

associations of species. They

FRANCIS B. SUMNER, 1921

In general, from a philosophical and practical viewpoint, the unmodified assemblage

of organisms is more valuable than the isolated rare spectes.

VICTOR SHELFORD, 1933

A PLEA FOR PRESERVATION

In March 1920, the American naturalist Francis B. Sumner published a remark-
able essay in the Scientific Monthly. The goal of his lengthy, impassioned plea
¥asto convince his biological colleagues to undertake a “serious effort to rescue
afew fragments of vanishing nature.” According to Sumner, the natural world
f?ced a relentless assault at human hands. While several authors had recently
h'gh“ghted the need for “prompt and drastic action to save our native fauna,
espefia"y the birds and mammals,” Sumner feared that those warnings aboutim-
Noj acer:; brush land [is] being cleared, swamps dramtlfd.a.n : e v R
¢med entirely safe from the juggernaut of civilization, @

ot i : " were bein
“Stmountaip fastnesses and the wildest solitudes of the desert” W 8
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opened up to exploitation by the mass adoption of the automobile, While s,
ner admitted that it was impossible to “arrest the march of progress” entireT:
he proposed a sweeping expansion of the “conservation of our fauna gpq ﬂor)a‘
and natural scenery to an extent hitherto not contemplated by our Peaple or gy,
government.” More specifically, he called for conservationists (and conservatio,
policy) to move beyond a preoccupation with individual species and begin pay.
ing more attention to biological communities and habitat: “Large tracts of lar;d
representing every type of physiography and of plant association, ough 1, b;
set aside as permanent preserves, and properly protected against fire, and against
every type of depredation. Here would be included desert and chaparral, swamp
land and seashore, mountain and prairie.”

As practitioners of the “science of life,” Sumner continued, biologists shou]d
staff the frontlines of an aggressive campaign to rescue at least some patches
of nature from oblivion. But instead of promoting preservation, he found too
many of his colleagues unmoved by the ecological devastation occurring around
them: “One might conclude . . . that there are zoologists, and some of them oc-
cupying high positions, who would not be greatly disturbed if the entire natural
fauna and flora of the earth, with a few specified exceptions, should be destroyed
overnight.” As long as they managed to obtain the limited repertoire of animals
needed for their research—the fruit fly, sea urchin, mouse, and a few other or-
ganisms that had become standard experimental models—laboratory-oriented
biologists seemed largely indifferent to “the worldwide assault upon living na-
ture.”" In a follow-up article the next year entitled “The Responsibility of Biolo-
gists in the Matter of Preserving Natural Conditions,” Sumner again urged his
colleagues to step forward to protect both endangered species and endangered
biological communities.?

Sumner offered two general arguments in support of his plea for setting aside
generous tracts of land. On the one hand was the aesthetic argument, a line of
reasoning that romantic-oriented preservationists had long leaned on to make
their case. By aesthetics, he meant not just “the appreciation of natural scen-
ery” as traditionally construed, but also the “deep-rooted feeling of revolt . . -
against the noise and distraction, the artificiality and sordidness, the contracted
horizon and stifled individuality, which are dominating features of life in a great
city.” For Sumner, the aesthetic appeal of nature was similar to but also “yastly
more compelling, than that of either music or poetry.” Beyond a sentimen-
tal appeal to aesthetics were more hard-nosed scientific considerations- If bi-
f)logists, especially field-oriented biologists, hoped to continue their research
into the future, they needed to secure “from destruction the greatest POSSible
number of living species of animals and plants” and to do so as “far as F’OSSib]’c
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PIGURE 39. Francis Sumner in the field. Trained as an ecologist, Sumner sought to com-
bine the rigor of laboratory methods with extensive work in the field. He also sought
to engage his colleagues in a campaign to broaden the focus of conservation from declin-
ing individual species to endangered landscapes. Courtesy of the Scripps Institution of
Oceanography Archives, University of California, San Diego Libraries.

