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A moose crosses in front of an F-16C Fighting Falcon at Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska, during an
exercise on May 13, 2003. Photo by TSgt. Robert Jensen. USAF.
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NATURAL DEFENSE

This work relates the story of why the U.S. Air Force took the
lead among the military services in developing a comprehensive
conservation program and how efforts by the Air Force laid the
groundwork for the Department of Defense natural resources
program that followed. The book also situates USAF/DOD
conservation efforts within the context of U.S. military
environmental engagement across the decades, and within the
broader scope of the emerging conservation/environmental
movement in the post-World War 11 United States.

Opinions, conclusions, and recommendations expressed or implied within are solely those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views of the U.S. Air Force, the Department
of Defense, or the U.S. government. Cleared for public release.
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Tragedy at Huachuca

ATTENDED a political execution. There was an
Arizona range, shining gold to the horizon. Cover-
lets of sparkling snow lay on the timbered hills

around us. The very ground was a Federal area, but,

notwithstanding its setting, the tragic affair was as
completely confused as those pogroms that accompany
other conflicts of political groups.

By the time these words are read Arizona’s largest
herd of buffalo, numbering 220 head, will be gone.

o .

A part of the slaughter of the bison were the unhorn calves
the bodies of many littering the ditch below the skinning
racks.



Prologue

In January 1955, the Arizona Game and Fish Commission acquiesced to
U.S. Army demands, rounded up 220 bison that had pastured since the
end of World War 11 on idle rangeland at Fort Huachuca, Arizona, and
corralled them into pens near the main post.! Wranglers released the
bison, grouped in tens, down a narrow runway of parallel barbed-wire
fences into a small clearing 200 yards away. They trotted into a field, past
shooters with high-powered rifles concealed by several small oak trees.
There civilian hunters, who had been selected by lottery and paid a $25
fee to take part in the hunt, fired at will at the great beasts. If they missed,
horse-mounted game managers turned the animal back within shooting
range until the bison was dead, or “nearly enough so that its throat can be
cut.” The average shooting distance from man to animal was about twenty
yards. It was “like shooting fish in a barrel,” according to the author of
a Nature Magazine article who witnessed the event. After each group of
animals was dead, the firing paused to allow the huntsmen to haul the
carcasses to the skinning racks and claim the animal’s head, hide, and a
quarter of its meat. Since the shoot occurred just before birthing season, all
unborn calves were discarded in a nearby ravine.?

How did this “exhibition of brutal indifference and ignorance too
gross for tolerance” occur at Fort Huachuca?® When the Army post,
located about twenty miles north of the Mexican border, became surplus
property after World War 11, the state of Arizona gained deed to the land in
September 1947 and assigned administration of 35,000 of the total 76,000
acres to the state game and fish commission. The open, uninhabited Fort
Huachuca rangelands were ideal for wildlife purposes and were used
to reestablish native wildlife and study other species. In May 1949, the
commission turned the land it had received from the state into a permanent
game preserve and established a herd of 114 bison for scientific study
and rangeland research. There was still a limited military presence as the
National Guard trained two weeks a year on 12,000 nearby acres.*

To assist with the Korean War military buildup, in January 1951, the
secretary of the U.S. Air Force wrote the governor of Arizona and reversed



Arizona’s deed to Fort Huachuca and briefly converted it into an Air Force
base. In May 1951, the Army regained jurisdiction over the installation,
although the Air Force controlled the engineer aviation training center
on the post, where it conducted basic training for airmen and provided
experience for aviation engineers. The Air Force encountered minimal
conflict with the bison because the engineers never used the ranges.®

On May 1, 1953, the Department of Defense again inactivated the post,
but that closure proved short-lived. In February 1954, the Army relocated
its electronic proving ground from Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, to Fort
Huachuca, which offered vast open space to fly drones and minimal
electromagnetic interference for tests of new electronic warfare equipment.
The proving ground grew rapidly under Brig. Gen. Emil Lenzner’s command,
leading him to order the Arizona Game and Fish Commission to move the
bison herd to unused portions of the installation to make room for training
and new housing areas.®

Demands concerning the bison intensified after the state of Arizona
issued a warrant for Lenzner’s arrest for authorizing an illegal deer hunt in
November 1954 that killed fifty-eight deer. This hunt, by shooters lacking

§ |
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Brig. Gen. Emil Lenzner, USA (standing, in jeep), is shown reviewing the troops at
Fort Huachuca, Arizona. Despite the bison controversy, Lenzner was promoted to
major general in August 1955. He remained an influential figure in the area and is
buried at the fort. U.S. Army.



An aerial view of Fort Huachuca, Arizona, in 1950. After World War 11, the facility was
deeded to the state, which established a bison herd on a portion of the camp’s rangeland.
The herd thrived and became one of the largest in the United States. Library of Congress.

Arizona hunting licenses, occurred two weeks after the state’s deer season
closed. The game commission had denied the commander’s request to allow
his men to kill wildlife on the installation without licenses, but Lenzner
justified the shoot by claiming that the deer were “damaging the shrubbery
and were a danger to children playing in the housing area, and were damaging
the golf course.” Lenzner could have been liable for a fine of not less than
$100 for each deer slain or six months’ imprisonment on each count.”

Although law enforcement officials later suspended the arrest warrant,
influential members of the Arizona Game Protective Association and the
Prescott Sportsmen’s Club decried Lenzner’s actions, and the association’s
executive secretary, Max T. Layton, called on the commander of the U.S.
Sixth Army, Lt. Gen. Willard G. Wyman, to deliver Lenzner to Arizona
civil authorities for criminal prosecution for violating a pact between the
governor of Arizona and state game officials and representatives of the
Sixth Army. These parties had signed a written agreement authorizing the
Arizona Game and Fish Commission to manage all game on the post after
the Army regained jurisdiction over Fort Huachuca in 1954.8

In another letter from the Arizona Game Protective Association, written
by executive board member William H. Beers to U.S. Senator Barry M.
Goldwater (R-AZ), with copies to U.S. Army leaders and state and federal
officials, the association charged that the “arrogant flouting of the laws”



by Lenzner “must be vigorously protested to assure the people of Arizona
that their rights will be protected. An example must be made at this time
to prohibit future incidents of this type.” Beers added, “A very unhealthy
situation has developed, due to one man’s arrogance and egotism, and unless
halted could well be used as a precedent by other military bases throughout
the country to freely kill all game on these posts.” State game officials
anticipated repercussions for their demands that charges be filed against
Lenzner and ominously predicted the bison’s doom, asserting that “because
of the general’s show of contempt for the laws and officials of Arizona there
exists a fear that until action from higher up has been taken, criminal charges
might precipitate a killing of the most valuable buffalo herd.”®

In apparent retaliation, Lenzner ordered intensified harassment of the
herd in the final months of 1954. The commander made the commission
move the herd on the installation forty-nine times in five months, claiming
that the bison interfered with the electronic proving ground’s mission and
his ability to use the rangeland. Lenzner’s demands made maintenance
of the herd costly and physically hazardous for game managers, and as
political pressure mounted on the game and fish commission, its leaders
decided to rid themselves of the matter entirely.*

In the end, General Lenzner and the U.S. Army forced the Arizona Game
and Fish Commission’s hand and provoked one of the worst depredations of
wildlife on military lands. The illegal deer hunt and the bison liquidation
demonstrated the blurred jurisdiction over control of wildlife on military
installations among state and local law-enforcement officials and local
military leaders. State and local conservation officials across the country
came to view incidents like the hunting violations at Fort Huachuca as
demonstrations of federal agencies’ encroachment on state wildlife
management prerogatives, which had become what one historian described
as a long-standing “simmering pot of contention between the states and
federal government on jurisdiction over resident wildlife.”*

This episode, along with several concurrent high-profile cases of
game law violations by military personnel elsewhere, embittered many
conservationists and game management professionals against the military
and created a storm of protest among local sportsmen. These incidents
prompted Congress to expand a land-use investigation to include hunting
and fishing activities on Defense Department lands.*> The Air Force’s
proactive response to the congressional probe included the establishment
of an institution-wide conservation program, which Congress would
eventually mandate that the rest of the services emulate.



Introduction

This study examines the origins of the U.S. Air Force Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Program and the Department of Defense natural resource
management efforts that followed. It considers why the U.S. Air Force took
the lead among the military services in developing a program to protect
natural resources on Defense Department lands and tells how the service’s
top officers, who had long associations with notables in conservation
and sportsman circles, shaped these conservation efforts. In addition
to detailing the legislative hearings and laws that prodded the military
into action, this work describes the interaction among military leaders,
conservation advocates, members of Congress, and American citizens
who, fueled by the broader natural resources conservation movement that
was gaining traction in the country in the 1940s and 1950s, created an
atmosphere conducive to substantive improvements in fish and wildlife
programs on military lands.

As detailed in the first chapter, from its earliest days, the U.S. military
played a significant role in exploring and documenting the country’s
vast natural resources and biological wealth. U.S. Army officers led the
Lewis and Clark expedition and the Pacific railroad surveys, among other
endeavors. In the latter part of the nineteenth century, the Army protected
and helped shape the earliest national parks. With the advent of the U.S.
Forest Service and National Park Service, the Army and its new Air
Service found other nature-related duties during World War | and the
interwar years, culminating with involvement in supervision of camps of
the Civilian Conservation Corps.

Military leaders in authority after World War Il had a keen understanding
of the natural world. As discussed in chapter 1, these men were born at the
end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries and raised in
an era when men found respite and recreation in the outdoors, but also in a
time when natural resources diminished dramatically. By the time they were
established military officers in the 1930s, the ad hoc conservation efforts of
their youth had evolved into a more organized national program to restore
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Thomas D. White, shown in an undated photo likely prior to World War 11, was an avid
outdoorsman. As vice chief of staff and subsequently chief of staff of the Air Force in the

1950s, he oversaw the development and implementation of the service’s conservation
program. Courtesy of the White family.

