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LEGISLATIVE STRATEGY TOWARD
THE MANAGEMENT OF PARK AND RECREATION
AGENGIES

Dr. Ted Flickinger, CAE, Executive Director

lllinois Association of Park Districts
April 30, 1991

Background:

Dr Flickinger presented this paper to the 2nd
Annual Forum on Contemporary Issues last spring
at Oglebay, West Virginia. As Executive Director
of the Illinois Association of Park Districts for 11
years, Dr. Flickinger also serves as their
professional lobbyist in government. He credits
preventing funding cuts to Illinois Park Districts
over the past several years to a multifacted “grass
roots” legislative strategy. His paper describes
some bold new directions for park agencies and
their cooperative associations to follow.

As you read his remarks, ask yourself:

“Should agency cooperating associations be
encouraged to expend resources and
‘interpretive’ efforts in the legislative arena?”

“Can adequate funding for park operations
and resource protection be recouped and
maintained without a more enlightened
approach to legislative advocacy?”

and

“Should not all of us start making a greater
commitment to advancement of parks and
recreation through the legislative process?”

John D. Mott, Supervising Ranger
Santa Cruz Mountains District
California Department of Parks and Recreation

Many of us remain indifferent to politics
and political clout. We suffer from inability
to develop effective public awareness and
political advocacy programs.

Federal funds and grants have been
reduced, or in many cases, eliminated.
Local budgets for park and recreation are
being drastically cut in many communities.
I'm even hearing that in some communities
local parks and recreation are being
completely eliminated.

It’s time that we develop political clout.
It’s time to speak out and to speak up for
parks and recreation and get our fair share
of the financial pie.

How many of you were asked to testify in
Washington, D. C. this past year on the
Land and Water Conservation Fund or
any other issue? How many of you testified
at the state level? That’s the point I'm
trying to make—that we’re not doing
enough. Now maybe some of you haven’t
testified, but you had your board members
and citizens testify. If that’s the case, then
you’re doing part of the job I think we need
to be doing.

That doesn’t exclude us from being involved
as professionals and giving testimony, but
today I'd like to make a case for getting
more and more citizens involved in our
lobbying efforts at the local, state, and
national level.

CAL RANGER SUMMER 1991




How many of you had citizens write to
legislators on state or federal legislation to
support major park and recreation issues?
I wish everyone in the room could raise
their hands.

We do not use our citizen board members,
supported by us professionals, as we should,
in advocating parks and recreation
legislation. We're going to be in big trouble
if we diminish the role of citizen involvement
in NRPA and our state associations and at
the local level.

Why is citizen involvement so important?
Citizens are taxpayers. Citizens can serve
the best interest of taxpayers. Citizens can
serve as the pulse of the community for
parks and recreation. They can be sounding
boards, a buffer, a partner. Interested,
involved citizens can move the electorate to
improve and expand recreation and park
program facilities and services much faster
then we can as park and recreation
professionals.

There are literally thousands of men and
’ women in communities through this
{ country serving on park and recreation
boards, commissions, councils, and
committees. This is democracy at its very
best. Citizen involvement is the foundation
of the park and recreation movement. We
started with volunteers, if you recall the
history of our profession. This kind of
involvement reveals a vitality of social
consciousness and a willingness to accept
community responsibility.

e e

~ Citizen boards and commissions keep

_ demoecracy green at the roots, and park and
__recreation agencies are better run and more
accountable to the public and politicians
because citizens serve on park and
creation boards.
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Let us always remember, it's the concerned
citizen, not we professionals, who can exert
the greatest influence at city hall, at the
state house, and the nation’s capital to
improve and expand park and recreation
programs, facilities, and services. And our
state legislators truly relate to our citizen
board members. I know they will in your
state too.

We professionals are paid to do what we do.
We have a vested interest. But citizens can
strongly affect our legislative efforts, and
legislators are more likely to listen to them
than they are to us. Our interests might be
viewed as self-serving.

The citizen who is not compensated who
volunteers, serving on park and recreation
boards, is often looked at by legislators as
an individual representing the public
interest, not a vested interest.

We have a right to be heard by politicians
and to lobby for changes. If we choose not
to exert that right then we must accept the
decisions that politicians will make on our
behalf.

Everyone and every group have a basic
right to promote their own interests as
effectively as possible. That right is
guaranteed in the 1st Amendment to the
Constitution. Remember, political action
is an effort to keep democracy at work. We
need to promote more political activity for
parks and recreation. OQur political system
ultimately sets the public priorities that
affect us all. We will achieve our collective
goals not by shunning political action, but
by embracing it, by learning it, and by
doing it.

Today, as never before, interest groups are
advocating through their lobbyists their
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posture on issues and their needs. Without
an organized, effective, identified, and vocal
public interest group, you will be noted by
your absence and just plain forgotten and
overlooked. I'm afraid that has happened to
us on a number of occasions in the last
several years on park and recreation issues
at the national level, on the state level and at
the local level.

We have found success in Illinois with our
legislative program with these ingredients:
1) You must have a strong citizen involve-
ment, supported by knowledgeable
professionals. Sometimes it’s even the
professional who has to write the letter and
put all the important information in it, maybe
even sign the letter for the board members.
2) You must have good sponsors of your bills.
3) You must have hard work on the part of
your entire membership and the association
staff.

In the last general assembly in Illinois, there
were 6,000 bills introduced in the house and
senate, but only 18% of those bills reached
the governor’s desk and were passed into
laws. We were happy to report that all the
bills we introduced in the Illinois General
Assembly in the last five years, 90% of them
were passed and signed by the governor. We
passed 73 bills in the last 11 years. What do
we attribute that to? Primarily citizen
involvement.

