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Charles L. Wood was a son of the Great 
Plains and its agricultural heritage. Born 
into a farm family in Hemingsford, 
Nebraska. Chuck Wood was educated at 
St. Benedict's College in Atchinson, 
Kansas, and at the University of Kansas, 
where he earned his M.A. and Ph.D. 
degrees in American history under the 
tutelage of Professors George L. Anderson 
and John G. Clark. Between 1963 and 
1970 and again from 1974 to 1976, he 
served on the faculty of Hayden High 
School in Topeka. Chuck joined the 
history faculty at Texas Tech University in 
1976, where he taught agricultural history 
until his sudden death at the age of 44 in 
1981. Although his stay with us was brief, 
Chuck communicated his deep affection 
for the land and people of the Plains and 
energetically pursued his research on 
cattle ranching in the West. His articles 
on the range and cattle industry appeared 
in the Kansas Historical Quarterly and the 
Journal of the West, and in 1980 his 
monograph The Kansas Beef Industry was 
published by the Regents Press of Kansas. 
An Associate of the International Center 
for Arid and Semi-Arid Land Studies at 
Texas Tech, Chuck Wood had begun to 
research the ranching industry in West 
Texas at the time of his death. Chuck's 
enthusiasm for his subject, his dedication 
to good teaching and careful scholarship, 
and his kind and gentle manner touched 
students and colleagues alike. Both 
agricultural history and Texas Tech are 
richer for the work of Charles L. Wood. 

JOSEPH E. KING 
DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY 
IBXAS IBCH UNIVERSITY 



INTRODUCTION 

Donald E. Worster is the Hall 
Distinguished Professor of American 
History at the University of Kansas. 
A leading scholar in the field of envi
ronmental history, Professor Worster 
was born in California, but grew up in 
Kansas. He received both his B.A. and 
M.A. at the University of Kansas, and 
his Ph.D. from Yale. 

Professor Worster is the author and 
editor of five books. These include 
American Environmentalism; Nature's 
Economy: A History of Ecological Ideas; 
Dust Bowl: The Southern Plains in the 
1930s, which won the American Historical 
Association's Bancroft Prize in 1980; 
Rivers of Empire which was nominated in 
1987 for the Pulitzer Prize; and Ends of 
the Earth: Perspectives on Modern 
Environmental History. In addition, 
Professor Worster has contributed a 
number of important articles to scholarly 
journals. These include "Hydraulic Society 
in California" in Agricultural History, and 
"The Transfonnation of the Earth: An 
Agro-Ecological Perspective on History" 
in the Journal of American History. 

Professor Worster is also General 
Editor of the Cambridge University Press 
monograph series, Studies in Environ
mental History. He is currently on the 
editorial boards of Environmental History 
Review. Great Plains Quarterly, Western 
Historical Quarterly, and Environmental 
Ethics. 

Professor Worster has held Guggen
heim, American Council of Learned 
Societies, Mellon, and National Endow
ment for the Humanities fellowships. 

Other honors include the presidency of 
the American Society for Environmental 
History, and the election in 1988 to the 
Society of American Historians. In 1989 
Professor Worster joined the Board of 
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Directors of the Land Institute in Salina, 
Kansas. 

In this essay in the Charles L. Wood 
Lecture Series, Worster puts the ranching 
history of the American West in a com
parative perspective. Linking it to varieties 
of pastoral ecology elsewhere in the world, 
he contrasts traditional pastoralism with 
the market-oriented, private property 
model that is practiced in the United States. 
He notes that such issues as herd regulation 
and grazing pressure, for example, are 
constant in nearly all live-stock-based rural 
communites, but that the "outcomes" are 
very different. The essay is modem, 
timely, and full of the energy that 
characterizes the new western history. 

The following individuals served on 
the 1990-91 Wood Lecture Series Com
mittee: Paul Carlson, History (Chair); 
Marvin Cepica, Agricultural Sciences; 
Marie Friedberger, History; Joe King, 
History; Idris Traylor, Jr., International 
Center for Arid and Semi-Arid Land 
Studies; David Murrah, Southwest 
Collection; and Sharon Kohout, South
west Collection. 

The 1991 lecture was sponsored by: 

Texas Tech University's 
Arts and Sciences Honors 

Program 
College of Agricultural Sciences 
College of Arts and Sciences 
Department of History 
International Center for Arid and 

Semi-Arid Land Studies 
Southwest Collection 

Ranching Heritage Association 

MARK FRIEDBERGER 
DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY 
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 



Cowboy Ecology: 
A New Look at an Old West 

Donald E. Worster 

Ask almost any group of people the 
world over, from Peoria to Perth, and they 
will say that the American West is about 
the cowboy and his life of chasing cows on 
the range. They may add, without much 
encouragement, that the West has come to 
symbolize the whole national identity of 
the United States. Instead of seeing in that 
response a measure of truth, historians 
have tended to dismiss it as popular myth
making, a fashion of mass culture, 
essentially false and insignificant. Those 
who write the history of the nation have 
more or less ignored the life on the range 
(as they have life in the Trans-Mississippi 
West generally). A survey of fourteen 
popular American history textbooks shows 
that the range industry, cowboy, and ranch 
receive, on the average, less than two pages 
worth of attention out of almost a thousand 
pages of text.1 The historians say one 
thing about what is important in our past, 
popular intuition says another. In this case, 
l believe, popular intuition is worth 
heeding, though not for all the popular 
reasons. 

One prominent exception to the 
academic trend to scant the West is Daniel 
Boorstin, who opens the third volume of 
his survey of the American experience 
with a celebration of the "go-getters," 
a generation of entrepreneurs who, in the 
aftermath of the Civil War, "went in search 
of what others had never imagined was 
there to get," men who "made something 
out of nothing." Prominent among them 
were cowboys in the broad sense of the 
term: western cattle drovers like Charles 
Goodnight and cattle shippers like Joseph 
McCoy. two among many who saw the 
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possibility of extracting meat out of the 
unlikely environment of the "desert."2 
Boorstin regards such men as the 
archetypes of a new America that refuses 
to be constrained by traditional, rigid 
morality but plunges ahead into modem 
ambiguity, making up rules as it goes. 
Others, less persuaded that free enterprise 
has made old morals obsolete, have called 
those cowboy entrepreneurs a generation of 
thugs and rustlers. Most academic his
torians have come to regard the whole saga 
of cowpunchers, cattlemen, and the beef 
and wool industry with some boredom, if 
not distaste, and deny its relevance to 
the mainstream of social change and 
conflict. 