American forests, rivers, and prairies. As products of a largely rural, often
middle-class upbringing, these officers reflected the social standards of the
period. Yet their military education and training instilled in them an advanced
sense of ethics and behavior that also aligned them with the upper-class
sportsmen conservationists who emerged in the late 1800s and early 1900s.
The U.S. Air Force established its comprehensive natural resources
conservation program nearly a decade before the other services and the
Department of Defense began similar initiatives. This Air Force program
emerged largely because of a distinctive service culture that fostered



Col. Robert J. Pavelko (left), 45th Space Wing vice commander, and Lt. Col. James Sayres,
45th Space Wing Detachment 1 commander, released rehabilitated sea turtles back into
their native habitat at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Florida, on November 29, 2012.
The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission and Sea World coordinated the
turtles’ recovery. USAF.

innovative methods of problem solving. As covered in chapter 2, Air Force
culture developed during its formative years under the influence of leaders
who emphasized unconventional, nonconformist approaches to problem-
solving, sensitivity to public and political influences, and the power of the
media and publicity. Equally important, early aviators, specifically, had a
different perspective of the natural world, and military leaders, generally,
had absorbed the previous generation’s evolving awareness of conservation
values. Those first pilots who later emerged as Air Force leaders experienced
an intimate relationship with nature. Reliant on fair weather for safety and
physical landmarks for navigation, these men sensed they were a part of their
environment, not apart from it. Air Force generals Henry H. “Hap” Arnold,
Carl A. “Tooey” Spaatz, Nathan F. Twining, and Thomas D. White—all



Steve and Erica Laine of the 96th Civil Engineer Group on a kayak tour of the range at
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, in April 2010. The Sikes Act of 1949 formally established
Eglin’s fish and wildlife conservation program, which served as the foundation for a later
service-wide effort. Photo by Samuel King Jr. USAF,

enthusiastic outdoorsmen with friends in conservation and sportsman
organizations—were some of the first military officers to acknowledge the
relationship between natural resources and national security. They shaped a
service-wide atmosphere that promoted a respect for the environment years
before the concept became widely fashionable.

A significant segment of this story explains how three key pieces of
legislation induced all of the military services to remedy their inconsistent,
and in many cases unlawful, fish and wildlife management policies: the
Sikes Act of 1949 (Public Law 81-345), the Engle Act of 1958 (Public
Law 85-337), and the Sikes Act of 1960 (Public Law 86-797). These
laws raised political and public awareness of conservation problems on
military installations, compelled the Defense Department to overhaul its
land stewardship practices, and initiated the first wave of natural resources
management on military lands.

The Sikes Act of 1949, “An Act to promote effectual planning,
development, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game
conservation and rehabilitation in the Eglin Field Reservation,” allowed
the commander at Eglin, a 650-square-mile air installation on the Florida
Panhandle near Fort Walton Beach, to reinvest fees for hunting and fishing



Peter Howorth, director of the Santa Barbara Marine Mammal Center, returns a
rehabilitated baby Northern California Elephant Seal to the ocean on a beach at
Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, in April 2012. The Air Force works with state
and local wildlife officials across the country to help perserve animals in their native
environments. Photo by Jennifer Green-Lanchoney. USAF.



licenses into conservation activities on the base. During consideration of
the initial Sikes Act, the fledgling U.S. Air Force served as the executive
agent for the Department of Defense on fish and wildlife conservation
matters, which established a precedent for the Pentagon to rely on the Air
Force when dealing with later environmental issues.

Throughout this post-World War 11 period, traditional concepts of natural
resource conservation began transforming into modern environmental
principles, a process that reflected significant U.S. social and economic
changes. As increasing numbers of Americans participated in outdoor
recreational activities, they also became aware that ecological problems
that existed before the war had not disappeared and in many cases had
worsened. At the same time, mounting Cold War requirements and
evolving weapons technology required the Defense Department to expand
its physical footprint, often onto public domain lands. That growth soon
collided with intensified human use of limited land resources and led
Americans and their elected officials to question the military’s need for
such large swaths of public land. The resulting discord developed into
an official congressional inquiry about Department of Defense land
acquisition and natural resource management practices.

During 1956-57 congressional hearings on military landholdings,
testimony from civilian natural resource professionals revealed that the
Defense Department’s fish and wildlife management policies were outdated,
grossly inconsistent, and often violated state and local laws. Information
presented during these hearings led Congress in 1958 to pass the Engle
Act, “The Withdrawal and Utilization of Public Lands of the U.S. Defense
Agencies Act,” which required congressional approval for the military to
withdraw more than 5,000 acres from the public domain. Further, it mandated
that the military services overhaul their fish and wildlife regulations,
standardize them across all installations, and require full compliance with
local and state fish and wildlife and conservation laws.

While the 195657 hearings were ongoing, Air Force leaders responded
proactively to congressional criticism by ordering a revision of the
service’s natural resource regulations; establishing a formal conservation
program in Air Force headquarters; and cooperating closely with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to create effective fish and game measures on
Air Force bases. The Air Force took these actions largely because of its
previous institutional success with conservation programs on individual
installations, notably in the Alaskan Command, starting in 1948, and at
Eglin Air Force Base. By the time the Engle Act became law, the Air
Force had a decade of experience with these localized fish and wildlife
conservation programs.

10
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Efforts to reduce the number of bird strikes have been a point of emphasis with the Air
Force Fish and Wildlife Conservation Program since its founding. The photo shows the
program’s first civilian advisor, Elwood A. “Woody” Seaman, manning an exhibit on this
subject at a conference in the 1960s. USAF photo, courtesy of Rusty DeGroat.

Congress expanded the 1949 Sikes Act with the 1960 Sikes Act, which
stipulated that the Defense Department create a centralized natural resource
conservation program and required that all the military services fully
implement the provisions of the Engle Act. Because the Army, Navy, and
Marines had little practical experience with comprehensive natural resource
management, the Air Force conservation program served as the model for
all the services, and for the umbrella Department of Defense plan.

While congressional mandates like the Engle and Sikes Acts induced
the Department of Defense to institute natural resource management
plans on its military installations, it was a handful of environmentally
conscious Air Force leaders who devised natural resource initiatives
that established the blueprint for enduring Defense Department natural
resource management policies. First within the Air Force, and later among
the other services, this confluence of influential, environmentally aware
men and new natural resource laws brought forth an extensive fish and
wildlife program at a pivotal time in American conservation history when
public concerns about environmental quality and ecology began taking
shape in the environmental movement of the 1960s and 1970s.

11
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ONE

The U.S. Military and
National Resource Awareness

through World War I1

The U.S. military played a significant role in exploring and protecting the
American frontier and its natural resources during the nineteenth century.
After the Louisiana Purchase in 1803, the U.S. Army was the only American
institution large enough to establish federal authority over this vast expanse
of land that stretched from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean. During
this period, the Army was charged with reconnoitering the new territory.
While many Americans recognize the names of Lewis and Clark, not all are
aware that it was Captain Meriwether Lewis and Second Lieutenant William
Clark of the U.S. Army who led the Corps of Discovery on its mission of
exploration. Soon thereafter, Lt. Zebulon Pike Jr. took an expedition into the
Great Plains and Rocky Mountains. Exploration continued into the 1840s
with Lt. John C. Frémont’s four western expeditions. These various Army-
led efforts laid out the nation’s boundaries, aided western settlement by
constructing wagon roads, and improved rivers and harbors to develop U.S.
trade.r Soldier-explorers scientifically surveyed and mapped the western
United States while leading teams of botanists, geologists, astronomers,
and meteorologists who systematically collected data and catalogued the
nation’s natural resources.?

The Army, which created the Corps of Topographical Engineers in
1838 to oversee these functions, also led three separate Pacific Railroad
Explorations and Surveys during the 1850s to determine which of the
northern, middle, or southern routes would be most efficient for a
transcontinental railroad line. In the process, the Pacific surveys produced
thirteen written volumes, 147 lithographs, and uncounted specimens that
provided a scientific inventory of natural features and phenomena in the
American West.* The Old Army, the small U.S. frontier constabulary
that existed between the Revolution and Spanish-American Wars before
Army modernization at the cusp of the twentieth century, also helped
delineate and protect the country’s fledgling national parks, Yellowstone
and Yosemite, from illegal timber cutting, unauthorized sheep and cattle
grazing, mining, and criminal trespassing.* These assignments established
the first precedents for military involvement in the natural world.

13



Young topographical engineering officers who led many of the early
expeditions made up a small component of the U.S. Army, no more than
thirty-six officers at any one time. Yet in the years when the Corps of
Topographical Engineers existed as an independent unit equal to the
regular Corps of Engineers, between 1838 and 1863, more than 85
percent of Topographical Corps officers were trained at the U.S. Military
Academy at West Point. As such, they had absorbed the West Point values
that associated the country’s land and natural resources with the strength of
its democracy. According to historian William H. Goetzman, the Corps of
Topographical Engineers was a “central institution of Manifest Destiny.”®

The core of the West Point curriculum—mathematics—provided the
foundation for engineering and secondary physical science subjects such
as geology, astronomy, chemistry, mineralogy, and botany, disciplines
that would have direct application in the future topographers’ western
exploration.® According to historian Harvey Meyerson, this curriculum
had a significant influence on the “Old Army’s character, including army
attitudes toward the natural environment. . . . [I]Jt made army officers
skilled and knowledgeable scientific observers of nature.” By the time
West Point graduates began their Army careers, they already understood
“their country’s geography, meteorology, and geological composition.
They could prepare detailed topographical maps of its mountains and
valleys. They had learned to identify and sketch its flora and fauna. And
they had been trained to write about the natural environment with scientific
clarity and precision.” Academy men “stood out for merging scientific and
aesthetic perspectives on nature” and were christened “earthy patriots.””’

Meyerson also described a socioeconomic aspect of nineteenth-century
West Point graduates. Because the young country’s citizens feared that the
U.S. Military Academy could become a source for an undemocratic officer
corps, university administrators purposely avoided an “aristocratical”
selection process. The congressional district nomination system created
a student body that closely resembled the national population. Each West
Point cadet also learned that “he belongs no longer to section or party,
but, in his life and all his faculties, to his country,” and was instilled with
a strong sense of public service. Through these principles, the U.S. Army
became an “embodiment of ideas, of national community” and officers
“patriotic defenders of another equally American civic value system.”®

Capt. William Ludlow, a West Point-trained topographer, demonstrated
the values and skills he learned at the academy in 1875 while leading
the third Army expedition to the Yellowstone area of western \Wyoming,
which had become a national park in 1872. In addition to charting routes
to existing Army forts, Ludlow sought to examine more thoroughly

14



Company F, 6th Cavalry, posed with the Fallen Monarch, circa 1900. The giant sequoia
fell centuries earlier in Mariposa Grove, California, in an area that became part of
Yosemite National Park. The U.S. Army maintained authority over Yosemite and other
park areas until 1916, when the National Park Service was founded. Library of Congress.