in their natural habitats and in their natural relations to one another.” Here Sum-
ner was not just talking about preserving research opportunities for old-school
naturalists with their “traditional passion for naming species,” but especially
those biologists whose scientific interests centered on discerning larger relation-
ships in nature. Chief among these were modern ecologists, concerned with
what Sumner characterized as the “totality of animal and plant life in particular
regions.”
Though perhaps more outspoken than his contemporaries, Sumner rep-
resented a new breed of Ph.D.-trained biologist who came of age in late
nineteenth- and early twentieth-century America.* Following his birth in Con-
necticut in 1874, he spent the first ten years of his life on a small, isolated farm
on the outskirts of Oakland, California. There he received formal instruction
from his father, a schoolteacher and author of geography textbooks who en-
couraged his young son’s interest in raising reptiles and collecting shells, birds’
eggs, and insects. At the age of sixteen, he entered the University of Minnesota,
where he earned his B.S. degree in 1894. Following graduation, Sumner spent
the next few years on a trip to South America (undertaken in an effort to re-
gain his frail health), an expedition to the Egyptian Sudan, and graduate work at
Columbia University. His mentors included the embryologist Edmund B.
Wilson, the paleontologist and museum administrator Henry Fairfield Osborn,

and the ichthyologist Bashford Dean.
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Sumner’s 1901 doctoral thesis on the embryological development of fishy typi-
fied the research completed in the graduate biology programs launched in A,;m_
ica at the close of the nineteenth century. As historian of science Robert Kohje,
has ably documented, by the early rwentieth century, a reaction against this king
of laboratory-based morphology, embryology, and cytology had begun 1o se
in among some American naturalists. Biological reformers sought to carve gy
intellectual and institutional space for a “new natural history,” an approach th
blended the rigor of laboratory-based studies that had come to predominate in
academic institutions with the older, field-based natural history.’

Sumner’s subsequent research career exemplified this trend. Following
lengthy stints teaching at the College of the City of New York and as laboratory
director at the U.S. Fish Commission in Woods Hole, Massachusetts, he accepted
a position at the Scripps Institution for Biological Research (later renamed the
Scripps Institution of Oceanographic Research) in 1913, where he was to remain
for the rest of his scientific career. There Sumner completed a long-term study
of the deer mouse (Peromyscus) that secured his scientific fame. His murine re-
search combined extensive fieldwork at multiple sites with the breeding of vari-
ous subspecies (geographic races) under controlled laboratory conditions. Wit-
nessing the impact of development on the once remote western locations where
he captured his specimens undoubtedly contributed to Sumner’s growing sense
of alarm about human-induced transformations of the natural world. Extensive
contact with Joseph Grinnell, the outspoken Berkeley naturalist who regularly
decried the turn-of-the-century ecological devastation occurring in California,
further fueled his emerging environmental consciousness. No ivory-tower biolo-
gist, Sumner believed that scientists had a solemn duty to apply their knowledge
in the social and political sphere.

He discovered several kindred spirits who shared his concerns, especially
among those naturalists who identified with the emerging discipline of ecology.
Although first coined in the 1860s, the term “ecology” failed to catch on until
later in the nineteenth century, when American botanists adopted it to describe
the broad study of the relationship between living organisms and their environ-
ment. By 1915, there was sufficient interest to found a separate institution, the
Ecological Society of America (ESA), devoted to promoting the nascent field.
One of the central players in this new institution was Victor Shelford, 2 Chicag?-
trained Ph.D. whose research and teaching helped put animal ecology on the
map. Shortly after helping found the ESA, Shelford established the Committe¢
fox: the Preservation of Natural Conditions within the fledgling organizatio™
W.nth Shelford’s leadership and constant prodding, over the next three decades
this committee compiled an extensive inventory of natural sites needing Pro*”
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Today the term “ecology” has come to mean both the scientific study of the
inu.ne]mionsllip between organisms and their environment and (more popu-
larly) the broader social and political movement aimed ar shielding the natyral
world from the full brunt of civilization. This chapter shows how Sumner, Grin-
nell, Shelford, and a handful of their ecologically oriented colleagues pushed
10 expand ecology beyond its original narrow moorings in academic biology.
During the period between the First and Second World Wars, ecologists pro-
vided both a new set of lenses for viewing the natural world and a new set of
arguments for nature preservation. At the same time, they highlighted the role of
habitat protection in saving endangered species. One naturalist, Aldo Leopold,
went further by trying to incorporate ecological ideas into a radical new ethic
guiding human relations with the natural world. While ecologists achieved only
limited success within conservation circles during the interwar years, ecological

approaches and arguments would subsequently become central to the postwar
environmental movement.