The status of ranching history, and 
with it western history, seems especially 
low when compared to the status of the 
plantation history of the American South. 
Even at this late point in the twentieth 
century, after so much urbanization and 
economic growth, the plantation still stands 
at the very center of southern studies. 
Moreover, unlike the ranch, it occupies a 
prominent place in 'the text books. Yet the 
ranch and the plantation alike were 
spawned by the capitalist revolution in 
agriculture. Each institution has been a 
powerful determinant of a regional iden, 
tity. The critical difference between 
them lies, of course, in the fact that the 
plantation practiced an especially heinous 
form of labor exploitation, which has left 
an enduring· mark on race relations, not 
only in the United States but in a number 
of other societies, mainly in the warmer. 
latitudes where Europeans came to force 
non-whites to raise exotic food and fiber 



for them on a large scale. The plantation 
has been a cruel instrument in the Euro
pean conquest of people of color, and 
historians seeking to understand that long 
story of racial conquest, exploitation, and 
injustice have rightly given it careful 
attention. 

But out on the western range human 
relations have always seemed a lot more 
open, sunny, non-repressive, and therefore, 
forgettable. True, every ranch required, 
somewhere in the past, a dispossession of 
native peoples. And on the typical ranch 
there was a poorly paid work crew that was 
often Indian, Mexican, African-American, 
and if one includes the Hawaiian range, 
even Asian and Polynesian. The European 
languages spoken out west included 
Spanish, German, Danish, and the Gaelic 
dialect; far more often than the southern 
plantation, the range was a microcosmic 
league of nations under white hegemony. 
We have tended, through the influence of 
too many John Wayne movies, to assume 

· otherwise; the full history of the diverse 
racial and ethnic relations on the range has 
yet to be written. All the same, compared 
to chattel slavery, the work relationships 
there seem to be rather ordinary and even 
benign, more egalitarian than exploitative. 
The system was one of wage laborers 
selling their services freely, sometimes 
for only a season or two, then moving on. 
With the job necessarily went a lot of 
autonomy. Since chasing after steers often 
took one far away from the scrutiny of a 
foreman, since in fact the work demanded 
a great deal of self-directedness and 
initiative, and since the hired men were 
allowed to ride big horses and carry big 
guns across a big space, there was 
relatively more personal freedom for 
workers in the ranching industry than in, 
say, the textile factory or the cotton field. 
Consequently, the idea of a "cowboy pro
letariat" is a seed that has been sown a few 
times by historians but has always fallen 
on stony ground.3 
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However, if labor and racial exploita
tion did not occur on the range to the same 
terrible degree it did on the plantation, 
there is another aspect that stands out as 
distinctive, compelling, and historically 
significant. This is an issue that is ab
solutely crucial to the course of western 
American development, one that has much 
to teach the rest of the nation. And, above 
all, it is an issue that is vital to much of 
today's world, particularly the developing 
nations of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. 
I mean the question of how we are to get a 
living from a fragile, vulnerable earth 
without destroying it--or put otherwise, 
how we are to lead a sustainable life that 
does not deplete the natural environment 
nor communities that depend on it. For 
this issue the West, because so much of it 
is ecologically marginal for many human 
purposes, has represented one of the pre
eminent laboratories on the planet. It is, 
as Walter Prescott Webb once noted, a 
semi-desert with a desert at its heart.4 
Compared to the North and South, the 
western environment did not yield easily to 
agriculture or urban growth, and only in 
recent decades, with the aid of modem, 
sophisticated technology to pump the water 
and cool the air, has the region acquired 
much population. Such is also the 
condition of many of the Third World 
countries: they too face the challenge of 
marginal lands--lands that are too hot, too 
cold, too dry, too mountainous by the 
standards of modem agriculture; lands that 
defy human ambitions, but lands that 
today, under the pressure of explosive 
population growth, are being brought under 
cultivation or husbandry and being settled. 

Compounding those environmental 
challenges is the question of what form of 
tenure or property rights will best assure a 
sustainable agricultural future: individual 
or communal, entrepreneurial or bureau
cratic? Here again, the history of ranching 
in the American West offers a relevant 
experience, for it has been wracked from 



its earliest days by debate over the 
question. 

But in order to be usefurin these ways, 
cowboy history has to be pre8ented more 
forcefully than it has been in terms of 
comparative human ecology, emphasizing 
the relation of people to other animals, of 
animals to vegetation, and of vegetation to 
patterns of tenure. In the rest of this essay 
I want to sketch that alternative, com
parative approach and suggest lines of 
research that can bring the region's sig
nificance home to scholars all over the 
world. We ought to begin by getting 
outside our regional provincialisms, 
overcoming our insistence on American 
uniqueness, and trying to situate the 
cattleman· and his ranch in the broad 
panorama of human adaptation to the earth. 

Except in California, where everything 
is a ranch--out there they have diet ranches, 
avocado ranches, golf and tennis ranches, 
suburban ranchettes, and retired President 
ranches--a ranch is an extensive farm that 
specializes in raising cows, sheep, goats, or 
horses. But it is also a modem reworking 

. of an ancient pastoral way of life, and we· 
need to understand what it replaced in 
order to comprehend fully what it has 
been and what it is becoming. 

Pastoralism, an adaptation empha
sizing the herding of livestock, seems 
to have begun as a simplification of 
agriculture, with its mixed economy of 
plants and animals. Possibly it appeared 
in response to the pressure of a growing 
population on a limited space; some people· 
may have been excluded from farming and 
forced to find a living in more marginal 
lands--that is, they were forced out of river 
valleys onto broad uplands or into high 
mountains or out on the steppes where only 
scrubby brush grew and the rainfall was 
scanty and erratic. There they had to 
abandon much of their old life, limiting 
their subsistence base to various ruminants. 
Apparently, the earliest people to be 
thrown out into the wasteland were the 
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nomads of the Middle East, the children of 
Ishmael, who took to roaming the deserts 
with their camels, goats, and sheep, though 
maintaining a mutualistic relationship with 
the agrarian settlements, now trading with 
them, now raiding them, maintaini:fig that 
interdependent relationship well down into 
recent times. 