Yellowstone’s zoology, geology, and paleontology and recruited respected
scientists George Bird Grinnell and Edward S. Dana to join the expedition.®
In his official report of the reconnaissance mission, Ludlow provided
maps of their routes, personal field notes and sketches, astronomical
observations, and separate reports from Dana and Grinnell. Ludlow’s
report is best known for his recommendation to transfer the park “to the
control of the War Department” to protect natural artifacts from tourists’
hammers and wildlife from local poachers’ rifles. He agreed with earlier
Army Yellowstone explorers’ efforts to restrain concessional development
within the new national park by the national railroads and wealthy business
entrepreneurs and to keep miners and land developers at a safe distance
from the park’s wildlife.X

Ludlow fully supported Grinnell’s zoological report, which called
attention to the “terrible destruction of large game, for their hides alone. . . .
Buffalo, elk, mule-deer, and antelope are being slaughtered by thousands
each year, without regard to age or sex, and at all seasons.” Grinnell feared
the ultimate extermination of these animals, especially buffalo, unless the
Army stepped in to drive off the skin hunters. He differentiated between the

15



The heads of poached bison, seized by the U.S. Army at Yellowstone National Park.
They may have been taken from Ed Howell, a notorious poacher who was captured in
1894 with ten hides in his possession. Yellowstone National Park.

“better class of frontiersman, guides, hunters, and settlers” who practiced
early sportsmanship behavior, in contrast to the market hunters engaged in
“wholesale and short-sighted slaughter” of wildlife.*

As a result of Ludlow’s report and other early conservationists’ calls
to defend the park, Congress, in a series of moves in the early 1880s,
granted the U.S. Army authority over Yellowstone National Park, which
continued until 1916 when Congress established the National Park Service.
Under Army leadership, all wood gathering and livestock grazing within
Yellowstone’s boundaries became illegal; the transport of dead game, even
if killed legally outside Yellowstone, across park borders was forbidden;
and after 1897, all park visitors were required to surrender their weapons
at the park’s entrances.'? In 1890, the Army also assumed command of
Yosemite National Park and responsibility for protection of its land and
wildlife resources.®

During this same era, in 1893, historian Frederick Jackson Turner
declared that the American frontier, which had forged the country’s
character, had ceased to exist.** It was also the period in which Americans
first awakened to the looming scarcity of natural resources.’® A century
later, historian William Cronon observed that it was “no accident that the
movement to set aside national parks and wilderness areas began to gain
real momentum at precisely the time that laments [like Turner’s] about

16



the passing of the frontier reached their peak.” He believed that “in the
myth of the vanishing frontier lay the seeds of wilderness preservation in
the United States, for if wild land had been so crucial in the making of the
nation, then surely one must save its last remnants as monuments to the
American past—and as an insurance policy to protect its future.”

TuE SPorTsMAN’S ETHIC AND OFFICERS’ NOBLESSE OBLIGE

Historian John F. Reiger has asserted that beginning in the 1870s
and through the end of the century, sportsmen—hunters and fishermen—
were the first group of Americans to recognize the severe depletion of
fish and game and led early U.S. conservation efforts.” In American
Sportsmen and the Origins of Conservation, he argued that the American
patrician class fashioned an American sportsman’s code of conduct that
laid the groundwork for a formal conservation movement.*® This “code
of the sportsman” had Old World aristocratic roots that emphasized that
a gentleman hunted or fished for recreation rather than commerce or
necessity. This self-imposed protocol required that “game should not be
killed in the breeding season or sold for profit; that it should be taken only
in reasonable numbers, without waste; and that it should be pursued only
by means of sporting methods. The individual fish, bird, or mammal was
to have a “fair chance’ of escape.” Reiger added that a ““true sportsman’
of the upper classes came to see himself as superior to the great majority
of hunters and fishermen at least partly because of the generous spirit
he supposedly manifested toward the game” and decried the actions
of poachers and the wastefulness of market hunters and commercial
fishing companies. The gentleman sportsman also mastered naturalist
skills because “the best hunters are those who ‘know’ the game and its
habits.” Further, these gentlemen sportsmen shared the patricians’ sense
of noblesse oblige that engendered an innate right to set policies to protect
the American peoples’ wildlife assets.'®

The Boone and Crockett Club, the exclusive sportsmen’s group and
wildlife lobbying organization founded by Theodore Roosevelt and other
patrician outsdoorsmen in 1887, embodied the gentleman sportsmen’s view
that conservation was a means of protecting America’s frontier heritage
and fostered a culture of masculinity during that period of rapid American
industrialization. The club’s mission focused on “conservation and
management of wildlife, especially big game, and its habitat, to preserve
and encourage hunting and to maintain the highest ethical standards of
fair chase and sportsmanship in America.”? In its early years, the club
also supported founding member George Grinnell’s desire to expand and
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protect Yellowstone National Park; lobbied to end commercial market
hunting; and promoted the creation of the National Park, National Forest,
and National Wildlife Refuge systems.?

The views of gentleman sportsmen were widely expressed in popular
outdoors weekly and monthly publications that began appearing in the
late 1800s. Through these magazines, sportsmen learned of new fish
and game laws and the reasoning behind other conservation programs.
Magazines like The American Sportsman (founded 1871), Forest and
Stream (1873), and American Angler (1881) were available to anyone
interested in hunting and fishing.?

Readers of these publications may have included the boys who were
raised in this early era of conservation awareness and would grow up to
become military leaders in the 1950s. As young men, these future military
leaders hunted and fished in small towns across the country. According to
sociologist Morris Janowitz’s empirical research on high-ranking military
leaders in the 1950s, The Professional Soldier: A Social and Political
Portrait, almost 70 percent of Army and Air Force leaders came from rural
towns of less than 2,500 people. That “out-of-doors existence, the concern
with nature, sport, and weapons which is part of rural culture,” influenced
many men from these areas to join the military.?

Several of the young men born in the late 1800s and early 1900s who
grew up in this milieu and later led the Air Force received West Point
educations and were instilled with the academy’s appreciation for the
nation’s natural resources. These cadets included Henry H. Arnold, class of
1907; Carl A. Spaatz, class of 1914; Nathan F. Twining, class of 1918; and
Thomas D. White, class of 1920. All were enthusiastic outsdoorsmen.?

Military leaders of the middle twentieth century displayed many
of the same social traits of previous generations’ gentlemen sportsmen.
Like earlier sport fishermen and hunters, military elites’ code of honor,
which specifies how officers ought to behave, led them to assume that
they were standard-bearers who embodied the superior virtues of men
and transcended the commercialism of the business classes. According
to Janowitz, professional soldiers believed that toughness and tenacity
were moral virtues of military officers and that urbanization weakened
these natural traits in men. Officers of the period felt they were best
“equipped to counteract these effete tendencies.” The professional soldier
was expected to be “‘above politics’ in domestic affairs” to ensure the
military’s partisan neutrality. Janowitz explained that four basic elements
comprised the components of professional officers’ honor code—
gentlemanly conduct, personal fealty, self-regulating brotherhood, and
the pursuit of glory—the most significant being gentlemenly conduct.
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President Theodore Roosevelt and naturalist John Muir in 1903 at Glacier Point
overlooking Yosemite Falls in Yosemite National Park, California. Roosevelt, one of
the founders of the Boone and Crockett Club, was seen as the epitome of the turn-of-
the-century gentleman sportsman. Library of Congress.

According to traditional concepts, gentlemen upheld social manners
and considered “enforced rejection of monetary pursuits as the highest
personal value.”?

Even without great personal wealth, young officers who became senior
leaders in the 1950s developed strong ties to the civilian upper social
classes and exhibited etiquette comparable to “upper crust” American
families. Certain military customs and protocol were “carry-overs from
old-fashioned ‘high society,” after which the military sought to model
itself.” For example, a man “should be able to tell a good story, but he
should not be a notorious braggart; a man should be able to drink a lot,
but he should not be an alcoholic; it is good to be well educated, but not to
show off your education.” %

According to Janowitz, members of the military elite were “energetic
socializers, and they work[ed] hard at their ceremonial obligations.
No other occupation, with the exception of professional diplomacy, is
so concerned with courtesy and protocol. ‘Old fashioned’ politeness
and formal manners survive, although they have been adapted to the
realities of modern organizational life.” Senior naval officers, most of
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whom were U.S. Naval Academy graduates, had received training in
proper social behavior—poise, formal ballroom etiquette, formal dinner
manners, after-dinner conversation. Army officers also displayed “old
fashioned” politeness.?

Of all the services, Janowitz viewed the Air Force, established as an
independent service in 1947, as the most sensitive about military protocol.
He found that the Air Force, the newest service, “displays all the concern
and rigidity of the newly arrived.” As such, the Air Force operated by its
own standards of behavior and sought to impose stricter military protocol
on its members.?

Each of the services sought different paths to establish social contact
with the upper classes. Naval officers engaged in yachting and boating with
local elites, and Army officers played bridge and polo and rode horseback
with them. Although the Air Force often relied on the other services and
their traditional activities for entrée to traditional upper-class circles, it also
actively engaged with entertainers and members of the mass communications
industry to broaden its access to higher-prestige social groups.?