THE NEW NATURAL HISTORY

The science of ecology emerged during a period of reform fervor in Ameri-
can biology. Although natural history had always encompassed a diverse vari-
ety of practices, methods, and approaches, during the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth century, taxonomy—the naming, description, and classification of
Organisms—began to predominate within the scientific study of flora and fauna.”
By the 18805 and 1890s, however, a new laboratory-based embryology, cytol-
%% and physiology eclipsed the descriptive, field- and museum-oriented, .;md
taxonomically focused natural history.* The laboratory revolution in Amencan
bio"’gy began at about the same time that universities established the first .dm.:-
toral Programs in the United States, beginning with Johns Hopkins U ni\'ersn_\: in
1876. Where naturalists had once learned their craft through self-study, amassing
cullections, fieldwork, informal apprenticeships, and (less often) formal study at
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the undergraduate level, over the ensuing decades graduate study in an academj,
laboratory increasingly became the entry point for serious research (mych less
careers) in the biological sciences. By 1910, the Ph.D. had become a standarg
credential for individuals hoping to fill a professional position not only in big].
ogy, but most other scientific disciplines as well.”

Even as experimental and laboratory-based biology gained in prestige anq
visibility in American institutions of higher learning, however, a backlash began
to develop. By the early twentieth century, reformers began calling for a “pey,
or “scientific” natural history, a revitalization of that older tradition that sought
to combine the rigor, control, and replicability of laboratory work with the ey.
citement, immediacy, and close contact with nature that field research offered_»
One of Shelford’s classmates, the ecologist Charles C. Adams, published one
manifesto of this reform movement in 1917. There he argued that a new gen-
eration of more diversely trained scientists filled the breach that had opened up
between laboratory and field studies. “The new natural history,” he continued,
“is working on a higher level, with a broader outlook, and has a saner and closer
contact with nature than was possible by either the laboratory or the older field
method alone. It takes the laboratory into the field and brings the field problems
into the laboratory as never before.” Not surprisingly, for Adams the prime ex-
emplar of the new natural history was his own chosen field of ecology."

The term “ecology” had first been coined in 1866 by Ernst Haeckel, the in-
veterate neologist and leading German disciple of Darwin." Finding inspiration
in the Origin of Species, Haeckel defined ecology as “the science of the relations
of living organisms to the external world.”" Darwin’s big book was brimming
with examples of how living organisms interacted with one another in what he
described as the “complex web of life.” In one passage that bore a resemblance
to the old nursery rhyme “The House That Jack Built,” Darwin even discussed
what would later be dubbed a food chain when he showed how the amount of
clover growing in the area around his home was indirectly related to the number

of cats (since cats devoured mice, which in turn consumed humble-bees, which
fertilized clover).” Though a number of naturalists pursued research that would
later be characterized as “ecological,” the term itself failed to catch on until the
until the early 1890s, when a group of American botanists interested in studying
adaptation, geographical distribution, and physiology in plants picked it up.”
Once planted, the seed of ecology grew and blossomed in the fertile soil
of modern American universities. One prominent ecological research school ‘
flourished at the University of Nebraska, under the supervision of the botanist ’
C}.larles E. Bessey." His most renowned student was Frederic E. Clements® |
prickly figure whose methodological and theoretical innovations dominated
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i ecology from the 1910s until World War 11." In 1897, Clements and
A:e of his classmates, Roscoe Pound, d(.?foIOped the idea of the quadrat—a one-
;)0 five-square-meter patch of ground. divided by evenly spaced grid lines. They
fopel that meticulously condu.cted inventories of the plants growing in these
carefully chosen plots would bring more precision and rigor into ecological re-
, than the more casual sense impressions typically used to survey vegeta-
¢ the time. Strongly influenced by German phytogeographers, Clements
eveloped a dynamic approach to plant communities. He argued that those
unities—which he viewed as a kind of superorganism—were subject to

searcl
tion @
alsod

comm : " ;
regular, predictable patterns of invasion from various species in a process known

45 succession. The final stage of this process he called the climax community,
supposedly the most stable, diverse, and hence the most natural plant formation
for a given set of environmental conditions.

