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VIEWS ON NATURAL SCIENCE AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
IN THE WESTERN REGION 

During our first century of managing national parks , we took it upon 
ourselves to "play God"--because we decided which natural p rocesses were 
"good" and which were "bad." But how did we assign such moral qualities 
to fire in the forest or to predators among species of wildlife ? 

In 1963, we were reminded by the Leopold Report that "playing God" was 
not what our mission is all about. And as scientists or managers , I find it 
useful from time to time to look at some of its major points again. You 
remember the catch phrases : "National parks should be a vignette of 
primitive America ," and "A reasonable illusion of primitive America can 
be recreated . . . using the utmost in skill , judgment, . . . and ecologic 
sensitivity." 

But there were other important ideas too: 

1. It pointed out the folly of tinkering with natural p roces se s , without 
understanding these p rocesses . 

2. It said that the NPS must recognize the enormous complexity of 
ecologic communities and the diversity of management procedures required 
to perpetuate them. 

3 . It said that management without knowledge would be a dangerous 
policy. ~ " 

When I began my present assignment in the Western Region, I wrote 
a memo to my boss , Howard Chapman, in which I raised several basic 
questions about science and scientists and attitudes of managers toward 
them. I said that perhaps the first question we must ask ourselves and 
answer honestly is : "Do we really want professionals and scient is ts in 
the National Park Service?" If we do, we must pay for this s e rv ice , 
both through adequate funding and through strong commitment to the 
highest standards of professional activity. Such activity must include: 



(1) h i g h - q u a l i t y , i n - h o u s e r e s e a r c h to p r o v i d e e s s e n t i a l f a c t s to gu ide 
m a n a g e m e n t p r o g r a m s ; and 

(2) publicat ion of these r e su l t s in profess ional j o u r n a l s . 

Our pas t pe r fo rmance , while it has been improving r ecen t ly , still 
has a long way to go, as both the Robbins and Leopold Repor ts in 1963 
pointed out . In s u m m a r y , these r epor t s said four things: 

(1) We n e e d a p e r m a n e n t , i n d e p e n d e n t , i d e n t i f i a b l e r e s e a r c h unit 
wi th in t h e P a r k S e r v i c e . 

(2) Most of the r e sea r ch by the Pa rk Serv ice should be m i s s i o n -
o r i en t ed . 

(3) The NPS should itself plan and admin i s t e r i ts own m i s s i o n -
or iented r e s e a r c h p r o g r a m . 

(4) The r e su l t s of r e s e a r c h undertaken by the P a r k Service should 
be publ ishable and should be publ ished. 

Such concepts form the bas is for my pe r sona l philosophy of what 
our object ives and goals ought to be for a na tura l sc ience r e s e a r c h 
organiza t ion in the Park Se rv i ce . But I think the re a r e differences in 
approaches between some managers and r e s e a r c h e r s on these po in t s . 

THE MANAGER NEEDS THE SOUND, SCIENTIFIC 
SUPPORT OF THE SCIENTIST: 

While many managers may sense they need information upon which 
to base the i r management of forest r e s o u r c e s or wildlife r e s o u r c e s or 
f i she r ies r e s o u r c e s , they don't always think they need a r ea l s c i en t i s t . 

" Jus t get me the d a t a , " some s a y . "Give it to me in a 
r e p o r t with management recommenda t ions I can unde r s t and . 
But don' t bother to write it up for those ivory- tower s c i e n ­
tific j o u r n a l s . That ' s just the sc ient i s t doing his thing with 
his scient if ic p e e r s . Tha t ' s for his own pe r sona l benefi t . It 
doesn ' t help m e . " 

I want to say that I strongly d i sagree with this phi losophy. And 
I want to tell you why. There is no way that you, a s a manager of 
na tura l r e s o u r c e s , can be a s su red your s c i e n t i s t ' s information is 
solid un less he opera tes like a sc ient is t and is recognized by his 
p e e r s and the scientific community as a s c i e n t i s t . And for th is to 
happen, t he re a r e few viable shor tcu ts to the p r o c e s s of careful 
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design of a research project, careful review of that design by the most 
knowledgeable professional peers , careful gathering of data (often by 
research technicians, not the scientist himself), and professional 
analysis of the results and drawing of conclusions which are then 
subjected to several review processes : 

(1) P repa ra t ion of a draft paper which desc r ibes m e t h o d s , r e s u l t s , 
and conclus ions , and then review of that paper by the bes t poss ib le 
profess ional p e e r s w h e r e v e r they a r e in the wor ld . 

(2) A second review of the data and conclusions takes place as your 
scientist presents a paper at his professional society's annual meeting, 
which both brings constructive criticism from knowledgeable scientists 
and alerts the scientific world that your scientist is working on a given 
project and, thus, puts him in touch with others doing similar work to 
share ideas and avoid duplication. 

(3) Finally, the acid test is publication of the methods, resu l t s , 
and conclusions in the appropriate scientific journal, a process which 
brings to bear highly critical review of the approach used and the 
validity of what your scientist is saying. 

Sure, there are shortcuts to this p rocess . But taking them leaves 
you vulnerable. You will never be sure when challenged in a public 
meeting (as most controversial resources management decisions these 
days will be) or when challenged in court, and many decisions are going 
that route too (witness Grand Canyon burro reduction proposals and 
Grand Canyon River Running Management Plans as examples), you will 
never be sure that you have your act in order unless you have done your 
scientific homework. And to that, there is no shortcut. 

To get this quality work done, you need top-quality scient is ts . 
This in no way negates the extremely important role of management 
biologists or resource management special ists , but let 's not mix these 
two roles . I'll have more to say on resource management specialists 
la ter , but first, with appropriate credits to Dr. Bill Robertson of 
Everglades, here 's what I feel about the professional abilities, activi­
t ies , and standing of NPS research scientists: 

Characteristics of a Scientist 

Good science requires the unwavering search for truth. In turn, 
this requires high standards of honesty, accuracy, and integrity. 
A creative scientist will also display imagination, initiative, and 
drive as he attacks the problems of prime importance to him and 
his employer. If he also has some measure of wisdom and judgment, 
he may have the opportunity to become a major contributor to the 
society of which he is a par t . All of these qualities are required to 
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