While military elites became accepted members of American power
cliques, sometimes marrying into families with inherited wealth, in general
they were as Janowitz described, “like ‘second cousins’ to established
upper-class socialite families.” Even though military leaders had increased
power and influence after World War 11, they did not integrate into the
upper classes because “in the United States upper-class gentility is based
on inherited wealth and not on public service alone, and the military
profession is no road to wealth.”*® Sociologist C. Wright Mills had
presaged Janowitz’s findings when he wrote in The Power Elite that senior
military officers have been “men of the upper-middle classes rather than
truly higher or definitely lower classes” and that the military honor code
served as their source of prestige, their “pay-off” for renouncing political
power and excessive monetary remuneration.®

Elite military leaders’ social origins, their strict adherence to custom
and protocol, and their penchant for recreational fishing and hunting linked
them with the social circles of the previous generations of sportsmen who
had fostered the early conservation movement.2 These factors, combined
obliquely, suggest that elite military leaders were predisposed to recognize
natural resource problems in the first half of the twentieth century. Later,
their friendships with civilian sportsmen-conservationists expanded their
knowledge of emerging ecological concepts and of the critical need for
environmental restoration. As a result, when military leaders who were
enlightened about natural resource challenges were presented with an
opportunity to help implement fish and wildlife conservation programs
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The mixing of society and the young elite of the U.S. Army Air Corps, circa 1930.
Seated at right is Maj. Carl A. “Tooey” Spaatz, next to Amelia Earhart. At left on the
front is Maj. Gen. James E. Fechet, chief of the Air Corps. The servicemen standing
are (left to right) Sgt. Roy G. Hooe, Capt. Ira C. Eaker, and 1st Lt. Elwood R. “Pete”
Quesada, the men of Spaatz’s Question Mark crew. The other civilians are unknown.
Spaatz, Eaker, and Quesada all rose to become general officers. Library of Congress.

on lands under their control in the 1950s, they did so willingly. As a
nascent service, the Air Force in the 1950s patterned much of its military
etiquette and ceremony on the older Army and Navy, yet it also sought to
establish distinct standards of behavior and methods of social integration.
It would also apply this inventive approach to managing natural resources
conservation on military lands.

Tuae MiLiTarRy AND NATURAL RESOURCES IN THE EARLY
TweNTIETH CENTURY

The twentieth-century Army into which these young officers were
commissioned extended the conservation engagement of its smaller
nineteenth-century predecessor. As described above, its stewardship of
several national parks continued until the eve of U.S. involvement in
World War 1. In a notable conservation effort during the war, the U.S.
Army Air Service instituted a selective logging program to preserve
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Pacific Northwest spruce forests for airplane lumber.” In the infancy of
flight, aircraft production required perfectly straight-grained lumber from
logs at least twenty-two feet in length. Only certain spruce trees could
meet those specifications. The Sitka spruce available to the military
grew in relative isolation, and typically only one spruce per acre proved
suitable for aircraft. To access the most board feet of usable spruce in
the compressed schedule of the wartime emergency, the commander of
the Spruce Production Division of the Bureau of Aircraft Production,
Col. Brice P. Disque, opted to employ selective logging techniques that
were unpopular and uneconomical at the time. He sent timber cruisers
to mark the “fugitive spruce” that met the high standards, and only those
trees were logged. If selective cutting had not been used, more than an
estimated 16 billion feet of lumber would have been taken for which there
was no immediate use. More significantly, the process staved off depletion
of forests for ten to twenty years. This selective logging was, according
to the Spruce Production Division historian, a “conservation measure of
large proportions.” 32

After World War I, the Army Air Service sought new missions to
maintain its relevancy and its flyers’ competency. In early 1919, U.S.
Army Lt. Col. Coert duBois, still in uniform after his recent discharge
from the Corps of Engineers and soon to assume responsibility as the
U.S. Forest Service district forester for the Western District, based in San
Francisco, walked into a Bay-area bar and struck up a conversation with
another man in uniform. That officer turned out to be Maj. Henry “Hap”
Arnold, who was transitioning between assignments from supervisor of
the Air Service at Coronado, California, to air officer of the 9th Corps Area
at the Presidio, in San Francisco, in charge of the U.S. Army Air Service in
California. Arnold lamented to duBois that demobilization cutbacks were
undermining his flyers’ proficiency and observed that even civilian-related
assignments “would keep them pepped up and maybe let the public know
they used to have an Air Force.”3*

* The lineage of the U.S. Air Force includes several different designations as its mission
evolved. For the purposes of this work, the name modifications and the timing of those
changes are as follows: the Aeronautical Division, U.S. Army Signal Corps, August 1,
1907-July 17, 1914; Aviation Section, U.S. Army Signal Corps, July 18, 1914-May 23,
1918; the U.S. Army Air Service (USAAS), May 24, 1918-July 2, 1926; the U.S. Army
Air Corps (USAAC), July 2, 1926-September 18, 1947; the USAAC was concurrently a
subordinate element of the U.S. Army Air Forces (USAAF) from June 20, 1941-September
18, 1947; and the U.S. Air Force (USAF), as an independent military service, September
18, 1947—present. U.S. Air Force Historical Studies Office, “Fact Sheet: 1907-1947,”
http://www.athso.af.mil/topics/factsheets/factsheet.asp?id=15235; U.S. Air Force, “Air
Force History Overview,” http://www.airforcehistory.af.mil/overview/index.asp.
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Loggers with the Spruce Production Division of the Bureau of Aircraft Production in
Washington state during World War | with a twenty-two-ton section of a spruce tree.
Selective logging during the conflict saved an estimated 16 billion feet of lumber for
which there would have been no immediate use. USAF.

That evening over dinner, Arnold and duBois conceived the idea of
using Air Service pilots to search for fires. This chance encounter led to
the first large-scale use of aircraft for aerial forest patrols for detection,
suppression, and prevention of wildfires.®® Air Service pilots operated
aerial reconnaissance patrols out of March and Rockwell Fields in Southern
California and Mather Field in the north over national forests. Airmen also
parachuted supplies to fire camps and made the first water “bomb” test
drops. Arnold sponsored a joint airman/forester training conference in
1920 at March Field where pilots and foresters exchanged professional
expertise, with the former providing courses on flying, map reading, and
radio communication and the latter teaching forestry basics, Forest Service
organization and mission, and methods of safeguarding timber.*

To maintain the morale of pilots and fire observers who flew long,
hazardous missions over mountainous and vast forested expanses of land,
the Air and Forest Services established a recreational camp where the
flyers could relax. The camp allowed the forest patrolmen a chance to get
“away from the continuous roar of his motor; from the constant vibration
of the plane; from the strain and worry of flying over a country which
affords no safe landing fields.” Once at the camp in Gold Lake, California,
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From 1919 to 1924, pilots of the U.S. Army Air Service flew fire patrol missions
across California. Maj. Henry A. “Hap” Arnold conceived the idea for the patrols in
conjunction with the district forester for the U.S. Forest Service. Arnold believed the
patrols helped pilots maintain proficiency, while the program generated goodwill for
the Air Service and provided invaluable support for the Forest Service. USAF.
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Col. Henry “Hap” Arnold served as CCC district commander, overseeing thirty camps.
The photo is from May 1933. USAF.

in the Sierra Nevada northwest of Lake Tahoe, flyers were required to “do
nothing but read, hunt, fish, and rest.”%

The fire patrol experience forged a strong relationship between Arnold
and Forest Service leaders, including Fred P. Cronemiller and DeWitt
“Swede” Nelson, who became Arnold’s lifelong friends and regular
fishing partners.®® Arnold later wrote that “the finest people anywhere are
the people who live their lives in the forests and mountains. | mean the
trained men who run our forest services, our park people, and our fish
and game workers.” 3 Although the Air Service played a prominent role
in conserving timber resources and established a precedent for aerial fire
patrols, its involvement in the forest fire patrol program ended in 1924
when Congress failed to appropriate funds for the program.*

The U.S. military renewed its contact with conservation activities
during the Great Depression when Army and Army Air Corps officers
administered Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) districts and worked
closely with natural resource professionals to restore the country’s depleted
lands. Beginning in May 1933, Lt. Col. Arnold, while commander at March
Field east of Los Angeles, supervised a district of thirty CCC camps,
composed of more than 7,000 men who fought fires and planted trees across
the western United States.** Throughout that time, Arnold enjoyed visiting
the many CCC camps among the sequoias and across the High Sierras,
not only to evaluate the work at those camps, but because, as historian
DeWitt S. Copp wrote, he “loved the out-of-doors, the mountains and the
trout-laden streams that coursed through them.”*?After his retirement in
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On a fishing respite near Fairbanks during the celebrated B—10B flight he led to Alaska
in 1934, Lt. Col. Henry “Hap” Arnold (holding fish) met and befriended writers Corey
H. Ford (far left) and Alastair MacBain (second from right). Arnold used Ford and
MacBain, who became commissioned officers, to write a series of articles on the Army
Air Forces during World War II, and Ford and MacBain later mined their extensive
contacts to help with the establishment of the Air Force’s conservation program in
the late 1950s. Corey Ford Papers, Rauner Special Collections Library, Dartmouth College.

1946, Arnold’s interest in conservation issues continued as he served on
the California Fish and Game Commission until heart problems forced his
resignation in 1948.% While on the commission, Arnold sought to increase
public conservation education and corresponded on the topic with R. Aldo
Leopold, the renowned ecology and wildlife expert and author of the
seminal environmental book A Sand County Almanac.*

Several other mid-career officers with similar CCC assignments also
rose to the heights of military leadership. Future Army generals George C.
Marshall and Mark W. Clark both directed several Civilian Conservation
Corps districts, and future Air Force general Bernard A. Schriever was
employed as a civilian CCC administrator between stints with the Army
Air Corps.® This work put them in direct contact with the efforts of the
Forest Service, Biological Survey, the Soil Conservation Service, and the
National Park Service and introduced these rising military leaders to the
importance of habitat restoration and natural resource conservation. The
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massive effort the military expended to run the CCC camps was repaid by
CCC enrollees as roughly 90 percent of the three million young men who
labored in the Corps later served in the armed forces during World War 1.
In addition to improving the health and developing the work skills of these
men who later became soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen, in 1940, the
CCC began redirecting its conservation efforts toward national defense-
related projects such as building airplane landing fields and troop barracks
and training recruits for military service.*

Soon after his CCC experience, in August 1934, Hap Arnold’s love
of fly fishing brought him into contact with two nationally published
outdoors writers, author and humorist Corey H. Ford and his writing
partner, Alastair MacBain, who would later direct the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s public affairs division. The three men met and fished
in Alaska during a respite Arnold took from his highly touted round-
trip flight of ten Martin B-10B bombers 4,000 miles from Washington,
D.C., to Fairbanks, Alaska.” Ford and MacBain’s concurrent Alaska trip
was part of field research for a series of conservation-related articles on
the status of American wildlife that George H. Lorimer, editor of the
Saturday Evening Post, had commissioned earlier in 1934. The writers
hoped their articles would heighten public awareness about the impact
of deforestation, erosion, and overgrazing on wildlife habitat and gain
support for environmental restoration efforts demonstrated by the CCC.