In 1985, for the first time in the 63-year
history of our association, we passed our
entire legislative platform, which included
$20 million for our own land and water
conservation statewide program. Last year
we passed all of our bills again. This year
we're fighting for the survival of our bonding
authority and caps on local taxes. There’s
always something to do in the legislature,

and you certainly can’t rest on your laurels.
We can’t go around in Illinois and brag
about the legislation that we’ve passed, and
then all of a sudden a bill is introduced to
dissolve park districts and you'’re gone. So,
it’s a never-ending battle.

Some people get frustrated with it. You say,
“Well, gee, I did write to my legislator about
the American Heritage Trust.” or “I did
send a letter out this year.” Sometimes
you're going to have to send ten, fifteen.
You're going to have to get your neighbors to
send letters, or your advisory councils, or
your citizen groups. And that’s what we
want to talk about today—how to get these
people more involved in the kinds of things
that we do.

1 consider funding for parks and recreation
to be the number one area of concern, and a
top priority for the park and recreation
field. But without a unified, carefully
organized front, we are becoming
increasingly vulnerable to changing winds
of each presidential and gubernatorial
administration.

We have gone from a funding level of $600
million in the early 1970s in the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, to this year I
think it’s around $20 million. What a
substantial reduction!

You may be saying, “Well, all this talk of
involvement is fine. But, what really is
expected of me as a professional or as a
citizen board member?” I think initially we
need to get rid of some of the common
misconceptions about politics. The first is
that many people feel they have little, if
any, power to affect the political process or
its end product. I think this is an inaccurate
observation. After 11 years of being a
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lobbyist, I can see that sometimes one letter
will make a difference, and sometimes one
telephone call. Other times it might take a
thousand letters to make a difference. But
with a unified front you can make a
difference.

There’s always someone or some group
influencing the political process to take the
direction that it does. Why not let that
someone, or some group that’s influencing
legislation, be you, your local citizens, and
your state association.

We want to encourage more and more board
members to get involved in the legislative
political process so that our voice will
continue to be heard at the state capitals and
in Washington D. C. And, whether you like
it or not, you are working for a governmental
agency and that makes you involved in
politics. I think you’re gambling, however,
when you become involved in partisan
politics. But you should become involved in
the political process, and there is a difference.

How often have you been in contact with
your legislators? When was last time you
met with your legislators? When was the
last time your legislators were invited to
special events or just to visit your parks?

We have 2100 citizens, a core, a network, a
hotline, involved now in our legislative
process, and that’s what it takes. But it
didn’t happen overnight.

We have some glaring weaknesses in the
park and recreation profession today. Many
of us remain indifferent to politics and
political clout. We suffer from an inability to
develop effective public awareness and
political advocacy programs. Federal funds
and grants have been reduced or eliminated.
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Local budgets for parks and recreation are
being drastically cut in many communities.

It’s time that we develop political clout. It’s
time to speak out and speak up for parks and
recreation, and get our fair share of the
financial pie.

To sum up what I have said today, we must
raise, not lower our expectations... raise, not
lower our lobbying efforts... raise, not lower
our determination to succeed. Simply, what
we are asking you to do to advance parks
and recreation is to work at keeping in touch
with your legislators, work at finding
different ways to reach your legislators,
work at making telephone calls and
corresponding with your legislators and
inviting them to use and review your areas.

You have to communicate your efforts, and
to be successful we must show a united front
and work through our state and national
associations. We need to speak with a forceful
and united voice on issues confronting the
field of parks and recreation. We need to
rekindle our energy and make a strong
commitment to promoting parks and
recreation legislation.

Our growth—yes, our survival—depends on
it. ~



1991 ACADEMY FORUM FOR GONTEMPORARY ISSUES

OGLEBAYPARK, WHEELING, WEST VIRGINIA
April 28 - May 2, 1991

“FISCAL PLANNING — THE PRESENT AND THE FUTURE”

Presenter: G. Randolph Worls, General Manager, Wheeling Park Commission, Oglebay, Wheeling, West Virginia

Background: The author, Mr. Worls, manages
Oglebay near Wheeling, West Virginia. Oglebay
resembles an attractive, well-maintained, private
resort. However, it is actually an attractive,
well-maintained, 1500-acre city park,
developed, operated, and maintained by a private
non-profit (501.C3) organization. The city of
Wheeling finances only $100,000 of Oglebay’s
$17 million annual budget. Oglebay does not
have entrance stations, “Iron Rangers,” or
parking meters. Day use is free. It pays for itself
through voluntary gifts, grants, and other self-
generated voluntary income.

The following article highlights some of Mr.
Worls’ philosophies regarding present and
future trends in fiscal planning for parks
nationwide. Perhaps his ideas may be adapted
to make your park a more self-sufficient success
story.

John D. Mott, Supervising Ranger
Santa Cruz Mountains District
California Department of Parks and Recreation

Fiscal planning — is it a product of the
comprehensive master plan? Certainly it
is. However, fiscal planning is more than
just being an important component of a
master plan. Fiscal planning is a never-
ceasing visionary process which often
supersedes the creation and final adoption
of the comprehensive plan. Fiscal planning
generates creativity, excites the
imagination, emphasizes the practicality,
and keeps the operation in the forefront of
achievement. Fiscal planning forecasts the
immediate limitations of a proposed
program; yet it also indicates the
possibilities for growth and more
prosperity. Above all, it is flexible and can
be molded to the needs of the time or place.