The anthropologist Brian Spooner has 
identified six broad cultural regions 
emerging from this ancient history of 
nomadic pastoralism: sub-Saharan Africa, 
where people's livelihood came to be based 
on herding cattle; the vast desert belt that 
stretches from the Sahara across Arabia to 
India, a zone where the camel has been the 
key animal; the mountain plateaus of 
Iberia, Italy, Greece, Turkey, and Afghan
istan, based mainly on sheep; the Central 
Asian Steppe, also sheep-based; and the 
circumpolar region from Norway to the 
Bering Sea, where the reindeer has long 
been the principal herd animal, the chief 
source of clothing and food.5 

Perhaps the most important inquiry for 
a modem historian of the West to make of 
that long nomadic tradition is how all those 
peoples, living closely with animals in so 
many different places, managed to sustain 
their way of life. In east Africa, for 
example, tribes followed flocks and herds 
for 10,000 years; although, in the accounts 
of some authorities, they had a profound 
effect on the flora of the continent, they 
nonetheless managed to achieve a state of 
fluctuating equilibrium, at least until very 
recently.6 Whatever damages to nature 
they did, whatever tragedies they may have 
experienced over those ten millennia, they 
survived down to the days of note-taking 
anthropologists. How did they do it? 
How did they regulate their impact on the 
land to keep it producing? How successful 
were they in conserving the graze or 
browse on which their stock depended? 
What kind of land degradation could one 
find among pastoral peoples and how 
severe was it? 



There are as many answers to those 
questions as there were traditional nomadic 
pastoral societies. In some cases, par
ticularly in severely dry areas, the herding 
life produced a highly independent folk 
who relied on constant mobility to preserve 
their ecological base. It was a regular 
thing to squabble amongst themselves and 
make war against rival tribes. Among the 
Qashga'i of southwestern Iran, for instance, 
each extended household traditionally kept 
its herds separate from others in the tribe, 
grazed them on pasture allocated by the 
headmen, and got along with few social 
rules. Each household tried to build its 
herds as large as it could, keeping a 
steady pressure on the range, demanding 
more room from the headmen when they 
enjoyed a surplus of animals. The tribe 
in turn asserted control over as much land 
as it could and defended it against com
petitors. A rough--and sometimes it got 
very rough--balance of power among area 
tribes determined who had winter and 
summer pasture access. Within each tribe 
there was a hierarchy based on livestock 
wealth, though private property in land 
was unknown. 

Traditional nomads showed little 
interest in resource conservation or 
pasture improvement, though they were 
incredibly knowledgeable about the lands 
they exploited. (I use the past tense 
because true nomadism today has virtually 
disappeared.) They had to know where 
there would be grass in the months ahead, 
how many head of animals it would 
support, where there would be waterholes, 
when to expect drought As they depleted 
their supplies l~ally, they went looking 
for more, sometimes entering into the 
territory of others where they used dip
lomacy if they could, but took by force of 
arms if they must, to gain access. Even
tually, when their overgrazed pastures had 
recovered, they brought their stock back to 
chew it all up again. So long as their 
human numbers remained limited by war, 
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disease, or birth control, and their herds 
were regularly culled by drought, hunger, 
predation, theft, or infertility, they 
managed to stay within the carrying 
capacity of their range, the vegetation 
evolving toward resilience and tenacity.7 

In other cases, however, the history of 
pastoralism took an altogether different 
direction. The strategy of survival was not 
one of wandering impermanently from one 
site to another, in an endless cycle of no
madism, but of learning to stay in one 
place and adjusting to its limits. The 
circum-alpine environment of Europe 
furnishes many examples of this more 
intensive, sedentary form of pastoralism. 
There the herders traditionally spent a part 
of the year grazing their animals in nearby 
alpine meadows--practicing a kind of 
vertical and partial nomadism called 
transhumance. At summer's end they 
trailed their stock down to established 
villages, where they fed them through the 
winter on stored hay; thus, they lived much 
of the year like other farmers, but har
vested milk and cheese rather than grain. 
The high summer pastures of this region 
have been used since Neolithic times, and 
since the Middle Ages there has 11 gradually 
evolved what would appear to be the most 
stable and finely balanced form of peasant 
society and culture in the European area:·B 
Similar patterns of settled village life, 
limited pastoral movement, and cautious 
environmental control can be found in the 
Andean region of South America and in the 
Himalayas.9 

The classic ecological study of 
mountain pastoralism is Robert Netting's 
Balancing on an Alp, which examines the 
still thriving Swiss community of Torbel, 
located above the Rhone Valley toward 
Zermatt and the Italian border. For at least 
seven centuries daily life there has been 
hedged about with precise written rules and 
regulations that no desert nomad would 
find tolerable; the earliest of them, an 
ancient scrap of parchment written in 



Latin, dates as far back as 1224 A.D. 
Mainly, the regulations deal with land use. 
They specify, for example, exactly who in 
the village has the right to graze livestock, 
who in effect owns a share in this com
munity pasture. So strict is the observance 
of the rules that no outsiders have ever 
been allowed to break into that closed 
circle.10 Families are also limited to the 
number of cattle they can winter over on 
their individual hay crops, which are raised 
on their private landholdings; there are 
5,000 such parcels in the community, and a 
family may own as many as a hundred of 
them, scattered among everyone else's, 
along with a share in the many large 
storage barns. It is a close-knit, egali
tarian community where there are neither 
rich nor poor. The feudal ages never 
disrupted the socio-ecological order, nor 
has the modem capitalist economy 
succeeded so far in breaking it down. 
It strikes a balance between communal and 
individual ownership. It defines needs 
locally and firmly limits them. Above all, 
the pastoral life in Torbel is based on a 
strong, persistent, widely-shared sense of 
natural limits; otherwise, the regulations 
would cease to be acceptable. As Netting 
put it, "The centuries-long survival and 
continued productivity of both alp and 
forest testify to the effectiveness of 
communal management, the wisdom of 
conservation measures, and the continued 
enforcement of rules against overgrazing 
and indiscriminate timber cutting." 11 

One could travel around the world 
examining the variety of pastoral ways of 
life. My point in making only a quick 
discursus is to suggest that the student of 
the American West has a vast history to 
become at least passingly familiar with and 
a wealth of possibilities for comparative 
analysis. The cowboy belongs to this 
greater world of human ecology, not 
merely to Wyoming. 