At this time, concerns about the country’s “vanishing wild-life””
had risen to the highest political levels, with President Franklin D.
Roosevelt creating the Committee on Wild-Life Restoration to develop
and supervise a nationwide plan for promoting and protecting wildlife,
an idea that had been proposed by Thomas H. Beck, editorial director of
Colliers magazine and chairman of the Connecticut Board of Fisheries
and Game.*® Beck chaired Roosevelt’s wild-life committee with members
Jay N. “Ding” Darling, a Pulitzer Prize-winning editorial cartoonist who

* The contemporary spelling of the word “wildlife” has evolved from the late-nineteenth
century/early-twentieth century use of two words, “wild life,” and the mid-twentieth century
use of the hyphenated form, “wild-life.” The use of two words or the hyphenated form quoted
in this work accurately reflects the use in the original source. According to conservationist
Howard Zahnizer, in the late 1930s, the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO) ruled that
“wildlife” was one word, conforming to the GPO compounding rules that the word conveys
“a unit idea that is not conveyed by the component words in unconnected succession.” This
change in expression reflects frequent use or reader recognition of the word units as a unique
idea. Zahnizer noted that the change of terminology also reflected a change of attitude toward
and awareness of wildlife as a conservation issue. Howard Zahnizer, “Nation Celebrated
Wildlife Week; Interest Aroused by Artist, Government Printing Office Recognizes Word as
One Concept,” Washington Post, March 19, 1939, T11.
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HAMILTON FIELD, CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF GENERAL H. H. ARNOLD
U. 8. ARMY

IN REFLY EEFER TO: My 24, 1946

Mr. Corey Ford
Freedom, New Hampshire

My dear Corey:

It wasn't necessary for you to write a letter to let me know
how you felt about me or about the Air Forece. I knew when I talked
with you in Alaska and at various times between then and the famous
day at lunch just what was going through your mind. I knew that in
you and in MacBane I would find some very sympathetio people who
would understend us &nd who would work with the Air Force and do &
magnificent job. The stories that have come out in Collier's speak
for themselves and there is nothing I can say that will give an
estimate of their wvelue to the readers that in any way can be com-
pared to the literally thousends of letters that you have received
from the readers themselves.

Whet I do hope is that our paths will cross again and that
you &nd T will be able to sit down and talk somewhere, sometime,
leisurely and easily, either along a fishing stream or some other
place then the Pentagon Building in Washington, D. Cs And I hope
that you will be able to come out here to California and see us in
our new home. Mrs. Arnold and I can then entertain you without the
telephone ringing or some visitor dashing in or dashing out.

Accordingly, if at eny time you come out here in this vieinity

I mant you to be sure to find your way out to"El Rancho Feliz", Sonoma,
California,

Best regards to MacBane and to you from Mrs. Arnold and from

Sincersly, ¥ s / -
.f?l;.,' 1o o4 ]
‘/UH. H. ARNOl[:D{
General of the Army S

Corey Ford Papers, Rauner Special Collections Library, Dartmouth College.

served as chief of the Bureau of Biological Survey (later the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service) from 1934 to 1935, and Aldo Leopold, the prominent
conservationist.® In its final report to the president, the committee wrote,
“The destruction of our once abundant wild-life resources, though waste
and neglect, constitutes one of the sorriest chapters in our national history.
The knowledge, the facilities, and the funds necessary for restoration are
available if we will put them to work. Extensive restoration of our wild
life will re-create a national resource of incalculable value, which will add

28



¥ &

Among the leading conservationists whom Corey Ford and Alastair MacBain consulted
were Aldo Leopold (left, Aldo Leopold Foundation) and Ira Gabrielson (right, Library
of Congress). When Hap Arnold served on the California Fish and Game Commission
after his retirement, he also corresponded with Leopold.
measurably to the health, happiness, and prosperity of the people of the
United States.”*°

After months of field work in Alaska and across the United States for
their conservation articles, Ford and MacBain consulted on environmental
science and policy issues with Darling and Leopold before publishing their
stories. They also sought advice from other conservation professionals,
including Ira N. Gabrielson, chief of the Bureau of Biological Survey (1935-
46) and president of the Wildlife Management Institute (1947-70); and Seth
E. Gordon, president of the American Game Protective Association (later
the Wildlife Management Institute), two-term member of the Pennsylvania
Game Commission, conservation director of the Izaak Walton League, and
California Fish and Game Commission consultant.5! With these professionals’
input, Ford and MacBain fashioned numerous articles about the conservation
problems that existed in the 1930s and their possible solutions that were
published in mainstream periodicals, including the Saturday Evening Post and
Colliers. These articles reached a broad audience and served to educate the
American public about the gloomy status of the country’s fish and wildlife.*

During World War II, in early 1942, Lt. Gen. Arnold, by then chief
of the U.S. Army Air Forces (USAAF), recruited his fishing companions,
Ford and MacBain, to write stories about the young men fighting the war
in the USAAF. The writers did just that, publishing more than fifty articles
in popular magazines and several book-length features.>® Initially, the
journalists embedded as civilians, but after MacBain was drafted, Arnold
commissioned Ford as a major and MacBain as a captain on February
25, 1944, to keep them under his command.* Ford and MacBain’s stories
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Corey Ford (left) and Alastair MacBain with Maj. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer, likely
during the period when Stratemeyer was in Washington as Arnold’s chief of staff,
mid-1942 to mid-1943. Ford and MacBain later visited Stratemeyer in the field when
he commanded the Army Air Forces in the China-Burma-India Theater. Corey Ford
Papers, Rauner Special Collections Library, Dartmouth College.

provided Arnold a voice to citizens across the United States; explained the
role of the USAAF in the war effort; generated favorable publicity for the
aviators; and helped set the stage for Air Force independence following
the war. The articles ranged from a series on the Alaskan Air Patrol to
the Hump® pilots flying dangerous routes in the Himalayan Mountains
of China, Burma, and India. While researching these reports, Ford and
MacBain received letters of introduction from Arnold that helped them
establish or renew relationships with Generals Spaatz, Twining, Curtis
E. LeMay, George E. Stratemeyer, and the director of the Office of
Strategic Services (precursor to the Central Intelligence Agency, CIA),
Maj. Gen. William J. “Wild Bill” Donovan—friendships and working
associations that would endure.*® In turn, Ford and MacBain’s personal
and professional association with the first commanders of the U.S. Air
Force afforded the writers opportunities to convey their understanding of
evolving environmental concepts to the generals and helped foster military
leaders’ sense of responsibility toward the land and its wild inhabitants.>”
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The Newly Independent Air Force,
[ts Culture, and Post-World War 11

Conservation Efforts

The U.S. Air Force traces its origins to the start of the twentieth century
with the invention of the airplane and later to 1947 when it became an
independent service. The newness of the service allowed for innovative
thinking in the post-World War 11 era, while the backgrounds of Air Force
leaders, dating to the days of the open cockpit, gave them a connection
with nature and a willingness to act to preserve it when opportunities arose
to do so.

Although the Air Service was initially a part of the Signal Corps
of the U.S. Army, because airmen acquired different skills and used
different machines, they formed a subculture distinct from that of the
infantry-dominated Army culture. “The air-going people have a spirit,
language, and customs of their own,” Brig. Gen. William L. “Billy”
Mitchell observed in 1925. “These are just as different from those on the
ground as those of seamen are from those of land men. In fact, they are
much more so because our sea-going and land-going communities have
been with us from the inception of time and everybody knows something
about them, whereas the air-going people form such a new class that
only those engaged in its actual development and the younger generation
appreciate what it means.”?

The experiences of early aviators who sensed both the wonder and the
terror of flight created a brotherhood among fliers. As Mitchell eloquently
explained, “Few people outside of the air fraternity itself know or understand
the dangers that these men face, the lives that they lead and how they
actually act when in the air, how they find their way across the continent
with unerring exactness—over mountains, forests, rivers and deserts; what
they actually do in improving the science and art of flying and how they
feel when engaged in combat with enemy aircraft. No one can explain these
things except the airmen themselves.”?

Scholars have theorized that, as with all large organizations, each of
the military services has an identity, a set of underlying beliefs and values
that comprise a corporate character. More precisely, each service has a
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distinct personality that is shaped by its historical origins, the personalities
of its founders, and the means by which it executes its defense roles and
mission. The military services are also products of American society and
reflect changing norms, beliefs, and values.®

The emergence of an Air Force culture predates the service’s
independence in 1947. Early airpower advocates such as Mitchell, Henry
H. “Hap” Arnold, and Carl A. “Tooey” Spaatz challenged the Army’s
limited use of air power and vociferously supported strategic bombing as
a new way of waging and winning wars. When these airmen broke with
the military tradition of operating apolitically and presented their airpower
theories to Congress, the press, and the American public, Army leadership
court-martialed Mitchell and spurned Arnold and Spaatz for supporting
him. The Army exiled Arnold from Washington, D.C., to Fort Riley,
Kansas, and Spaatz endured a seventeen-year wait between promotions.*
This experience reinforced Arnold and Spaatz’s nonconformist tendencies
and helped establish the individualistic tone of the Air Service. Later,
during its efforts to achieve independence after World War 1l, the Air
Force waged political battles with the Navy and the Army that further
buttressed the service’s distinct set of underlying beliefs and values. This
early imprinting on its maverick founders’ behavior and values created a
culture that encouraged Air Force leaders to preemptively act on political
undercurrents and public perception to maintain budgetary and civic
support for its air mission.®

Morris Janowitz’s research led him to conclude that Air Force leaders,
and the distinct service character they cultivated, created an atmosphere
that fostered innovative thinking. The sociologist’s data demonstrated that
there were some clear sociological differences among the military elites
who led the Army, Navy,” and newly independent Air Force. For example,
the average age of Army Air Forces general officers in 1945, at the end of
World War 11, was 46.9 years, with the youngest being 28. Admirals in the
Navy averaged 56.4 years, and its youngest was 42. In the Army, general
officers averaged 51.4 years of age, with the youngest being 34.° Air Force
leaders also differed from the Army and Navy in respect to social origin.
Air Force elites were almost twice as likely as Army and Navy officers
to hail from north central states, and air officers were also the least likely
to have come from southern states. While most military leadership at the
time had rural backgrounds, the highest percentage from small towns
with populations less than 2,500 occurred in the Air Force. As of 1950,
the Air Force also had the lowest percentage of general officers who had

* Janowitz did not differentiate between members of the Navy and Marines; both the U.S.
Marine Corps and the U.S. Navy are components of the U.S. Department of the Navy.
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Early aviation leaders sought publicity for the Air Corps in many ways. Here Lt.
Col. Henry H. “Hap” Arnold escorted actress Bebe Daniels, soon to star in the movie
musical 42nd Street, at the air field in Long Beach, California, in October 1932. When
a devastating earthquake struck Southern California the following spring, Arnold
coordinated aerial support for relief efforts. USAF.

graduated from the service academies. Of note, 100 percent of Navy and
Army four-star general or full-admiral grade officers had attended either
Annapolis or West Point, while only 50 percent of Air Force four-stars had
been academy graduates.’