Realistically, fiscal planning provides the
direction for budgetary design for either a
short period of time, for years, or forever.
It is the means for identifying the monetary
resources available to do a job; actually, it
specifies the financial means of how the
job is to be accomplished, programs to be
conducted, areas to be serviced, hours of
operation, performance levels, etc.

Sound fiscal planning and budgetary
practices are parts of a continuous process.
Each is compatible and dependent upon
the other. Budgeting requires planning on
the part of the park and recreation
administrator — who must assess needs
and costs, establish justifications, maintain
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monetary ways and means, provide
controls, and be visionary in respect to
growth possibilities.

Like everything else in this world, leisure
programs, facilities, and services cost
money. In major proportions, the quality
and character of a community’s life-style
are bound by its leisure-services facilities
and programs for which the community is
willing to pay. The extent to which the
necessary moneys are furnished and spent
will depend in a large measure upon the
legislative standards and policies created
by its governmental body, acceptance by its
general public, and its park and recreation
manager’s expertise — including visionary
planning.

Like all planning, fiscal planning is a
process — not an event. If planning were an
event, it would be fully completed when the
plan was adopted. At that time it would
become an inflexible instrument that would
not be altered to reflect unforeseen,
changing and contingency conditions.
Planning is ongoing and never ending.

Almost every day and for a decade or more,
we hear that recreation and parks are
confronted with a severe challenge — a life
and death conflict! We are told that many
agencies are sustaining substantial budgets
cuts and are being forced to change their
traditional ways of operating.

Some of these agencies may be inclined to

tighten their operations by postponing

expansion plans, eliminating travel funds,
curbing the number of programs, freezing
full-time positions, or reducing their part-
time or seasonal positions. Obviously, for
these agencies and others, the necessity of
developing alternative financial sources is
apparent.
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Dennis R. Howard and John L. Crompton
have described the situation:

Public agency personnel, whose training and
outlook have been geared to regarding parks and
recreation exclusively as a tax-funded service,
now face a new and very different proposition.
Financial constraints may be serving to change
the function of agencies from direct resource
suppliers to catalysts whose function is to
stimulate others to provide these opportunities.
The requirement now is to broaden horizons,
remove the blinkers and move beyond these
traditional sources to seek imaginative,
innovative solutions....

Personnel have to be doers who make things
happen, not excusers who find excuses for not
trying or making the effort. Some failure is
inevitable with these approaches, but it does not
reflect badly upon the initiator. The only real
failure in this area is failure to explore vigorously
these potential sources of assistance. The
recreation and park professional is increasingly
an entrepreneur operating in the public sector,
that is, searching out and aggressively exploiting
opportunities which will enhance the services
which can be delivered....

If the agency is visible, vigorous, and successful,
it is likely to enjoy public support which will help
it secure its fair share of the substantial private
assistance available. Building more contacts is
the key. By involving more people, more resources
seem to emerge and fresh avenues not previously
considered become available.... So often, the
response is heard, “I never knew that such and
such a resource was available, and it was here all
the time....”

It has been said, “We have no problems — only
exceptional opportunities....”

We may not want the problems, but we do
want the opportunities. What are they?

It has been stated that the underlying
principle of a public recreation fiscal
program is to offer efficiently the most
diversified services possible in order that
all citizens have equal opportunity and
choice of participation.



We know there are two philosophical
extremes that apply to recreation and park
finance: 1) a situation whereby the total
operation is financed from general
appropriation funds and/or taxes committed
specifically for recreation and park use; or 2)
the entire operation is self-sustaining and is
free of the limitations that may be imposed
by appropriated or tax funds. Sound fiscal
planning requires combinations of the two
extremes in coordination with other sources
of finance. It is a widely known statement
that is worthy of consideration: “Doom is
awaiting the recreation and park
administrators who limit their financing for
services to a single source of revenue.”

Other than appropriated and/or tax revenues,
let us examine a few of the sources of revenue
available to the recreation and park
administrator: charges and fees, foundations
and trusts, donations and gifts, partnerships
with the private sector.

Charges and Fees

Studies have shown that community
recreation agencies are uniting in their
philosophy concerning the use of charges
and fees. Brademas and Readnour, in their
research, stated:

Fees are seen as justifiable among 95 percent of
the agencies and are considered consistent with
the agencies’ basic philosophies. As a result,
income from fees and charges is becoming a large
source of agencies’ total operating budgets.
Because agencies are predicting continued
increases in the future, community recreation
agencies seem to be increasingly dependent on
fees and charges as the “user should pay to play”
philosophy becomes standard.

The public has grown to accept the “user must pay
to play” philosophy as an alternative to high
taxation. Agencies report that they charge fees to

provide higher quality programs and a larger
number of programs. Participants appear to
consider their fee dollars effectively used.

Foundations and Trusts
(Source: Dennis R. Howard/John L.
Crompton)

A trust is an organization which holds
recreation and park property for the benefit
of either the community at large or some
considerable proportion of it.

In contrast, a foundation may be viewed as
an organization which has been endowed
with funds given for the permanent support
of a cause or range of causes, and which
distributes these funds according to some
criteria. A foundation may be defined as a
nongovernmental, nonprofit organization
managed by its own trustees which does not
solicit funds from the general public and
which has been established to maintain or
aid activities which are of benefit to the
general public.

Trusts and foundations have five major
attributes which establish their role and
importance in the acquisition of additional
recreation and park resources.

L Many people who do not like to
donate to a government agency
will donate to a trust because it is
independent and free of political
pressures.