By the early twentieth century, the leading training ground for American
ecologists was the University of Chicago, which boasted one of the most in-
novative and productive biology faculties of any U.S. university at the time."
There the quiet but inspiring Henry Cowles trained a generation of students
about plant succession through regular field trips to the sand dunes that bordered
the shores of Lake Michigan."” The site provided a vivid demonstration of the
process of succession, where “a pattern of ecological development in space paral-
leled the development of vegetation in time.”** While repeatedly examining the
varied flora that inhabited dunes of differing age, Cowles and his students also
gained firsthand knowledge of how humans could radically transform a once re-
mote, wild, and scientifically valuable location. In the early part of the twentieth
century, the construction of a massive U.S. Steel plant in the area around Gary,
Indiana, provided a striking example of how development could despoil a once
beautiful, productive research site, in this case by transforming it into a sprawl-
ing industrial complex surrounded by a bustling new town.*"

Initially, most ecological research centered on plants and plant communities,
which—being relatively limited in number, visible, and static—were easier to
study than more numerous, less conspicuous, and more mobile animals. In the
19105 and 19205, however, several ecologists began laying the groundwork for
the study of animal ecology. Prominent among those were two of Cowles’s stu-
dents at Chicago: Charles C. Adams and Victor Shelford, who each published
Pioneering books on the subject in 1913. Adams’s Guide to the Study of Animal
Ecology was a compact bibliographic and methodological textbook that empha-
sized survey work. Shelford’s Animal Communities in Temperate North America
Was a more ambitious and ultimately more influential book that was based on
en solid years of fieldwork. Among those inspired by Shelford’s study was
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present speaker, is prepared to define or delimit ecology.”” While Clements of-
fered a theoretical framework that many plant ecologists found useful, it failed
to provide much role for animals in the process of succession and its applicability
to aquatic environments was equally questionable.

What ecologists lacked in uniformity of approach to their subject, however,
they made up for in enthusiasm and numbers. By 1914, enough American sci-

there were also fundamental differences
either on terrestrial or aquatic species,
dividual species or entire communities,
ently exasperated Cowles admitted in

Ecologists are not agreed even as 1o

entists identified with some aspect of ecological research to contemplate estab-
lishing a national society.** Undoubtedly, the founding of a British Ecological
Society a year previously helped plant the idea in the mind of Robert H. Wolcott,
a professor of zoology at the University of Nebraska. In March 1914, Wolcott
wrote to Shelford suggesting the formation of an ecological society that would
primarily be devoted to guided field excursions, like the kind that Cowles regu-
larly Ie.d with his students around Chicago. That exchange led Cowles to call for
a meeting during the annual gathering of the American Association for the Ad-
:z:;'l“:::n‘:itst‘;f:ef lfl:::AS) later that. year, where attendees agreed to creat¢
r explore the idea. At the next meeting of the AAAS,

in ;915, about fifty scientists voted to found the Ecological Society of America
and elected Shelford as its first president.

Puring the next three decades, both th
perienced impressive growth. By 1917
had reached 30+ scientists, with near] ,
as their field of major interest, a nearl};

e society and the larger discipline €x-
membership in the fledgling organizatio”
a third of those identifying plant ecology
equal portion animal ecology, and abo¥"
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15 percent forestry or entomology.*” Nog surprisin
Chicago school of ecology, thirty-two of the mem
linois; Washington, D.C., with its many federal bureaus. was « ;
represematives. e e mer;b as sicond, with thirty
cator of the scale of ecological activity during this period B meiogng
peared in the titles of at least 27 dissertations and 133 An;erica b i
1920s; by the 1930s, those numbers had grown to 33 dissertatio:s : 0dks i thf
Clearly, ecology had gained a firm foothold within American biolr:)g;ol o

the word “ecology” ap-

INSTITUTIONALIZING ECOLOGICAL ACTIVISM

In 1917, tWO years aftef' the founding of the ESA, Shelford wrote to the new
president of the organization, Ellsworth Huntington, suggesting the forma-
tion of a committee for the “Preservation of Natural Conditions for Ecological
Study.”** What prompted him to make this recommendation remains unclear,
but the establishment of the National Park Service in 1916, which placed national
parks and monuments under a single, unified management structure, may have
influenced the timing of his proposal. Increasing mobilization for World War I,
which led to calls to open up those parks for resource exploitation, may have also
played a role.” Whatever the source of the idea, Huntington responded enthu-
siastically and suggested that the new committee not only grapple with relevant
legislation aimed at preserving natural conditions but also create an inventory
of “typical areas which ought to be preserved in various parts of the country.”
Shelford jumped at the opportunity, and for the next several decades, he worked
tirelessly on behalf of this committee and its successors.