Because Air Force generals were younger and had different social
origins from Army and Navy officers, they likely were more receptive
to nontraditional ideas, including newly emerging ecological concepts.
Indeed, biographers of several early Air Force leaders concluded that
their subjects exhibited individualist tendencies that allowed the fledgling
service to seek unconventional solutions to the challenges it faced.®

AviATORS’ BOUNDLESS VIEW OF THE LLAND

The proactive approach the Air Force took concerning fish and wildlife
conservation existed largely because of leaders like Arnold, Spaatz,
Nathan F. Twining, and Thomas D. White, men who appreciated the
natural world and who provided high-level authorization and patronage
for natural resource initiatives in the service. Those leaders were some of
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the first men to fly and demonstrated a deep respect for nature’s forces.
Early aviators in open-air cockpits interacted directly with the earth as
they deciphered the clouds and winds for clues to turbulence and updrafts
and observed the trees and grass to determine wind direction and speed.
Their observations of the earth from above provided an awareness of
intricate relationships among mountains and prairies, oceans and rivers,
and forests and fields. As these men found respite from the anxieties
associated with early flight and wartime pressures in the outdoors—
fishing, hunting, and camping—their intimate knowledge of the natural
world instilled in them immense deference and appreciation for the earth
and its inhabitants.®

Aviators’ view from the cockpit afforded them an unparalleled
perspective of the landscape below. Early airmen marveled at their new
perceptions of the land. Mitchell illuminated, “The airmen fly over the
country in all directions constantly, winter and summer they go, as well as
by night and by day. . . . The pilots of these planes, from vantage points
on high, see more of the country, know more about it, and appreciate more
what the country means to them than any other class of persons.”® Much
later in the century, aerial photographer David T. Hanson suggested that
fliers’ perspectives allowed them a more integrated view of the land, one
that framed relationships between fragments of the landscape that may
otherwise seem unrelated on the ground. Aerial observation permits
viewers from above to analyze ecosystems and recognize how humans
have altered their landscape.*! Charles A. Lindbergh, the first aviator to
complete a solo transatlantic flight, articulated the harmony between flight
and the land:

I realized that to a flyer’s senses the earth’s size is inversely
proportional to speed. With a swoop of my wings | could land at a
town or on a farm below me. With a glance from my cockpit I could
encompass a desert, a valley, or a mountain range. Flying put me
in closer contact with the earth through distance, a comprehension
devolved from a spatial viewpoint. | could experience the ocean’s
squalls and the hill’s air currents as well as altitude’s distant
contours and horizons. For me, the airplane shaped the near and
the far into a single form of gigantic intimacy.”*2

Lindbergh’s flying career corresponded with an era of increasing
industrialization and urbanization of the United States, and he witnessed
the resulting profound alteration of the landscape. He wrote later in
life that “in the decades I spent flying civil and military aircraft, I saw
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Twenty-one-year-old Charles A. Lindbergh in an open cockpit at Lambert Field in St.
Louis, Missouri, in 1923. Lindbergh fondly recalled his connection to the earth when
he flew and became an ardent conservationist later in life. He remained close to the
aviation operations of the U.S. military and, as a civilian contractor, reportedly flew
as many as fifty combat missions during World War II. Library of Congress.

tremendous changes take place on the earth’s surface. Trees disappeared
from mountains and valleys. Erosion turned clear rivers yellow. Power
lines and highways stretched out beyond horizons.” Aviators not only saw
the land differently, they also distinguished gradual changes occurring on
the surface of the earth. Lindbergh recognized the relationship between
the changes in the land and the diminished nature of wildlife, adding that
“almost everywhere | landed, | heard stories of disappearing wilderness,
wildlife, and natural resources. Many species of animals that had taken
epochs to evolve were, within decades, on the verge of extinction.”*
Lindbergh’s conservation consciousness sprang not only from his
observations in flight, but also from stories his father told him as a child
about the senior Lindbergh’s boyhood in Minnesota. As the younger
Lindbergh recalled to a group of conservationists, when his father hunted
wildlife, “The woods were full of game, and the sky black with ducks.
His stories fascinated me. But one generation afterwards, there was no
big game. | envied my Dad for this.”** During the last two decades of his
life, Lindbergh evolved into a passionate and articulate spokesperson for
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environmental conservation. He served on the board of directors of the
World Wildlife Fund, worked on behalf of the International Union for
the Conservation of Nature, and the Nature Conservancy, and President
Richard M. Nixon appointed him to the President’s Citizens Committee
on Environmental Quality.®

Lindbergh’s increasing awareness of the degradation of the environment
through aerial observation presumably was experienced by other early
aviators who emerged to lead the Air Force. Because Air Force senior
officers emanated from rural origins more predominately than their Army
or Navy counterparts, as boys they too heard their fathers’ stories of the
past generation’s wildlife abundance and observed its depletion. Later, as
adults, many military leaders of the period found respite in the outdoors,
where they fished for trout in uncharted rivers and scouted the backcountry
for elk. Their experiences in the natural world from boyhood into
adulthood raised their awareness that wildlife could not flourish without
expansive forests and clear streams. As ecologist and wildlife expert R.
Aldo Leopold wrote, if an individual saw and felt, loved and admired,
understood and respected the land, it would have greater significance to
him. Thus the individual who had a personal relationship with the land and
its inhabitants would value it more and seek to conserve and protect it.t’
Airmen had that close connection to the natural world.

GERMINATION OF THE AIR FORCE CONSERVATION
ProGgraMm

At the end of World War 11, what conservation efforts that existed on
U.S. military bases were informal and often centered on the activities of
rod and gun clubs on the installations. Base commanders set local hunting
and fishing policies, rarely in conjunction with federal, state, and local
wildlife officials. The newly independent U.S. Air Force was the first
service to take steps toward a more cohesive policy. In 1948, as commander
of all military forces in Alaska, Air Force Lt. Gen. Nathan Twining, an
enthusiastic sportsman and conservationist, met with the Alaska regional
director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Clarence J. Rhode,
to discuss issues the USFWS had with service members violating hunting
regulations and problems the USFWS encountered patrolling its large,
mostly unpopulated region to enforce fish and game laws. As a result of the
meeting, each large Air Force installation within the command appointed
military game wardens to investigate alleged violations committed by
military personnel. Also in response to Twining’s initiative, Maj. Gen.
Joseph H. Atkinson, the concurrent head of the Alaskan Air Command,
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ALASKAN COMMAND

3 1 . ) ¢ .

A moose outside the headquarters of Alaskan Command at EImendorf Air Force Base. In
1948, as the head of the command, Lt. Gen. Nathan B. Twining worked with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service to establish a command-wide wildlife conservation program. Photo
(2005) by TSgt. Keith Brown. USAF.
established the Alaskan Command Wildlife Conservation Program that his
successors vigorously carried out.*®

Prior to these actions, U.S. military service personnel stationed in large
numbers in Alaska during World War Il had earned a negative reputation
with local citizens for their wanton destruction of wildlife. Under wartime
conditions, the only real recreation for off-duty personnel at these remote
military installations was in the surrounding countryside. Every serviceman
had his own firearm and plenty of ammunition. As a result, local wildlife
populations experienced greatly intensified hunting and fishing pressures.
After the war ended in 1945, local citizens grew weary of servicemen
who often violated local fish and game laws. Between 1945 and 1947,
numerous court cases against military men for game law breaches caused
the U.S. Army and Army Air Forces great embarrassment and strained
public relations with the local population. When General Twining took
over the Alaskan Command in late 1947, he sought a constructive solution
to the problem and found a willing partner in Rhode, a licensed pilot who
trained his wildlife biologists to fly so they could conduct aerial game
surveys and provide supplies for their field camps.*®
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Clarence J. Rhode, the Alaska regional director for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
worked with Maj. Gen. Nathan Twining to develop a wildlife conservation program
for Alaskan Command. U.S. Biological Survey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

As part of the program initiated in 1948, the commander of each
large Alaska Air Force installation appointed a military game warden to
assist local agents’ investigations of hunting and fishing law violations
committed by military personnel. The bases established rod and gun clubs
to indoctrinate newcomers to the principles of proper game conservation.
According to the Alaskan Air Command Wildlife Conservation Program
manual, circa 1953, “The commander desires that all military personnel
be afforded every opportunity to enjoy the natural resources of Alaska,
... utilize them as you would your personal resources. Wisely—without
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U.S. Army troops water an air installation in 1945 to reduce dust and erosion. They followed
the water application with a layer of oil. U.S. War Department Technical Manual TM 5-630.

waste—Ileave something for tomorrow.” Successive Alaskan Air Command
leaders continued Twining’s conservation agenda during the early Cold
War years, adhering to the belief that “wildlife conservation is a component
part of National Defense. Without natural resources, of all types, in general
abundance, there can be little national security.”

Alaskan Air Command’s Wildlife Conservation Program proved an
exception to most military land management strategies of the time and
established a new precedent for military natural resource programs. While
the Air Force needed large land tracts for overflight and bomb testing
purposes, it did not have a physical footprint over its entire acreage and
as a result could be more flexible in conserving the habitat for fish and
wildlife resources.? In contrast, the U.S. Army’s natural resource program
had focused largely on erosion and pest control during World War I1. The
Army prioritized erosion control because poor soil conditions hampered
troop training and tank activities on the ground. It also worked on
eradicating disease-carrying insects and vermin to keep its troops healthy.
After the war, the Army’s natural resource program concentrated on timber
production, fire control, agricultural leasing, and pest control. However, a
lack of command support and limited budgets impeded development of a
comprehensive conservation program, which the Army did not establish
until the mid-1960s.%

The Navy’s World War Il-era natural resource policies emphasized
runoff control and soil stabilization projects to protect naval facility lands
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and engineering improvements to guard against wind and water damage.
In 1960, the Navy consolidated control over its forest, soil, and wildlife
conservation programs in the Natural Resources Management Branch,
under the Bureau of Yards and Docks.? By the time the Navy and Army
formalized their conservation policies, the Air Force had more than a
decade of experience with effective natural resource management projects.