2. Trusts and foundations can
become involved in controversial
issues more readily than
governmental agencies.

3. A trust or foundation can act
quickly. It is able to cut through

CAL RANGER SUMMER 1991




red tape which hampers public
agencies to acquire resources
which might otherwise be lost
pending governmental action.
Frequently, a resource becomes
available which a public agency
would like to purchase, but the
funds are not available for it to do
0. In these circumstances, a trust
or foundation is able to take the
initiative and act with speed to
acquire the desirable resource,
sometimes with advance
governmental cooperation and
sometimes entirely on its own.

4. The foundation sometimes fulfills
a valuable function in aiding the
synchronization of budgets. For
example, if land is donated to a
foundation and matching funds
are required, the foundation can
hold it until the public agency is
assured of matching funds, and at
that time it is able to pass it along
to the agency.

5. Trusts and foundations are more
willing and legally able to accept
donations with “strings attached.”
This attribute has two dimensions:
(a) They are able to offer more

protection to a potential
donor than a public agency.
To illustrate: if land is
transferred to a trust, the
donor of the land is able to
specify the manner in which
it is to be managed and
preserved. The trust
provides control which an
outright transfer or
donation to a public agency
may not be able to enforce.
Land holdings by public
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bodies are subject to the

vagaries of the political

process.
(b) They are able to accept
donations with “strings
attached.” The trust or
foundation can exchange
and sell land or property in
pursuit of its goals —
provided it is accordance
with the terms of the
donation. A good example
is the Nature Conservancy’s
“Trade Lands” program.

A foundation or trust designed to support
specifically a local recreation and park
program may be initiated and motivated by
its recreation and park personnel or it may
be established by other concerned citizens in
the community. Most foundations of this
type operate at the community level.
Directors or members of the foundation are
likely to have a wide range of contacts in
financial and business circles which may
not normally be available to recreation and
park agencies.

Contributions may come in many forms
including: direct cash donations;
contributions of securities; conditional or
unconditional contributions of land or other
properties; bequests in wills; and cash value
of insurance policies.

The foundation can buy, sell, or trade tangible
and intangible gifts; acquire options on land;
borrow money; accept gifts of property which
are subject to mortgage; and perform other
functions related to eventual purchase of
suitable park sites and perform activities
which a public agency may be unable to do.



Donations:

Gifts and donations play important roles in
the financial operations of recreation and
parks. One incentive to the donor is the tax-
savings motive; other incentives are often
described as personal and private. The
recreation and park manager’s role begins
with providing the initial identification
opportunities and arousing the interest of
potential donors.

It is said that the business sector is probably
recreation and parks’ most promising source
for gifts and donations. The amount of the
average donation which is received from
business and industry is usually greater
than the average donation made by
individuals; however, the total amount of
funds collected from business is often less
than the collective amount donated by private
citizens. Businesses view donations as an
investment; thus the recreation and park
agency, if it is to be successful in soliciting
donations, must offer a something of value
to the business. Most frequently, they have
failed to do so. This failure should be regarded
as a challenge, and when the failure is
corrected, donations from business and
industry may be a productive source of
revenue.

We all know that there are other sources and
other managerial procedures that influence
financial planning, such as: privatization,
joint operations with quasi-public
organizations, cooperative arrangements
with commercial enterprises, contracting,
use of private funds, concessions, etc. The
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use of these sources among others require
that we have a complete understanding
and we act in full compliance with the legal
aspects of managing recreation and park
agencies.

Financial planning is not complete unless
it considers the dollars that are required to
maintain, operate, and restore buildings,
grounds, water areas, and other facilities
assigned or owned by the recreation and
park agency. It is believed that funds should
be deliberately sought out to establish an
endowment whereby savings, gifts and
donations, and other moneys are
contributed for maintenance and
operations.

Financial planning requires that the
recreation and park administrator
intentionally performs in a role where he or
she must systemically search out and use
all fiscal opportunities to enhance the
quality and scope of the services which can
be delivered. For the administrator, this is
his or her financial challenge. -

We should remember that inadequate
financing can also breed inefficiency and
ineffectiveness. Financial planning
connotes positiveness, enrichment, vision,
fortitude, systematic development, and
functional maturity. As recreation and park
administrators, we would do well to listen
to the old statement: “An individual without
a dollar in the bank is everybody’s football.”
Financial self-sufficiency is a goal worthy
of any administrator’s effort.
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ON THE FUTURE OF THE PARK RANGER,
AND THE PROTECTION OF PARKS

Jordan Fisher-Smith

“Tt isn’t important in which sea or lake you observe a slick of pollution, or in the
forests of which country a fire breaks out, or on which continent a hurricane arises.
You are standing guard over the whole of our Earth.”

—Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Artyukin, on the experience of
watching Earth from space.

This year, in the last decade of the twentieth
century, we are celebrating the 125th
anniversary of the California State Park
Ranger. It’s a good time to consider the
future of the ranger profession, and to set a
direction for our efforts into the next
century. What do we want to learn more
about? What is our role in the future of our
society?