The North American ranch began to 
emerge as an institution in the southern 
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part of Texas during the 1860s, and its 
story belongs completely to the post-Civil 
War era of the nation. Though it adopted 
terms, tools, and animal lore going back 
into the dim past of Hispanic and Celtic 
antecedents, the ranch was unmistakably a 
modem capitalist institution. It took 
form in the marginal environments of the 
New World, where heretofore there had 
been only a few domesticated animals. It 
specialized in raising exotic cattle or 
other animals to sell in the marketplace, 
furnishing meat, hides, and wool to the 
growing metropolises of the East or 
Europe. Livestock became a commodity in 
this innovative system, and a form of 
capital that was made to earn a profit and 
increase itself many times over, without 
limit. But the animals were only one part 
of the capital--a mere mechanism for 
processing the more essential capital, the 
western grasslands, into a form suitable 
for human consumption. The cattle carried 
the grass, as it were, to the Chicago or 
Kansas City stockyards, where they were 
slaughtered by the millions and carved into 
beefsteak.12 From the earliest period in 
the United States the scale of this industry 
was continental, growing up as it did with 
the national railroad lines; then, following 
the invention of the refrigerated ship in 
1879, it became transoceanic and global.13 

Following the Swiss and Maasai cow
herd, the Berber and Baluchistan shepherd, 
the Peruvian llama and Yemeni camel 
tender, the North American cowboy steps 
forth, a brand-new figure in the long 
tradition. But like his predecessors, 
he must confront the old fundamental 
questions: What is his relationship to 
the land to be, and how long can he sustain 
himself in comparison with the others? 

The first quarter-century of American 
livestock ranching, lasting from about 1865 
to 1890, was, according to every his-
torian who has written on the subject, an 
unmitigated disaster: colorful, exciting, 
fabulous, yes, but a disaster all the same. 



From Texas north to the Canadian plains 
and all the way westward to the·Pacific, 
thousands of entrepreneurs assembled their 
herds and drove them onto the public 
lands, millions of acres lying open to 
private enterprise. They had no tribal 
headmen to guide them, no ancient 
parchments to spell out their rights and 
responsibilities, little or no knowledge of 
the landscapes they were invading, and no 
willingness to wait for any·of these to 
appear. The range belonged to no one, 
they claimed; therefore, it belonged to 
everyone. The first individuals to arrive 
simply appropriated what they wanted and, 
without legal title, began to take off the 
grass. Others soon arrived and claimed the 
same right. Then there was a multitude, 
some of them individuals, some of them 
corporations, not a few of them "cowboys" 
living in Edinburgh or London. Let one of 
the most prominent of these newfangled 
pastoralists, Granville Stuart, describe the 
frenzied scene in Montana in the boom 
years: 

In 1880, the country was 
practically uninhabited. One 
could travel for miles without 
seeing so much as a traveler's 
bivouac. Thousands of buffalo 
darkened the rolling plains. 
There were deer, elk, wolves and 
coyotes on every hill and in every 
ravine and thicket. ... In the 
fall of 1883, there was not a 
buffalo remaining on the range, 
and the antelope, elk, and deer 
were indeed scarce. In 1880 no 
one had h~d tell of a cowboy 
in "this niche of the woods" and 
Charlie Russell (the famous 
cowboy artist of Montana) had 
made no pictures of them; but in 
the fall of 1883, there were 
600,000 head of cattle on the 
range. The cowboy . . . had 
become an institution.14 
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But in 1888, a mere five years later, he 
might have added that much of the western 
ranching industry was lying in ruins, the 
victim of severe overgrazing and des
perately cold winters. Many thousands of 
animals were lying dead all over the range, 
starved and frozen; the survivors were 
riding in boxcars to the stockyards for · 
rapid liquidation by their owners. Even 
faster than it had boomed, the new 
American pastoralism hosted. It would 
take decades forit fully to recover, 15 
. That collapse of what we might call 

the "laissez-faire commons·~ was one of the 
greatest, as measured in the loss of animal 
life, in the entire history of pastoralism. It. 
has been told many times in western 
history courses, and probably forgotten as 
often, for Americans do not like to 
remember that they once failed abysmally 
in a form of husbandry where illiterate 
African tribesmen had succeeded. M:y 
purpose in recalling it here is not merely to 
emphasize the failure of our early cowboy 
capitalists but rather to draw attention to 
the predicament it created. We had ac
quired a vast public domain, a large part 
of which would never be suitable for 
agriculture; it was as marginal as they 
come. What it offered was a pasture of 
considerable potential for livestock, one 
covering several hundred million acres. 
But who would own it? Who would . 
manage it? Was there any safe, humane, 
permanent way to turn that grass and the 
poor, dumb, hoofed animals living on it 
into modem dreams of unlimited personal 
wealth? 

Over most of the present century there 
have been two competing answers to that 
set of questions, and neither has so far 
managed to make its case convincing 
enough to settle the matter once and for all. 
Some have said the public range should be 
given or sold to private interests. Others 
have said the range ought to remain federal 
property. I should add that neither pref
erence has much continuity with that long 



tradition of Old World pastoralism; indeed, 
they are both based on a rejection of 
tradition, on a confidence in the new, and 
perhaps it is that fact which has made 
neither of them quite an adequate or 
acceptable solution. 