At the time he wrote Huntington, Shelford was one of America’s leading
ecologists.”* Raised in rural western New York, he enrolled in West Virginia
University as a premedical student at the age of twenty-two. There, his uncle,
William Rumsey, a Cornell-trained entomologist affiliated with the Agricultural
Experiment Station at Morgantown, took him on long hikes and exposed him to
serious botanizing and insect collecting for the first time. After several semesters,
Shelford transferred to the University of Chicago, where he received his B.S. in
1903 and his Ph.D. four years later. At Chicago, he fell under the spell of se'ver.al
gifted teachers, including the geneticist Charles Davenport, who nudged hmf in
the direction of animal ecology; the developmental biologisf Charles M. Chﬂd,
who inspired him with long rambles through the countrySIde and taught him
©Xperimental techniques that would become central to his resear.ch; a.nd esPel'
cially the ecologist Henry C. Cowles, who introduced him to physiological ecol-

98y and enchanted him with regular field trips t© the dunes of Lake Michigan.
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PIGURE 40. Victor Shelford

in the field, Reelfoor Lake,
Tennessee, 1937. Photograph
by Eugene Odum. Shelford
not only made important con-
tributions to animal ecology
but was also the primary force
behind the Ecological Society
of America’s engagement with
conservation issues for more
than three decades. Courtesy
of the University of Illinois

Archives.

After graduation, Shelford remained an instructor at Chif:ag-o for seve:‘):a}:
before accepting a faculty position at the University of Illinois, from.w ic |
was forced to step down in 1946 due to a compulsory retirement policy. Maff)
of Shelford’s colleagues considered him to be the “father of animal ecology in
America,” an accolade gained through his wide-ranging research and the n?Ol'e
than two dozen doctoral students who worked under his supervision.” Despite @
heavy schedule of teaching, writing, and fieldwork at Illinois, Shelford managed
to devote countless hours to conservation. o
Articulating a scientific rationale for nature preservation provided one initial
focus for Shelford’s committee, which numbered seventeen ecologists by the end
of its first year. In 1913, Charles C. Adams had stressed that ecologists needed
continued access to relatively undisturbed natural areas so they could gain an un-
derstanding of the “normal processes of nature”: “We need what might be called
a bionomic baseline, an idea of conditions which existed before man came upon
the scene, the conditions which would again supervene if the human inhabitants
were withdrawn.,” He warned that as civilization increasingly encroached upon?
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re to inform policies ab'out hov.v to manage it properly: “We must know nature
nota part but the whole, if we wish to treat the simplest everyday problem of ,
relations tO animals intelligently and justly.” BRI
willard G. Van Name, a curator of invertebrate zoology at the American
Museum of Natural History and well-known gadfly in conservation circles
ook the next step in a blistering editorial published in Science in 1919.” Ther;
he chided his fellow naturalists for failing to seriously engage with the issue
of nature preservation, especially when rapid postwar economic expansion and
improved transportation networks posed a grave threat to nearly “every part of
the globe.” Zoologists, botanists, and ecologists should play a more visible role
in the struggle for the “preservation from extinction or destruction of hundreds
of interesting species of animals and plants and the many places of unusual scien-
ific interest that are being sacrificed for the selfish interests of a few.” Biologists
neede
the specimens and sites they needed for their research, but also for moral and aes-

d to become more politically active not only to ensure continued access to

thetic reasons. Using language intended to resonate with an American audience
till fired with postwar patriotism, Van Name compared the careless destruction
of nature to the wartime destruction of culture: “We may be shocked and indig-
nant at the vandalism of the Huns of ancient and modern times in respect to art
and the results of human industry, but we ourselves act no better toward natural
objects of unique interest, value and beauty, and more intelligent generations
in the future who will find themselves deprived of much that it was our duty

to preserve for them will not doubt regard us with the same kind of feeling as

we look upon the despoilers of Belgium, France, and Serbia.” Francis Sumner’s

declarations that naturalist had a duty to engage in nature preservation appeared
soon after Van Name’s critical editorial.