The Air Force’s fish and wildlife conservation efforts received
grounding in statute on October 11, 1949, when President Harry Truman
signed into law H.R. 2418, “Eglin Field Reservation—Wildlife, Fish, and
Game Conservation Act,” the original Sikes Act, Public Law 91-345.24
This act directed the secretary of the Air Force to create a program at
Eglin Field, Florida,” for “planning, development, maintenance, and
coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation”
in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The law also
authorized the Air Force to issue hunting and fishing licenses for a fee,
funds that in turn could be used to support wildlife conservation activities
at Eglin, and exempted the Air Force from having to transfer those funds
into the U.S. Treasury.?

Prior to the bill’s passage, the Air Force had no authority to reinvest
the money accrued from license fees in its conservation program. In
October 1947, the U.S. comptroller general had asserted that officials at
Eglin could not legally administer fees collected for permits to hunt and
fish on the installation. Instead, permit funds had to be deposited with the
treasurer of the United States. In response, Brig. Gen. Carl A. Brandt, the
commander at Eglin, wrote the Air Force chief of staff, General Spaatz,
and requested that Air Force headquarters seek “Congressional or other
required action” to allow hunting fees to be used for wildlife conservation
and restocking on his base.®

When the issue first surfaced, Congressman Robert L. F. “Bob” Sikes,
who represented the Florida district in which Eglin was located, was at his
home near the air field. After gathering information from Brandt, Sikes
quickly engaged his staff. On October 15, 1947, the congressman wrote
the senior secretary in his Washington office, Merrill Y. Winslett, asking
him to contact the Air Force chief of staft’s office and urge General Spaatz

* The Army used the term “air field” to refer to its installations prior to the creation of the
U.S. Air Force as an independent military service in September 1947. The Air Force designed
its installations as bases and capitalized them when used with a named base; for example,
Eglin Field became Eglin Air Force Base after independence. Because the timeline of this
subject matter is on both sides of the 1947 transition, the correct term relative to the date
is used in reference to air installations. An Air Force reservation is the land reserved for
bombing or gunnery practice. Woodford A. Heflin, The United States Air Force Dictionary
(Princeton, NJ: D. Van Nostrand, 1956), 20, 26, 201, 327.
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An undated photo shows a pier on Weekly Bayou at Eglin Air Force Base. This
installation, on the Florida Panhandle just northeast of Fort Walton Beach, became
the center of a debate in 1947 over the collection of fishing and hunting fees. The
U.S. congressman from the district, Robert L. F. “Bob” Sikes, sponsored legislation
to codify the practice. The Sikes Act, passed in 1949, established benchmarks for
military environmental policies. Library of Congress.

to authorize Eglin’s commander to collect the hunting and fish permit fees.
Sikes added that it was likely that a new law would have to be passed
to allow permanent collection of the monies and wrote, “I am willing to
undertake passage of such legislation. . . . This is very important to me and
I want it expedited in every way possible.”#

Sikes’s telegrams and telephone calls elicited quick responses from
Air Force leaders. Secretary of the Air Force W. Stuart Symington
informed the congressman on October 23 that he was looking into the
matter, and General Spaatz’s office replied to Sikes on October 27 that Air
Force headquarters had no objection to the Eglin commander continuing
the practice of collecting hunting and fishing fees for use in conservation
practices.?® However, the Air Force comptroller and inspector general’s
offices overruled Symington and Spaatz and dictated that funds could not
be collected without congressional authority. Fully aware of the hindrance
this created for his sportsmen constituents who hunted and fished at Eglin,
and for the Air Force tenants on the Florida Panhandle, Sikes initiated the
legislative process to redress the issue.?®
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Tue 1949 Sikes Act For EcLiN AR FiELD

Bob Sikes was born in Georgia in 1906 and settled in Florida in 1928.
After a stint as a newspaper owner and publisher, the Democrat won a
congressional election in 1940 and represented the Florida Panhandle
in the U.S. House of Representatives for thirty-eight years, from 1941
to 1979. During his time in office, Sikes, who rose to chairmanship of
the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Construction, built
his district into an arsenal, with fourteen military bases at the height of
his career in the mid-1960s.%° Sikes is also credited with creating the
Gulf Islands National Seashore and shepherding numerous conservation
and forestry bills through Congress that helped the once-barren Florida
Panhandle recover from years of destructive farming and logging
practices.®! Recognized as a proponent of safeguarding the panhandle’s
natural resources and an avid hunter and fisherman, Sikes loved the Florida
natural environment and used his position of power to protect it. According
to one U.S. Forest Service forester in Florida, Sikes was to “forestry what
Edison was to electricity—he brings the light. Bob fits the description of a
great conservationist.” Sikes also understood how the military functioned
based on his own military service, and he maintained strong relationships
with uniformed leaders. In 1944, Sikes temporarily left Congress to join
the U.S. Army at the rank of major and served under Maj. Gen. William
L. Donovan. Sikes remained a U.S. Army Reserve officer after the war,
reaching the rank of major general at the time of his retirement in 1967.3

When the opportunity arose to assist his state’s military landholders and
local sportsmen, Sikes proposed the necessary legislation. In February 1948,
he introduced H.R. 5506, “A bill to authorize restocking, propagation, and
conservation of game in the Eglin Field Reservation,” designed to authorize
all of the funds collected through the sale of hunting and fishing permits
at Eglin to be expended to improve fish and game populations at the base.
When the bill did not progress through congressional channels during that
session, Sikes reintroduced identical legislation on February 7, 1949.%

The most strident opponent of the Sikes bill was Lindsay G. Warren,
the comptroller general of the United States, who asserted that this type of
special legislation, allowing public monies to be accepted without lawful
accounting requirements, would establish an undesirable precedent. He
expressed an additional objection to the bill, echoed by other detractors:
that “propagation, distribution, and conservation of game appear[ed]
clearly to be outside the scope of the normal functions of the Department
of the Air Force . . . [and such legislation was] inconsistent with the efforts
now being made to eliminate overlapping of activities and to prevent
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Robert L. F. “Bob” Sikes (D-FL), with the self-proclaimed nickname of “He Coon,”
served thirty-eight years in Congress. The photo shows him during a tour of Fort
Richardson, Alaska, in 1964 with Maj. Gen. Ned D. Moore (USA). University of West
Florida Archives and West Florida History Center.

the expansion of departments . . . into fields which are foreign” to their
purpose. If Congress did pass the bill, Warren asked that all funds for the
program be accountable to the comptroller.®

43



Gen. Thomas D. White (front) is shown collecting fish in Panama in March 1956 when
he was vice chief of staff of the Air Force. White had a serious interest in ichthyology,
and he and his wife had two previously unidentified species of tropical fish named after
them. Four months after this photo was taken, he began overseeing the establishment of
the Air Force’s conservation program. Courtesy of the White family.

In response to this opposition, Sikes provided Warren details about
the scope of the fish and wildlife program at Eglin. Sikes explained that
allowing the Air Force to manage conservation programs on its own lands
would avoid duplication of effort required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, a point on which the Department of the Interior concurred. Sikes
acquiesced to Warren’s desire for a provision that required the Air Force to
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submit an accounting of Eglin’s fish and wildlife conservation funds to the
comptroller’s office. He successfully converted Warren to his side, and in
July 1949, the comptroller’s office reported favorably on the bill when it
came to the Senate floor. Sikes secured passage of the Eglin bill with little
debate, and H.R. 2418 was signed into law in October.®

Secretary of the Air Force Symington provided crucial support for
the Eglin conservation program. He wrote the chairman of the House
Committee on Armed Services, Carl Vinson (D-GA), in May 1949 to
express the Department of Defense’s, and the Air Force’s, full support
of Sikes’s resolution: “The Department of the Air Force is of the opinion
that legislation which has as its design the conservation and propagation
of fish and wildlife on any Government owned lands, whether they be
Army, Navy, or Air Force, is worthy of favorable consideration by the
Congress.” Further, Symington stated that the “Secretary of Defense has
delegated to this Department [of the Air Force] the responsibility for
expressing the views of the National Military Establishment” with regard
to the game conservation bill. This designation, colloquially known as
“executive agent,” established the Air Force as the proxy for the Pentagon
on issues related to the Sikes bill and engaged the service in future Defense
Department natural resource conservation concerns.®

While Sikes frequently communicated directly with the secretary and
chief of staff of the Air Force as he sought passage of H.R. 2418, he also
maintained a working rapport with the Air Force Office of Legislative
Liaison (AFL&L) regarding details of the bill’s language to ensure that
the service fully backed the legislation. When initially inquiring about
the conservation funding issue at Eglin, Sikes worked with Brig. Gen.
John K. Gerhart, director of AFL&L from January 1947 to August 1948.
Later when the bill was before Congress, Sikes kept Maj. Gen. Thomas
White, the director of AFL&L from October 1948 to April 1950, “fully
informed;” in turn, White assured Sikes of his cooperation and supported
Sikes’s efforts on the legislation.®” This initial involvement with the Sikes
bill introduced White to natural resource legislation and helped shape his
outlook on Air Force fish and wildlife conservation programs and policies.