One of the recommendations that 
came quickly out of the debacle of the 
1880s was predictable in a nation devoted 
to the principles of free enterprise: tum the 
whole public domain over to the ranchers 
as their private property and let them 
manage it without hindrance. If farmers 
could get free homesteads of 160 acres, 
why should the stockmen not get free 
ranches of 1,600 or 16,000 acres, get 
whatever they needed to raise their herds 
and flocks? In the eyes of many it was a 
matter of fairness for those who lived by 
herding instead of cropping. But when the 
claim of a right to a freehold of 16,000 
acres did not seem to get much recognition, 
other, more compelling arguments 
emerged, based on economics and ecology. 
Privatizing the range, it was argued, would 
give the western grazier a real incentive to 
manage the land better and avoid the kind 
of irresponsible free-for-all of the 1880s. 
With a fee-simple title in hand, he would 
be more likely to invest in long-tenn 
improvements, especially fencing. The 
fences were all important, for a set of 
fences, it was said, would allow the 
stockman to bring in a better grade of 
animal, freeing him of the fear of in
discriminate breeding with lesser stock. 
Fences would also make possible a system 
of pasture rotations, confining the animals 
to areas where the vegetation was in good 
shape, keeping them off areas that needed 
to recover. There would be less erosion, 
depletion, and weedy invasion. Under a 
program of privatization the range would 
yield a higher economic return while, 
simultaneously, remaining a more healthy 
and productive environment.16 

Such was the answer that began to be 
heard in congressional hearings from the 
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first part of the twentieth century on to the 
present, an answer one can follow among 
individual stockmen, their lobbying groups 
(the National Livestock Association, the 
National Wool Growers Association, the 
various state versions of the same), their 
senators and representatives, and a number 
of resource economists. In 1929 President 
Herbert Hoover, impressed by this 
collective din, proposed to tum over the 
remaining public domain, after forest and 
park withdrawals, to the western states, 
which they could then dispose of to 
individuals or corporations. The measure 
failed when it was learned that he did not 
mean to include mineral rights with the 
grass. More recently, between 1979 and 
1981, a number of western states, 
beginning with Nevada, tried to claim 
federal lands within their borders with the 
idea of putting them into the hands of 
stockmen and miners; this was the so
called "Sagebrush Rebellion," but 
eventually it too fizzled out.17 

An opposing solution came from 
conservationists and governmental 
officials, along with a number of scientists. 
The great western pastures, it was argued, 
had been acquired at the price of 
considerable blood and money by the 
federal government on behalf of all the 
American people, and they should stay 
public. Since almost everything else had 
been disposed of into private hands, these 
lands were all that was leftof a public 
heritage. Here again there was a moral 
dimension to the argument, an appeal to 
social democratic ideals of equality and 
commonwealth. There was also an effort 
to refute the claim that only privatization 
could produce the greatest economic 
return; on the contrary, it was insisted, 
public ownership would insure the greatest 
return to the greatest number of people. 
But perhaps the most effective part of the 
argument, though it was seldom put very 
bluntly, was that the private entrepreneur 
simply could not be trusted to look out for 



the long-term ecological health of the 
range resource. He would tend to exploit 
rather than to conserve it; making the 
pastures private would not be a reliable 
way to protect them for posterity. A much 
better solution would be to create a 
centralized bureaucracy of disinterested, 
scientifically trained professionals to 
oversee the public range. 

In 1934 Congress, leaning toward 
this second proposal, passed the Taylor 
Grazing Act, which for the first time 
established a significant measure of control 
over the unappropriated public domain. 
The purpose of the Act was "to stop injury 
to the public grazing lands by preventing 
overgrazing and soil deterioration, to 
provide for their orderly use, improvement, 
and development, [and] to stabilize the 
livestock industry dependent upon the 
public range.0 18 The legislation set up a · 
National Grazing Service to carry out those 
purposes through a system of leasing 
public lands for a fee; together with the 
Forest Service, which administers grazing 
leases within the national forest system, the 
Grazing Service (later the Bureau of Land 
Management) would supervise ranchers 
over a domain encompassing by far the 
largest part of the rural West. Some 
stockmen would have their entire ranches 
on the public lands, but the average lessee 
would mix private holdings with public 
leases in about a 4:6 ratio. The leases were 
almost, but not quite, a rancher's private 
property. They could be traded in the 
market, could serve as bank collateral, and 
could be fenced. But always, in the comer 
of the rancher's eye, there would be the 
specter of a federal bureaucrat armed with 
a mandate to protect the public's interest in 
the land. During the 1960s and 70s, after a 
long era of pusillanimous neglect and 
under rising pressure from conserva
tionists, the bureaucrats began to assert 
their mandate in modest but galling ways. 
They contended that, since many leases 
were badly overgrazed, a lot of stock 
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would have to be removed or lessees would 
lose their leases.19 In the eyes of many 
rancher-lessee8 that newly assertive 
bureaucracy had come to be an unaccept
able infringement on their freedom and a 
threat to the security of their tenure. 20 

The long contest between these two 
rivals in modem American-style 
pastoralism has given much of the West a 
peculiar set of property and managerial 
arrangements: a hybrid of capitalist and 
bureaucratic regimes, each assuming it 
knows what is best for the nation's 
pocketbook and for nature. The signifi
cance of the struggle is immense. On a 
planet where land has everywhere been put 
under more and more intensive use, the 
West speaks directly to the question of 
where we can find the ideal manager. Is it 
the man or woman dressed in Stetson hat 
and boots, claiming to belong to the land 
and to know it intimately, but speaking the 
language of private property, business, and 
profit maximization? Or is it the 
government official, also likely to be 
dressed in traditional western garb, as 
much a local resident as the other but 
trained in the discourse of biology and 
range management? Does the self-interest 
of the capitalist really lead to rational land 
use, as many claim, or is it destructive of 
self, society, and the land? Can those who 
have no immediate economic stake in the 
land be trusted to make better decisions 
about its use? Has either the modem 
capitalist or federal bureaucrat the ability 
to surpass Old World pastoralists in 
supporting human life out on the margins 
of the good earth? The West offers 
millions of acres and decades of ex
perience in which to find answers for 
those questions. 