We are accustomed to think of the future in
terms of wonderful technologies that will
revolutionize our work and home life.
Certainly this has been the story of the
twentieth century. We have spent our lives
pressed back into our seats, as it were, by
the dizzying acceleration of technological
progress. So it is as if we have come to see
our technology as the main influence on
our direction in the future. For most of us
the very mention of the “future” evokes
these images of fantastic technology. While
floating patrol aircraft and animated
interactive three-dimensional holographic
interpretive displays may well be coming
our way, we are doing ourselves a great
disservice if we consider the future of our
profession as a mere extension of the
direction of technological change.
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To find our way into the future, we should
look at our past. By looking at what we
represent as a cultural institution, we can
get a better idea of our future role and
usefulness. Mike Lynch (who represents
the State Park Peace Officers Association
of California in the efforts to commemorate
this anniversary), has told me that the
most striking thing he has learned in his
historical research about rangers is how
similar the basic aspects of the job are to
what they were 100 years ago. The ranger
is still faced with the task of educating
park visitors, cajoling them and sometimes
compelling them to behave in a manner
appropriate to the park environment. The
ranger is still the first one to get there in
an emergency, and must know how to take
prompt, appropriate action. And the ranger
(when she/he has time) would still hope to
somehow add something to the intellectual
life of the park visitor, to deliver some
from of truth about the world of nature
and human history.

But the ranger’s original and most basic
role is protector or guardian of the parks.
Indeed, when California’s first ranger,
Galen Clark, was appointed in 1866, his
title was “Guardian of Yosemite.” The
authenticity of this role of guardian, and
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the staggering multiplicity of threats to the
parks we now face will, I think, determine
the ranger’s image in the future. And a
reevaluation of what really threatens parks
will lead us to change our ideas about how
park protection is accomplished.

How Can We Protect the Parks?

Clearly rangers will have to continue to
develop sophistication in methods of law
enforcement in order to protect the parks in
the most direct manner, which is to
immediately halt criminal acts that
threaten park resources or the visitor’s
experience. The wholesale destruction of
Native American archeological sites in the
Southwest by pothunters and grave robbers,
airborne poaching in the Rocky Mountains
and Alaska, large-scale marijuana
cultivation in Northern California and
Oregon all point to the need for these skills.
In Africa, park rangers engage in full-
automatic weapon skirmishes with
poachers equipped with AK-47s and
mortars. At stake are the last herds of
elephants and rhinoceros which have been
slaughtered by the thousands for their tusks
and horns.

Yet there are signs that we should not trust
in our skill in law enforcement alone to
protect the parks. One of these signs is a
sense of futility experienced by some
rangers who are most involved with this
part of the profession, in a social context of
rapid population growth and social
upheaval. The United States now has the
highest per capita incarceration rate of any
country in the world; we imprison a greater
percentage of our population than the USSR
or South Africa.! Yet many of us who work
in “high enforcement” parks seem to feel
that crime is rampant and that criminals
are receiving light sentences. People we
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The most direct kind of park protection is law
enforcement. A park warden carrying a military carbine
in Meru National Park, Kenya, guards a white rhinoceros.
This animal was later killed by poachers.

Kennan Ward Photography

have worked hard to prosecute for serious
criminal acts in our parks seem to reappear
there on parole or probation mere weeks or
months after incarceration. There are
indications that the criminal justice system
we are part of is proving ineffective in
creating real change in behaviors in the
society.

Perhaps more importantly, a growing
understanding of the relationship of park
ecosystems to surrounding ones now forms
our idea of what park protection is.
Resource managers and park scientists
tell us that park wildlife, vegetation, and
even weather cannot be considered as
separate from the world that surrounds
them. We are learning that we cannot
preserve parks as islands of primeval
nature, independent of surrounding
ecosystems and the effect of our culture as
a whole.




Global Change

The past decade has brought a new
awareness, not just to specialists, but to the
public at large, of a class of environmental
problems known as “global change.” They
are problems such as global climate change
due to human input to the atmosphere, global
deforestation, the massive losses of topsoil
from human-caused erosion, the reduction
in the atmospheric ozone layer’s protection
from ultraviolet light, and the accelerating
pace of species extinctions. They are
understood to be “global” because both their
causes and their effects transcend local and
national boundaries. Let us look at the
example of the relationship between the
human input of carbon dioxide and other
“greenhouse gasses” into the atmosphere and
changes in the world’s climate to understand
how this class of environmental problems
relates to park work.

The five hottest years in the last hundred
have occurred in the decade of the 1980s. In
June of 1988, Dr. James Hansen of NASA’s
Goddard Institute of Space Studies told the
U. S. Senate Energy Committee that he was
99 percent certain that an observed rise in
average global temperature of 0.6 to 0.7
degree Celsius has occurred due to the rise in
atmospheric carbon from human activities.2
As early as 1896, Swedish chemist Svante
Arrhenius postulated that burning of coal,
oil, natural gas, and peat would add carbon
dioxide to the atmosphere, resulting in a
warmer FEarth.® Measurements of
atmospheric carbon dioxide have been made
since 1870, but until 1957, there was no clear
conclusion that carbon levels in the
atmosphere were rising. In that year, a study
by Scripps Institute of Oceanography
concluded that half the carbon dioxide
released by human activity was being
permanently trapped in the atmosphere. The
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following year, Keeling and Revelle began
the first continuous measurements of
atmospheric carbon dioxide in the (locally)
uncontaminated atmosphere of Mauna Loa
Observatory in Hawaii. This study has
measured an increase in atmospheric carbon
dioxide from 315 parts per million to 349, in
the past 30 years. This means that carbon
dioxide levels have risen about 10 percent
in our lifetime. Studies of air bubbles trapped
in glacial ice put the pre-industrial
revolution level at 280 ppm. It appears the
planet has not seen the equivalent of current
levels of atmospheric carbon dioxide in
160,000 years.*

If the observations of Dr. Hansen and his
colleagues are correct, it may take decades
to fully understand the effects of the
warming trend. However, certain effects of
heat and drought on wildlands have already
been observed, and should be of great
concern to park rangers. One notable effect
of warmer temperatures is on fire behavior.
By summer’s end in 1988, the hottest year
on record, with the worst drought in a
hundred years, the United States had lost
three million acres to forest land to fire. The
fires that scorched Yellowstone National
Park took place in the setting of the driest
summer in the 112-year history of the park.s