These publications, and the arguments they articulated, were all available to
Shelford’s Committee for the Preservation of Natural Conditions, which had
grown to seventy members by the time they issued their first separately published
report in 1921. Funded with a small grant from the National Research Council,
Preservation of Natural Conditions was a heavily illustrated but only marginally
effective pamphlet. Rather than offering a coherent narrative, the text presented a
hodgepodge of quotations and previously published material only loosely strung
together. The section offering “Some Reasons for Preserving Natural Areas,”
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tor example, included a variety of statements articulating the need to a¢

quickly
ral, ecq.

as one of
Francis Sumner’s earlier calls for conservation: “The main thing is to recognize

t this, we
shall certainly lose the greater part of material upon which our sciences of ecq).

10 save natural communities and habitat for aesthetic, recreational, culy
nomic, and scientific reasons. Here, among many similar declarations, w

(as many biologists do at present) the need of concerted action. Withoy

0gY, geographical distribution, taxonomy, etc. are based.”” The pamph]et also
warned that when it came to protecting undisturbed land, “Early action s always
important, for the destruction of natural areas is continuous and progressive,”
The site of Gary, Indiana, offered a compelling example. Fifteen years earlier,
the biologically rich area had reverted to the state because of delinquent taxes,
But rather than preserving it for recreation and scientific study, state officials haq
allowed much of the land to fall into private hands. Now “tall stacks and a cloud
of smoke” marred the very landscape where so many Chicago students had first
been introduced to the process of ecological succession. To drive home the
point, the committee’s pamphlet included numerous before and after pictures
depicting the young, bustling town of Gary.
Before the preservation committee could effectively act to save potentially
endangered research areas, however, it needed a better sense of where the most

important and imperiled sites were located. Creating an inventory of these ar-
eas proved one of the most time
during its initial decade.
mittee,

-consuming tasks the committee accomplished
As one of his first acts as chair of the preservation com-
Shelford had drawn up a natural area description card, which included
space for identifying climax vegetation, animal populations, topography, and
the potential objections to preserving a particular location. Over the next sev-
eral years, he widely circulated the cards among his colleagues, urging them to
complete them and to “DO IT NOW 7+ By the end of 1921, Shelford reported
that he and his assistants had compiled most of their report, which was likely to
contain descriptions of about a thousand areas that were either already preserved
or worth saving.* The final report, which did not appear until 1926, represented
the labor not only of its general editor, Shelford, but also seven associate and

special editors, a “publication editor” (the ecologist Forrest Shreve), and more
than seventy-five individual contributors,

Emblazoned with an A
ing achievement of the C
Naturalist’s Guide 1, the
In the book’s preface, Sh
ting that its cover
The first section

merican bison on the cover and touted as the “crown-
ommittee on the Preservation of Natural Conditions,”
Americas represented an impressive accomplishment.”
elford offered a brief history of the project while admit-
age of invertebrates and lower vertebrates was unduly lacking:
contained nineteen short essays exploring the uses, values, and
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¢ " The largest section of
the book consisted of chapters on each state, Canadian Province, Latin American
country north of Brazil, and large West Indjan island. The individual chapters
included a brief account of the physical conditions, clim:

area under discussion. The authors placed particular
places they considered “natural” or “virgin.” To aid
these sites, some chapters included practical advice
the available accommodations. A handy list of org

preservation of natural conditions and two indices rounded out the ambitious
publication.

naturalists desiring to visit
on how to reach them and
anizations interested in the

SAVING NATURE IN NATIONAL PARKS

With this monumental project behind them, Shelford and his preservation com-
mittee mobilized to protect the areas with natural conditions ecologists needed
to conduct their research. National parks and forests, which were already un-
der federal management, seemed particularly strategic sites to fulfill this aspect
of the committee’s mission. A key challenge, though, was the fact that neither
the National Park Service nor the Forest Service considered the preservation of

relatively undisturbed nature as a primary goal. Despite a legislative mandate
to manage national parks in a w

ay that left them “unimpaired for the enjoy-
ment of future generations,”

the National Park Service seemed more interested
in protecting scenic vistas and maximizing recreation opportunities for visitors

than in perpetuating intact biological communities.* Similarly,

the Forest Service
promoted a multiple-

use management policy for the land under its jurisdiction,
a policy that promoted timber extraction, grazing, and recreation.® Consistent
with their overal] goals, both agencies routinely effected drastic manipulations of
the landscapes under their charge—including building roads, suppressing fires,

destroying predators, managing game, and introducing nonnative species—
actions that threatened to disr

upt or decimate the natural communities that once
inhabited those sies,

The ESA preservation committee pursued multiple strategies to safeguard
Xamples of federally owned land from development. First, it pushed to have
a*.)p“)Pl’iate new sites incorporated into the national park system. Second, it lob-

'ed to haye minimally disturbed research areas carved out of existing national
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parks and forests, areas where human intervention and public access woulq both

be extremely limited. Finally, the committee sought to minimize i”ffusions in
existing national parks and forests. During its nearly fh.rec decades of eXistence,
the committee enjoyed limited success in all these areas. .