So far we have seen shelves and 
shelves of books written on the western 
range, but very little of that literature has 
systematically addressed the big questions 
of tenure, environment, and managerial 
strategies. What is needed is a new history 



of the West that will compare the condition 
of the range under private and public (or 
quasi-public) ownership, that will explore 
the impact of rangeland science on man
agement, that will test the claims made by 
the rival parties and help resolve the old 
debate. And we need a history that will put 
the West more fully into the global picture 
of people, animals, and arid Iands.21 

We do not yet have that more probing, 
critical history but we do have enough 
evidence to suggest some tentative 
conclusions, and I want to review some of 
it now. Overall, it lends support to the 
view that, on the whole, ranching has had a 
degrading effect on the environment of the 
American West. Most of that effect has 
come through turning pastoralism into a 
capitalistic enterprise, but ranching under 
supervision by the federal government has 
often not mitigated that impact and, in 
some ways, has made it worse. 

The least studied impact has been on 
the native fauna of the West. When and 
if we think about it, we realize that the 
invasion by millions of head of exogenous 
horses, cattle, sheep, and goats in the span 
of a few decades must have come with the 
explosive, shattering effect of all-out war. 
As Robin Doughty writes about Texas: 
"Efforts to introduce and establish novel, 
potentially valuable animals and plants . .. 
created an agricultural landscape that 
massively disrupted and restricted native 
fauna and flora. "22 The wildlife reeled and 
died before the onslaught. They lost their 
habitats to the invaders; they fell before the 
guns of the invaders' owners. What we 
need to do as historians is document this 
destruction and discover its magnitude. 
So far rather little of that sort of work 
has been done; much effort has gone into 
calculating the collapse of the native 
human populations under the European 
invasion, but almost none into the 
precipitous decline of the many nations of 
wild animals. How many bighorn sheep 
were there before longhorns and Herefords 
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came onto the range? When and how did 
they disappear? How many ground-nesting 
birds like scaled quail and prairie chickens 
did the region once support? What effect 
did alien cattle hooves have on riparian 
environments--desert water holes, high
mountain lakes, streams and rivers--and the 
fish, insects, reptiles, birds, and mammals 
that lived in them? The chief exception to 
our general ignorance is the fate of the 
bison, whose near-extermination we have 
documented in some detail; Tom McHugh, 
for example, estimates there were once 32 
million living in wooded areas bordering 
the plains, while Ernest Thompson Seton 
set the original North American total at 75 
million.23 Today, the combined popu
lations of bison, bighorn sheep, elk, and 
pronghorn antelopes in seventeen western 
states does not amount to 1 percent of what 
they once were. 24 

Aside from the wholesale replace
ment of the large wild herbivores by 
domesticated stock, we have good records 
on the death of the West's predator and 
rodent species, mainly because the 
principal record-keeper, the federal 
government, did most of the killing. 
Wyoming may be taken as representative 
of that destruction. After decades of 
unorganized killing by cattle and sheepmen 
there, the Bureau of Biological Survey took 
over so-called "pest-contol" in 1915. 
Subsequently, ten to twelve government 
hunters, using guns and poison baits 
furnished by Congress, went out each year 
to. "clean up" the unwanted wildlife and 
make the range safe for livestock. By the 
late 1920s there were no more than five 
wolves left in Wyoming, and mountain 
lions had been nearly wiped out. Taken 
together, the federal agents, the hunters 
hired by the state, and those of the various 
grazing associations killed a total of 63,145 
animals from 1916 to 1928. The body 
count was as follows: 169 bears; 1,524 
bobcats; 36,242 coyotes; 18 mountain 
lions; 31 lynxes; 706 wolves; and 1,828 



embryos of all the above. Badgers, 
beavers, civet cats, blackfooted fer-
rets, foxes, martens, minks, muskrats, 
opossums, raccoons, skunks, weasels, 
porcupines, rattlesnakes, prairie dogs, 
ground squirrels, pocket gophers, jack 
rabbits, eagles, and magpies also died in 
great numbers because of the threat they 
posed to the range industry.25 Multiply 
those numbers by all the western range 
states over a period of a century and a 
quarter, coming right down to 1991, and 
you can begin to grasp the enormous scale 
of faunal change that the cowboy brought 
to the countryside. 

We know a great deal more about the 
impact of cattle and sheep on the vege
tation, for vegetation to a grazier is 
"forage" and forage is money. The first 
comprehensive effort to write up that 
impact came in 1936, after Senator Frank 
Norris of Nebraska pushed through a 
resolution instructing the Department of 
Agriculture to collect information on "the 
original and present condition of the range 
resource, the factors which have led to the 
present condition, and the social and 
economic importance of the range and its 
conservation to the West and to the entire 
United States." Since its founding in 1905 
the Forest Service, through its various 
experiment stations, had accumulated data 
on range conditions; then, starting in 1932, 
a time of national depression and the 
beginnings of severe drought conditions in 
the West, the Service undertook a more 
extensive survey, which the Norris reso
lution brought to print. More than one 
hundred Forest Service officials examined 
vegetation on over 20,000 plots, some of 
them relict samples of the native vege
tation growing along railroad tracks or in 
cemeteries, others areas that had been 
heavily grazed by livestock, and sent in 
their observations on how plant species had 
changed in number and distribution. They 
combed through reports by early explorers, 
travelers, and naturalists to supplement 
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those measurements and push back their 
understanding of the land's history into the 
nineteenth century. The survey divided the 
range into ten major types, including short 
grass, sagebrush-grass, salt-desert shrub, 
and woodland-chaparral, covering an area 
of 728 million acres, or nearly 40 percent 
of the total land area of the continental 
United States. Even now the 1936 survey 
is the most thorough ecological accounting 
we have of the first half-century of western 
pastoralism, from the first days of the cattle 
kingdom to the Dust Bowl years. It 
provides an important benchmark for later 
federal surveys. 26 