In 1987, the largest spontaneous forest fire
in modern history occurred in the Black
Dragon region over the Russian-Chinese
border, burning 18 million acres.® Other
effects are predicted due to the varying
climate requirements of animals and plants,
and the resulting migration of species
distributions. A temperature increase of
one degree Celsius translates into a shift in
vegetation zones of 60 to 100 miles
northward.” If this change occurs too fast, it
will outstrip the ability of species to adjust,
and might result in mass die-offs. Increase
in global temperature also causes melting
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of the world’s glacial ice and polar icecaps, as
well as expansion of the water in the oceans.
The resulting rise in the level of the oceans,
so far under 15 centimeters, is expected to
have disastrous effects on coastal
ecosystems, including those of coastal parks,
if it continues.

It is believed that the primary cause of the
rise in atmospheric carbon is the burning of
various fuels for energy, accounting for some
5.5 billion tons of carbon per year. The United
States has the highest per capita output of
atmospheric carbon from fossil fuels of any
nation: 2.28 tons each year for every man,
woman, and child. Deforestation, resulting
from the burning of forests to create
rangeland and cropland in developing
nations, and the harvesting of trees for
lumber and firewood, accounts for some 1 to
2.5 billions tons of carbon per year.?

Rethinking Park Protection

The protection of parks and wilderness areas
has traditionally involved communicating
to visitors about the type of behavior that
would limit the visitor’s impact on the land
during the visit, such as exercising care with
fire and not cutting down trees and other
vegetation. This “minimum impact ethic”
was dispensed to the public in a largely
successful public relations campaign by the
U. S. Forest Service, National Park Service,
and other land management agencies during
the 1970s. However, if we look at the model
of carbon dioxide and global climate change,
we may conclude that our visitors are having
a greater impact on our parks as they conduct
themselves in their everyday lives, than
when they are actually in the parks. They,
our American visitors, are the world’s most
prolific producers of atmospheric carbon. So
in order to fulfill our mission of protecting
the parks, we may have to export the idea of
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“minimum impact” out of the parks. As
William E. Brown pointed out in his 1971
activist-ranger manifesto Island of Hope:

Before the world got so small it used to be
enough for park and recreation people to
protect the properties under their
management: Don’t build that road (pipe
line, factory...) in my park! What goes on
outside my boundary I can’t help. Period.

But now the rules have changes. Because the
simplest understanding of ecology makes us
aware that no park or recreation resource
can exist unimpaired if its natural context is
degrades or destroyed and its social context
is human misery and discontent. Nor do
boundaries themselves have any real
meaning today. Air and water circulate
through, under and above boundaries.®

But who are we to tell our visitors how they
should conduct their lives? After all, global
climate change is only one of many global
environmental effects. Isn’t there some other
class of professionals more qualified than us
to undertake this task?

Maybe not.

Park rangers are uniquely placed in society
to see what is happening, and to tell people
about it, in terms they can understand. We
have an unusual perspective, in that we
have been placed in charge of little islands of
relatively unspoiled nature, and from these
islands we watch the destruction of the rest
of the globe. As residents of these islands,
our perspective is very much like the
perspective of the grizzly bear, the wolf, and
other species who look out from their
stronghold on a world growing smaller and
sicker.

Park ranger are the keepers of the only
major governmental institution embodying
the idea that quality of life, in part, is
dependent on the opportunity to have contact
with elemental nature. This 19th-century
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Romantic idea of the elevation of the human
spirit by contact with the wilderness was at
the heart of the original preservationist parks
movement, in full swing at the turn of the
century. Much of the mystique and longterm
popularity of the park ranger in the eyes of
the public is traceable to this idea. The park
ranger was (and sometimes still is) seen as
the physical manifestation of human nature
made noble by life in the outdoors. Peter
Steinhart writes of the expectations of early
(urban) park visitors:

The early park visitors believed
human character was what counted
and that life in nature made men of
courage, resourcefulness, good cheer,
wisdom, and willingness to help
others. They expected to find such
character in the ranger. The ranger’s
duty was not just to tell them about
bears and rescue them from
difficulties. It was to prove good land
could make good people.*

The park ranger these early visitors
encountered did live up to these ideals, and
in many cases still does. This lineage has
given the park ranger great credibility as a
spokesperson for embattled nature. When
we are at our best, people feel as if we
represent nature itself. So knowing that we
enjoy this natural credibility, we would be
remiss if we did not step forward now and tell
the park visitors how to protect the parks
they love. Let me suggest five components
that should be included in this new park
protection message.
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FIVE COMPONENTS OF A NEW PARK
PROTECTION MESSAGE

L What Is Special Here

2. What the Threats Are, and No
Park Is an Island

3. The Park Is a Hopeful Place

4. Nature Enjoyed in Place Versus
the Enjoyment of Consumption

5. Looking at Our Philosophy of
Human Beings in Nature

A DISCUSSION OF THE MESSAGE

1. What Is Special Here: We should first of
all continue to interpret the parks. We
should build the visitor’s understanding,
enthusiasm, and love for the beauty of the
natural world. The visitor should have a
sense of how special this particular place is.
Eventually, there is a growing realization
that all natural places are special in some,
albeit less spectacular, way.