White’s awareness and knowledge of the natural world began long
before his experience with the Sikes Act. Born in Minnesota in 1901 and
reared in Illinois, he was the son of an Episcopal bishop who taught him to
fish at an early age. His sister recalled that White preferred fishing “better
than anything else in the world,” particularly at their family’s northern
Michigan cottage.® He graduated from the U.S. Military Academy in
1920, instilled with many of the West Point values that produced the
nation’s earliest explorer/engineers.*® As an attaché in the Army Air Corps,
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fluent in Chinese, Russian, [talian, Greek, Spanish, and Portuguese, White
traveled the world on numerous assignments. Wherever he went, he
packed his fishing tackle. In 1940, on duty in Brazil, the keen outdoorsman
transformed his fly-fishing hobby into a more serious off-duty pursuit.
While gathering rare tropical fish for his personal aquarium, White, with
his wife, Constance, began collecting and preserving specimens for Dr.
George S. Myers, a renowned ichthyologist at Stanford University. This
effort led to the discovery of two previously unidentified species of tropical
fish later named for the general and his wife, “Cynolebias Constanceiae”
and “Cynolebias Whitei.”*°

Demobilization after World War 11 caused White to seriously consider
a career outside the military. Regularly between 1946 and 1949, he queried
Myers about the “low-down on the ichthyological field” and the admission
requirements for Stanford’s doctoral program in biology before the Air
Force promoted him and settled his career path.** By the time he became
vice chief of staff of the Air Force in 1953 and chief of staff in 1957,
General White had a firm grasp of conservation issues in the Air Force.
His experience with the Sikes legislative process and personal interest in
safeguarding fish and wildlife would lead White to champion his service’s
conservation endeavors.

Overall, the legislative activity preceding the Sikes Act’s passage
served as a valuable experience that educated Air Force leaders about
the increasing political and social significance of natural resource
conservation issues. Notably, legislative activity surrounding the bill
established the Air Force as the executive agent for the Department of
Defense on such matters. Further, the 1949 law created the framework for
the more encompassing Sikes Act of 1960, which strengthened cooperation
between the Defense Department and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on a
national level. As discussed in chapter 5, subsequent revisions to the Sikes
Act would resonate for decades to follow in the realm of wildlife and
habitat conservation, first on military lands, and later on other federally
managed properties. After 1974, Sikes Act amendments even included
appropriations for the Departments of Agriculture and Interior to carry out
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military and other specified
federally owned lands.*?
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THREE

Natural Resources Conservation, the
Military Land Use Controversy,
and Congressional Challenges

In the decades following World War 11, the conservation movement began
its transformation into the modern environmental movement, although it
would be many years before it was labeled as such. An effort that once
emphasized efficient use of forests, water, soil, and wildlife as commodities
began evolving into an endeavor concerned with environmental protection,
species preservation, quality of life, population growth, and the impact of
technology on the natural world.

According to environmental historian Samuel P. Hays, new postwar
environmental and ecological values reflected increasing standards of
living and changing attitudes among Americans about what constituted a
better life. After World War 11, technology advanced at an unprecedented
pace, revolutionizing production methods and fueling postwar economic
expansion. As incomes rose, more people obtained the necessities of life
and sought discretionary consumer goods. These expanding economic and
personal opportunities intensified the depletion of natural resources and
degraded the environment. At the same time, more Americans gained an
appreciation of the outdoors and took an interest in protecting nature.*

The increase in financial security coupled with a postwar population
boom accelerated housing development across the country and transformed
rural farm and wild lands into suburbs. Heavy industry, radically expanded
to support the war effort, flourished during the Cold War era and spread
nationwide, often polluting the country’s rivers and air. Concurrently,
the first unified theories of ecology emerged and helped educate postwar
scientists and the general public about environmental problems facing
the country and the world.? Historian Donald Worster asserted that soon
after the war, Americans began discovering that “the earth was sick, and
the sickness was our doing.”® While it would take more than a decade
before the conservation movement would begin fully responding to the
ecological challenges presented by vast postwar social and economic
changes, a “protoenvironmental consciousness” emerged in the late 1940s
and 1950s and arguably encouraged the military’s conservation efforts.*
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Conservation professionals experienced firsthand this shift in public
attitude toward the environment before and immediately after World
War Il. In 1940, the International Association of Game, Fish, and
Wildlife Conservation Commissioners noted in its annual convention
proceedings the successes their profession had achieved in restoring
North American wildlife during the 1930s. However, with the impending
war, the organization feared that wildlife resources would be exploited in
the name of patriotism. When the United States entered the conflict, this
concern manifested itself as the federal government gave the military large
segments of National Wildlife Refuge land for training and operations.
After the war, wildlife professionals redoubled their restoration efforts
by developing reliable water supplies for waterfowl, replanting cutover
forests and deserted farmland with trees and shrubs, and restocking
animal populations in regions where they had been extirpated.> While they
achieved significant tangible success in reviving their earlier conservation
efforts, most wildlife experts eschewed natural resource politics, allowing
politicians to assume leadership in the arena of government policy.®

Inthe 1950s, natural resource professionals confronted a fresh challenge
to their labors as the Dwight D. Eisenhower administration consigned its
conservation efforts to politicos. Conservation historian James Trefethen
opined that the result of Eisenhower’s conservation agenda “for most of
the federal conservation programs was near disaster.”” The new secretary
of the interior, J. Douglas McKay (1953-56), former Oregon governor and
Chevrolet dealership owner, introduced the spoils system to the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and catered to private oil, gas, and timber companies
that actively sought access to National Wildlife Refuge System lands for
development. He was dubbed the “Giveaway King” by the Democratic
National Committee and “Generous Doug” by journalist Drew Pearson. In
three years under McKay, the Department of the Interior issued sixty-four
oil and gas exploration permits on wildlife refuges; in the previous eleven
years, it had issued only twenty-two such permits. McKay also granted
private mining, timber, and grazing interests large parcels of land from the
public domain.®

In 1955, McKay endorsed the Bureau of Reclamation’s bid to build the
massive Echo Park Dam in Colorado within Dinosaur National Monument,
a part of the National Park system, which conservationists vehemently
opposed. When the final bill authorizing the dam reached Congress in
April 1955, anti-dam protestors organized more than 300 state and national
sporting and wildlife groups to demonstrate against the perceived invasion
of the National Parks.® By the time activists successfully lobbied members
of Congress to remove the Echo Park Dam from the larger Colorado River
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Had the Echo Park Dam been built in Dinosaur National Monument, Colorado, in the
1950s, much of the area in the foreground along the Green River, including 800-foot-tall
Steamboat Rock (center), would have been submerged. National Park Service.

Storage Project in July, national conservation policies had emerged as a
significant political issue. Historian Hal K. Rothman contended that the
political endeavor to defeat this dam project politically revolutionized
conservation in the United States into a complex social movement, and
ultimately, “conservation was reborn as environmentalism.” Professional
conservationists developed strategies to defend their ground, and citizens
awoke to the impending threats to their public spaces.’® The Department
of Defense (DOD) and the U.S. Air Force would soon feel the force of this
energized movement.

GrowiING PuBLiCc OUTDOOR PARTICIPATION

Postwar social change and population growth intensified human
pressures on limited recreational resources and spawned public frustration
over ineffective federal land policies, particularly in respect to how much
land the military was acquiring. In the 1950s through the early 1960s,
personal income, leisure time, and mobility increased, and the United States
grew increasingly suburban.* At the same time, use of outdoor recreation
areas soared, while available outdoor resources remained stagnant. For
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The crowded Fishing Bridge on Yellowstone Lake at Yellowstone National Park during
the summer of 1962. Public participation in outdoor recreational activities such as
fishing increased exponentially in the years following World War 11, as did visitation at
the country’s national parks. National Park Service.

example, the number of visits to the National Park system rose from 6
million in 1942 to 33 million in 1950 and 72 million in 1960, though park
facilities remained essentially the same until the mid-1950s. During the
immediate postwar years, attendance rose 10 percent at National Forests; 12
percent at National Wildlife Refuges; and 28 percent at Corps of Engineers
reservoirs.? The number of hunting and fishing licenses purchased during
this time demonstrates the dramatic rise in participation in those activities.
In 1940, fishing licenses in the United States totaled 7.93 million. By
1956, those numbers had rocketed to 18.7 million, a 136 percent increase.
Hunting licenses rose 89 percent in the same period, from 7.65 million to
14.46 million. Both increases were significantly greater than the 28 percent
increase in population, from 132.12 million in 1940 to 168.90 million in
1956.% By 1955, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that one
in every three households in the United States—17 million homes—had
one or more outdoor sportspersons. Overall, 25 million men, women, and
children over age twelve—one in every five persons—fished or hunted in
1955. Of that number, one in six households in cities with populations over
500,000 had hunters or fishermen; one in three households in small cities
and suburbs; one in three households in towns with populations greater
than 2,500 outside urban areas; and one in two households in rural areas
with populations less than 2,500.2* More Americans also sought enjoyment
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from observing wildlife, and by 1964, wildlife watchers numbered 50
million. Organizations like the National Wildlife Federation and National
Audubon Society expanded their efforts to protect migratory birds and
mammals and their habitat and also helped educate Americans about the
need to preserve the quality of the environment.*

MiLiTARY LAND ACQUISITION

When the United States entered World War 11, the War and Navy
Departments procured land for training and operational needs through
several avenues: purchasing from private owners; leasing from individuals,
municipalities, and state governments; and transferring and leasing from
the public domain—that is, land belonging to the U.S. federal government
not reserved for any particular public purpose, primarily forest or grazing
property. The outright purchase of land for military purposes differed
from typical property sales with a willing seller and willing buyer. When
the military sought land from multiple owners in a large area, often some
owners did not want to sell their property. In the absence of a voluntary sale,
the federal government could employ the General Condemnation Statute,
the Declaration of Taking Act, or the War Powers Act to take immediate
possession of the property while negotiations over payment concluded.®

During the war, when the military acquired land for varied purposes,
the quality of the land needed for each function differed widely. In
general, ordnance plants required some of the best agricultural land in a
community—Ievel, deep soil in which explosive shocks settled quickly
and on which heavy foundations could be laid. These plants needed
established rail and highway transportation, adequate water availability,
and a nearby labor supply, all of which often already existed in thriving farm
communities. Like ordnance plants, air fields also required high-quality
land—Ievel, cleared parcels at least 160 acres in area. Military camps and
maneuver areas were located on lands not well adapted to agriculture but
commonly near a sizeable city with railroad and recreational facilities for
large numbers of men. The military placed bombing and artillery ranges
on the poorest land available, primarily inferior grazing acreage in the
western states and woodlands of the east.'’

After the war, different federal agencies dispersed excess military
properties. The Department of Agriculture was responsible for disposing
of surplus agricultural and forest land; the Interior Department for
grazing and mineral areas; the Federal Works Agency for nonindustrial
real estate; and the National Housing Agency for housing property. The
military could also transfer unneeded land to another government agency;
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