The Forest Service found that overall 
the range had been depleted by 52 percent 
from its virgin condition: that is, a range 
once capable of supporting a hundred 
grazing animals could now support only 
48. Put another way, from an original 
capacity to feed 22.5 million animal units 
the range had declined until it could carry 
only 10.8 million.27 "The plant cover in 
every range type," according to the report, 
"is depleted to an alarming degree. 
Palatable plants are being replaced by 
unpalatable ones. Worthless and ob
noxious weeds from foreign countries are 
invading every type. And throughout the 
entire western range the vegetation has 
been thinned out until even the conser
vative estimates place the forage value at 
less than half of what it was a century ago." 
Admitting that there had never been a state 
of perfectly stable or uniform abundance 
on the range, the report nonetheless argued 
that the white man had disturbed the 
ecological equilibrium radically, raddling 
the plant cover by overstocking, allowing 
the soil to erode, and making natural re
generation more difficult for many native 
species. Overall, 13 percent of the West 
had suffered "moderate depletion" (0-25 
percent loss of forage value), 34 percent 
"material depletion" (26-50 percent loss), 
37 percent "severe depletion" (50-75 
percent), and over 16 percent "extreme 



depletion" (76-100 percent). The short
grass country of West Texas, for example, 
was mainly placed in the severe category. 
Even worse were the Dust Bowl area of 
the southern plains, the western slope of 
Colorado, much of the Great Basin, and the 
Big Horn valley of Wyoming, all naturally 
scanty lands where grama and buffalo 
grass, sagebrush and winterfat, galleta and 
greasewood grew .. Drought could explain 
some of this appalling loss of plant life, but 
officials placed most of the blame on "the 
apparent indifference of those controlling 
the use of the land "28 "There is perhaps 
no darker chapter nor greater tragedy in the 
history of land occupancy and use in the 
United States," they wrote, "than the story 
of the western range."29 

Who was responsible for this ecolog
ical degradation? In 1936 about half of 
the western range was in private hands 
(376 million acres), the rest in federal, 
state, and Indian ownership. The Forest 
Service wanted to know not only what was 
growing on all those acres but also how the 
type of ownership affected their condition. 
Clearly, the worst lands were those in the 
public domain--lands no one had wanted 
for homesteading, lands left over from the 
pioneer era, lands now freely grazed by 
ranchers who did not own them. That 
acreage showed an average of 67 percent 
depletion from pre-invasion conditions. 
To be sure, the public domain consisted 
mainly of the most marginal lands for 
livestock--much of it was nothing but 
desert anyway. Still, they had deteri
orated from a low but stable level of 
productivity due to unrestrained stocking 
by men and women who had no one to 
answer to, apparently not even their 
children. Here was a continuation of the 
nineteenth century tragedy of the laissez
faire commons. 

But for anyone who insisted that such 
lands be sold to the lessees to allow more 
incentive to protect them, the report had 
disturbing news. Private landowners were 
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not doing very well on their own property 
either, on land which they had bought and 
fenced and might have hoped to hand on to 
their descendants. Generally, the private 
rangelands had been the best property the 
West had to offer, lands along the river 
bottoms or wherever there had once been 
attractive stands of grass. "Very sur
prisingly," the report states, "fee-simple 
private ownership has been so little of an 
incentive to the preservation of the range 
resource that depletion stands at 51 
percent." The pressures of mortgages, of 
overinvestment, of good old human ac
quisitiveness had led private ranchers 
throughout the West to pack their acres 
with animals to a self-destructive level. 
In a chapter specifically on private 
ownership the report concluded that many 
ranchers had taken the short term view 
that land is a temporary source of income, 
a form of capital to be quickly liqui-
dated if something better was offered 
somewhere else. "The concept of 
stewardship," they lamented, "has been 
largely undeveloped."30 

In much better condition than both 
the unsupervised public domain and the 
private rangelands were the national 
forests, which showed a decline of only 30 
percent from virgin conditions. Maybe 
that was not an unpredictable finding in a 
Forest Service report. Critics have argued 
that the agency was too eager to make 
itself look good in hopes of getting more 
land transferred into its hands. All of 
its ecologists and experiment station 
personnel supposedly twisted the facts 
their way--sent in faked reports, somehow 
found plant cover growing on agency lands 
that wasn't really there; on the other hand, 
they failed to see plant cover on the private 
range that was there. Without access to the 
many individual reports or any indepen
dent verification of them, we will never 
know for sure just how much distorting the 
Service did to make everyone else look 
worse than they. But in defense of the 



report's trustworthiness, we can say that 
every survey of the western range done 
since the 1930s has tended to the same 
conclusion: the combination of scien
tifically trained, disinterested supervisors 
and public land tenure provides better 
protection for the range environment, on 
the whole, than simple private ownership. 

Much has happened on the range since 
the thirties. In 1979 one of the leading 
experts on its condition, Thadis Box of 
Utah State University, declared: "On the 
whole, the rangelands of this country have 
improved over the last few decades and 
will continue to improve in the future."31 
The basis for his optimism was the growth 
of range management as a science and the 
application of that science to both public 
and private, but especially public, lands 
since the thirties. Box could point 
to several recent surveys for support. 
A 1969 study done by an independent 
group, Pacific Consultants, for the Public 
Land Law Review Commission found that 
almost 20 percent of the public domain 
could now be categorized as excellent in 
terms of vegetation, compared to only 1.5 
percent in the mid-1930s. The standard 
used by government scientists to evaluate 
range condition has varied over time and 
from agency to agency in number of 
categories and in techniques of evaluation, 
but overall the criterion used has remained 
fairly consistent: the degree to which the 
vegetation departs from the natural 
potential (or climax state) for the site. 
In 1974 Congress passed the Forest and 
Rangeland Resource Planning Act, which 
requires the Department of Agriculture to 
make a general assessment periodically of 
forest and range resources under all forms 
of ownership. The last major assessment, 
published in 1981, found 46 percent of the 
rangelands in the contiguous 48 states to be 
in fair to good condition.32 Hardly, to be 
sure, an impressive number. After more 
than a hundred years of ranching, more 
than half the lands devoted to it are still 
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in poor or very poor condition. And that 
despite the fact that we have trained 
thousands of professionals, have seen 
published thousands of expert journal 
articles, have turned out hundreds of 
Ph.D.'s in the field of range management, 
and have accumulated lots of grassroots 
experience. For all that learning much of 
the region is still, in Edward Abbey's 
phrase, "a cow-burnt wasteland.''33 It has 
been torched, chained, plowed, herbicided, 
desertified, and eaten down to the roots. 
After much expensive manipulation to get 
better cover established on it, millions 
of acres are covered with worthless 
cheatgrass, along with mesquite, 
sagebrush, Russian thistle, and prickly 
pear. All the same, Thaddis Box is 
probably right: ever so slowly, the picture 
is improving, and it is doing so fastest on 
the lands held by the federal government 
More than 60 percent of Nevada, a state 
almost wholly owned by the federal 
government , is now in fair or better 
condition. 34 