2. What the Treats Are, and No Park Is
an Island: Now we must dispel the myth of
separateness. We must expose the falsehood
of the idea that this beauty can continue to
exist regardless of what we do in the rest of
the world. No effort to share the beauty of a
natural community is complete or truthful
now without a discussion of the threats
from our collective effects on the world. If
we discuss migratory birds in the summer
in Alaska, we should discuss the disastrous
effects of habitat loss on their route to the
wintering grounds in the south. If we discuss
golden trout in the lakes of the Sierra
Nevada, we should discuss the changes in
acidity in those lakes as a result of acid rain
from the huge population centers of
Southern California. If we talk about beach
ecology in a coastal park, we should talk
about the rising ocean and global climate
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change. We should talk about oil spills. And
we should talk about both effects not as an
environmental evil perpetrated by oil
companies, but as a result of our own demand
for energy, and the absurdity of a
transportation system which involves the
movement of a ton of automotive steel to get
one human body weighing 200 pounds to the
beach.

3. The Park as a Hopeful Place: We
should not be leaving the park visitor with a

sense of doom. It is essential that people be
inspired to take positive action. To this end,
natural area parks can and should be
demonstrations of human life in a “minimum
impact” mode. Our administrative buildings
and visitor centers should be models of energy
conservation and be fitted with solar and
wind energy equipment. Efficient narrow-
gauge trains and bicycle trails should replace
automobile routes. Sewage systems
employing the incredibly backward and
expensive idea of mixing human feces with
clean water should be replaced with
composting toilets. '

It is interesting to have a discussion with
park visitors about their optimism or
pessimism about the future of humankind.
It seems that a good many people feel that
the disappearance of our species due to some
sort of environmental or political catastrophe
is inevitable. Many seem to think that this is
acceptable, or to some people fatalistically
desirable, because the world and its other
inhabitants, will go on without us. In one
such discussion I had, a man in his thirties
said, “Mankind will never change. We will
keep on doing what we're doing until we kill
ourselves off. There is nothing we can do
about it.” When I questioned his pessimism,
and advanced an alternative view of a
‘revolution in human thought, the man said:
“That’s unrealistic. I'm just being realistic.”
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This point of view, however widely held, is
unacceptable for several reasons.

First of all, the catastrophic disappearance
of our species is not an isolated event.
Whether played out as a nuclear war, or a
massive environmental disaster, the effects
will fall not only on us, but on our fellow
inhabitants of the planet. This will involve
species extinctions of even greater scale than
current levels. The act of our collective suicide
is more like a murder-suicide. We must
restrain ourselves from suicide because we
have no right to destroy what is around us in
carrying it out.

Secondly, the widely held belief that such a
conclusion of the environmental crisis is
unavoidable merely serves to absolve the
individual from the duty to make changes in
whatever part of the world he/she can touch.

Finally, we must be aware of the power of
our collective idea of where we are headed,
as a self-fulfilling prophecy. If we believe we
are doomed, we may indeed be doomed. So it
is not very constructive to believe in total
destruction, however likely it may seem,
based on an extrapolation of current trends.

4. Nature Enjoyed in Place, Versus the
Enjoyment of Consumption: All
necessities and luxuries of life are made
from raw materials that come from
somewhere on earth and involve some level
of disturbance of natural systems in their
extraction and conversion into finished
goods. The two main factors in the demand
for these natural commodities are the
number of people using them and the level of
individual consumption. In the United
States, the average person consumes most
of his or her own weight in raw materials
each day, which puts us at the pinnacle of
world consumption.t
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At a particularly inspiring location on a tour,
submit to your visitors that there may well
be raw materials at this location that are
exploitable: trees, minerals, oil underneath
the ground, the furs of animals, the land
itself that could be bulldozed for a shopping
mall or housing development. Ask them if
they think these values should be used, or
the place left as it is. Allow them to take in
the sensations of the place for a while, then
ask them if the pleasure of standing in a
forest might be worth as much to them as the
lumber that could be extracted from it.

Public parks and wilderness areas represent
a relatively new cultural tradition. The idea
is around 130 years old, younger than the
human-caused increase in atmospheric
carbon. Behind the human-centered language
of the enabling legislation, such as “for the
enjoyment of future generations,” is a concept
of the preservation of nature for its own sake
and the rights of other entities in nature to
exist unimpeded. One has only to read John
Muir, Bob Marshall 2 or the writings of others
who were responsible for the creation of
these institutions to see this ethic at work.

It is precisely such an ethic of not converting
everything possible to human use that is
needed to face the prospect of global
environmental change. It is an ethic of limits
on human economic activity when that
activity is to the detriment of natural
systems—a setting of boundaries, like park
boundaries. This is not to say we ought not
kill a single tree. Species killing others to
meet their basic needs is a pattern seen
throughout the rest of nature. But levels of
consumption of energy and commodities far
in excess of needs, the wastefulness of luxury,
will probably have to be curtailed very soon.

What will replace the pleasure derived from

these material luxuries, in industrialized
countries such as the United States? Perhaps
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a kind of pleasure experienced by park
visitors when they stand in the forest, or on
an undeveloped coastal bluff: a kind of
pleasure at the continued existence of other
life.

5. Looking at QOur Philosophy of Human
Beings in Nature: If we see our

environmental effects, such as global
change, acid precipitation, species
extinctions, deforestation, toxics pollution,
and the like, as a series of unrelated
problems deserving of separate study and
separate solutions, they will continue to
confound us. As Murray Bookchin has
pointed out, the Exxon Valdez disaster,
Chernobyl, and Three Mile Island are
treated as accidents: isolated phenomena
that erupt without warning. Bookchin says
that they are in fact inevitable outcomes of
the fundamental assumptions of our
society.?