Alaska’s Glacier Bay as a national park—an are,
ling and ecologically signiﬁcam~represemed
into the political arena.* Dominated by a ramj.

The campaign to preserve
that was both scenically compel

the committee’s first major entry e '
fied fjord some sixty miles long the site first became widely known followip
e \ »

John Muir’s visit in 1879. By the 1880s and 1890s, s(eamshi[:s r]cgullarly f?rought
awe-struck tourists to gaze at the giant i.cc,: sheet's tha}t] rT'gu ar y ccz; ved u}tO the
bay from the three-hundred-foot-tall Muir's GlaCIel:, t CA«"‘g}fSt an ] "‘105‘ "TPOS-
ing of nine tidewater glaciers that bordered the region. As those glaciers slowly

receded. the land behind them was laid bare, allowing plants to colonize. Thus,

i Indiana Dunes, the site provided a vivid
in a more compressed time scale than the %

demonstration of the process of ecological succession. . | )
In 1916, the ecologist William S. Cooper made his first trip to Glacier Bay.

An avid mountain climber, Cooper vacillated between an ir'lt.erest in .th'e formal
science of ecology and a more popular style of nature writing reminiscent of
Muir. After dabbling in graduate study at Johns Hopkins, he tr.ansferred to the
University of Chicago, where he imbibed in the gospel of dyna.lmlc ecology undefr
Henry Cowles and accompanied his mentor on regular pilgrimages to the In.dx-
ana Dunes. Following graduation from Chicago in 1911, Cooper began searching
for his own ecological promised land, a research site “where vegetational change
and development were proceeding so rapidly that they could be studied with
fair completeness in the span of the lifetime.”** He found exactly what he was
looking for after reading Muir’s description of Glacier Bay in Travels in Alaska
(1912). During the first of several trips to the region, Cooper installed a series
of permanent one-meter quadrats to track how the area’s vegetation changed
over time.*
In 1922, when Cooper approached the ESA to explore the possibility of gain-
ing formal protection for the area that had become central to his research, he
found himself appointed chair of a subcommittee charged with exploring the
idea.” Another member of that subcommittee, Robert Griggs, who had recently
participated in a drive to have Katmai National Monument established in Alaska,
suggested that a national monument designation might prove much easier 0
obtain than one for a national park. The former could be accomplished simply
through presidential pr oclamation, while the latter required an act of Congress-
The next year, the ESA formally approved the report Cooper’s subcommitte¢
presented to the membership. Included in that document was a resolution calling
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ricure 41. William S. Cooper at Taku Inlet, Alaska, 1916.

After beginning research in Glacier
Bay, Alaska, a region that provided a vivid demonstration of the process of ecological succes-

sion, Cooper led a successful campaign to have his study site declared a National Monument.
Courtesy of the University of Minnesota Archives, University of Minnesota—Twin Cities.

for the “preservation” of Glacier Bay as a “National Monument for permanent
scientific research and education, and for the use and enjoyment of people.””
The committee then mounted a massive letter-writing campaign in support of
the proposal. Beyond encouraging the other twenty-seven organizations rep-
resented on the Council on National Parks, Forests and Wildlife to champion
the idea, the committee drummed up support using the list of local and national
conservation organizations that had been compiled for the Naturalist’s Guide.
Impressed with this outpouring of support, in 1925, President Calvin Coolidge
declared a 1,820-square-mile area as Glacier Bay National Monument. The proc-
lamation accompanying Coolidge’s executive order specifically noted the ESA’s
enthusiastic encouragement of the project and indicated that the new monument
presented a “unique opportunity for the scientific study of glacial behavior and
the resulting movements and development of flora and fauna.”" In a letter to
the editor of Science published nearly two decades later, Shelford singled out the
Glacier Bay campaign as one of the most enduring achievements of the preserva-
ton committee,

Shelford and the ESA preservation committee also participated, though less
centrally, in the drive to establish Everglades National Park.” The Everglades
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