According to environmental historian
Carolyn Merchant, the advent of early
modern science and industrialism in the
16th and 17th centuries was accompanied
by a changing view of nature. In ancient
times, says Merchant, nature was seen as a
great living organism and nurturing
mother. In many areas of the world, the
various manifestations of nature were seen
as having spirits and personalities. This
required a kind of consideration of the
needs of the people balanced with the needs
of other beings. According to Merchant, the
extraction of value and wholesale
destruction of natural features we now see
was made possible by a shift in conception
of nature as devoid of feeling, spirit, and
soul.* You can see this in the philosophy of
Rene Descartes (1591-1650), and his famous
axiom “I think, therefore I am.” Here,
Descartes was saying to animals and trees
“You don’t think, therefore you don’t exist
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in the same way I do.” Descartes divided
entities into those capable of thinking, and
those that weren’t. Because the latter class
didn’t have thoughts and feelings, it was
impossible to wrong them.

The idea that all of nature is somehow less
than human has been the dominant
worldview in our culture since Descartes
but is now being questioned by
environmentalists.

In his history of environmental ethics, The
Rights of Nature, historian Roderick Nash
points out that the debate surrounding the
abolition of American slavery in the 19th
century was in many ways similar to the
current debate over the rights of living and
ndn-living things in the global environment.
Southern slave owners asserted that their
economy depended on slave labor, and that
slaves were undeserving of the rights of
free men, because they were less than
human.® Compare this argument about
slavery to the current discussion over cutting
the last stands of old-growth conifers in the
United States. Proponents of the cuts argue
that without the harvest of the big trees, the
mills and the economic health of timber-
producing regions will suffer. Opponents
say that the spotted owl and other members
of the forest community have a right to
existence.

The unpopularity of the idea of the rights of
spotted owls, and the attendant idea that we
are not the most important species on the
planet, bears a striking resemblance to the
unpopularity of the idea that the earth was
not the center of the solar system in the 17%
century. In 1632, Galileo Galilei, then a
professor of mathematics at the University
of Padua in Italy, published a book titled
Dialogues Concerning the Two Chief World
Systems. Building on the work of
astronomers Nicholaus Copernicus and
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Uttimately, in order to protect the parks, we must extend
our influence beyond park boundaries. Park rangers
can present more than facts to visitors; we can help
them examine their fundamental beliefs and feelings
about their place in nature.

Kennan Ward Photography

Tycho Brahe, Galileo skillfully supported
the argument that the Sun, not the Earth,
was the center of planetary motion. This
point of view was at odds with church doctrine
of the time. A few months later the book was
banned and Galileo was forced to recant his
beliefs before the Inquisition under threat of
torture.’® Like Galileo, many contemporary
conservationists have been accused of
(economic) heresy in their efforts to protect
natural communities against exploitation,
including many of the parks we now work in.

We park rangers ought to take a long critical
look at what our cultural assumptions about
nature are and then help park visitors look
at them too.

We tend to see ourselves as the highest form
of life on the planet. Why? Because we seem
to have the most complex brains and diversity
of behavior (I include the development and
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use of technology in the category of behavior).
This is like saying that we are the best people
on the planet because we are the best at
rangering. Yet most of us have
unquestioningly accepted this brainpower
standard and a hierarchy of life forms that
allows us to view the trees in ancient forests
as something less than ourselves. Brain power
is merely a ranking criteria we have selected
because we happen to have it. Clearly, if the
criteria were the ability to produce food from
sunlight and live for 2,000 years, Sequoia
trees would be at the top of the life-form
hierarchy. Beyond this, we should be
questioning the every idea of a hierarchical
view of life on earth.

If the various aspects of the environmental
crisis are the ultimate threat to our wellbeing,
then careful consideration of our fundamental
beliefs is exactly what we need to do. We need
a philosophy that leads us to make choices
that are in keeping with our actual context:
our survival is totally dependent on the
infinitely complex workings of a fragile
network of life we may never fully
understand. We have a duty to give park
visitors more than facts about nature. We
must help them examine their fundamental
beliefs about their relationship to nature. It
would be a shame if park rangers, out of a
sense of duty to appear bureaucratically
impartial or from an unquestioning
acceptance of the culture’s dominant view of
the world is erroneous as the Earth-centered
solar system and the enslavement of Africans.

To see the real possibilities in the future or
our profession, we have to look beyond the
shallow kind of futurism that views
technology as the main influence on human
events. We need to look at what the ranger
represents as a cultural symbol. In cathedrals
and monuments throughout Europe dating
back as far as the fifth century, there appears
an image carved in stone and wood of a man
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with vines and leaves growing out of his
head: half man, half plant. He has been
called “the Green Man.” William Anderson,
in his book Green Man: The Archetype of
Our Oneness With the Earth, writes:

The Green Man, as a composite of
leaves and a man’s head, symbolizes
the union of humanity and the
vegetable world. He knows and
utters the secret laws of nature.
When an image of great power such
as the Green Man returns as he does
now in a new aspect after a long
absence, the purpose of its return is
not only to revive forgotten memories
but to present fresh truths and
emotions necessary to fulfilling the
potentialities of the future.’

What is a ranger? A ranger is a guardian. A
ranger is the 19th-century Romantic idea of
human beings ennobled by living in nature.
A ranger is the Green Man and the Green
Woman. Knowing what we can symbolize to
our society what should we do? We should
do what we were hired to do. Protect the
parks. In order to accomplish this, we shall
have to extend our protective influence to
the rest of the world by helping park visitors
to think and feel about their place in nature.
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