Understandably, in these days of 
strong conservative political sentiment in 
the western states, which rejects the whole 
idea of government competence, the fed
eral agencies have been more reticent 
about their record compared to that of 
private landowners than officials were 
in the New Deal era. But at least one 
independent study of comparative 
stewardship suggests that the contrast in 
conservation between the best federal 
managers and that of private owners found 
in the 1930s still prevails. Two scientists, 
Michael Loring and John Workman, com
pared range conditions on private and 
public land in a northeastern county of 
Utah, where the ecosystem is dominated by 
sagebrush and bunchgrass. They dis
covered that 13 percent of Forest Service 
acres were in excellent condition (i.e., 
three-fourths or more of the "natural" or 
climax vegetation was still growing on 
them), compared to 4 percent of the Bureau 



of Land Management lands, and only 2 
percent of private and state lands. At the 
other end of the scale, 29 percent of non
federal lands had to be classified as poor, 
compared to only 14 percent of U.S. Forest 
Service Lands and 16 percent of Bureau of 
Land Management lands. The private
property owners are still not performing as 
well as many privatizing theorists say they 
should. So striking is the difference in 
stewardship that the authors of this study 
warn: "Any transfer of [federal grazing 
land] to private ownership might bring a 
decline in range condition.0 35 

Of course, these materials do not 
constitute a full ecological history of the 
western range. A local study here, a 
survey back then: precious little evidence, 
I confess, from which to draw any grand 
conclusions. There are many questions for 
which we don't have thorough, or even 
adequate, answers. Has that experience of 
a single Utah county been replicated 
elsewhere, in the privately held Sand 
Hills of Nebraska, for example, or in the 
national forests of New Mexico, or on the 
deserts of southern California? Is the 
Bureau of Land Management, after being 
so ineffective as a land steward for so long, 
becoming today as conservation-minded as 
the Forest Service? Did either agency 
continue to make progress on reducing 
overgrazing by their lessees during the 
Reagan and Bush administrations? Have 
there been some enlightened private 
landowners who have done a better job 
preserving the native fauna and flora of the 
West than the federal government, or at 
least have not diminished the forage value 
of the range, and if so, how did they do it? 
Are we, as a nation, moving at last toward 
a sustainable life on the range? Or are we 
failing, and is it time to get all the cattle 
and sheep and goats off all the public's 
land--all the money-making, land-abusing 
animals that Abbey called "these ugly, 
clumsy, stupid, bawling, stinking, fly
covered, shit-smeared, disease-spreading 
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brutes"?36 And even if it is, will that 
decision be made soon? The historian 
answers, probably not. Ranching is going 
to remain a part of the West, on public and 
private land alike, for as far into the future 
as we can see. Likely, we will continue 
looking for the best way to raise our meat 
and wool on the land wjthout degrading it. 
To do that, we need a full ecological 
history of American range management, 
one that goes beyond the narrow matters 
that most range technicians seem to know 
and care about, one that is alert to all the 
effects of various tenure systems and to all 
the socio-ecological regulatory systems of 
other cultures. 

One conclusion, however, seems 
inescapable from what we know about the 
pastoral past, in this country and abroad. 
The safest strategy over the long run 
appears to be one that opens decisions 
about using the range to as many people 
as possible. The most stable systems of 
grazing have been those in which the 
experience, knowledge, and moral pressure 
of a whole community guided the indi
vidual grazier. In a traditional Swiss 
village that community may have been 
comprised of peasants, while in today's 
United States it may include range 
ecologists, environmentalists, private 
owners and lessees, and bureaucrats, all 
arguing and interacting to get the best fit 
between livestock and the land. The 
completely laissez-faire economy, the 
system in which private property is re
garded as a moral absolute and individual 
greed is allowed to go unchecked, has 
amply demonstrated its destructive 
energies. 

I am aware that most folks, when they 
think of cowboys, cattlemen, and the West, 
do not have in mind all that I have touched 
on here, and therefore they may resist this 
new kind of pastoral history. Many still 
idealize the man on the range as happily 
living a life of total freedom in an open 
country, inhabiting a West free of all 



restraint. Pastoralism has always had that 
effect on people toiling in fields and cities; 
though they may see that the herders are 
often poor, primitive, and uncouth, they 
nonetheless admire them for their freedom 
to roam the high mountains, the distant 
savannahs, the deserts, to possess all 
the untrammeled freedom of space. In 
America we have added to that old set of 
pastoral idealizations some up-to-date 
ones: our cowboy-rancher somehow has 
come to stand for the ideology of free 
enterprise and for the institution of private 
property. Historians need to study that 
ideology and institution mo~ critically, 
and reveal what our history of 
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untrammeled personal freedom has 
actually produced on the land and in 
society. We need, therefore, a new and 
more honest account of America's cowboy 
ecology. It should be based not only on 
our hundred-plus years of ranching but also 
on the much longer span of pastoral 
activity on the planet, and it should draw 
from that longer span some lessons about 
adapting to the limits of the earth. Such a 
history may one day tell us what the 
American beef industry has never quite 
managed to do--tell us how we are to 
match the remarkable achievement of the 
herdsmen of Torbel and live a thousand 
years in the West 



NOTES 

1. The textbooks surveyed were these: 

A History of the United States, by 
Stephan Themstrom, 2d ed. (New 
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 
1984)--1/2 page out of a total of 
764 pages; 

A People and a Nation: A History of 
the United States, by Mary Beth 
Norton, David M. Katzman, Paul D. 
Escott, Howard P. Chudacoff, Thomas 
G. Patterson, William M. Tuttle, Jr., 
3d ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 
1990)--2 1/2 pages out of 1025; 

America: A History of the United 
States, by Norman K. Risjord, 2d ed. 
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ.: Prentice 
Hall, 1988)--4 pages out of 968; 

America: A Narrative History, by 
George Brown Tindall (New York: 
Norton, 1988)--4 pages out of 1470; 

America, Past and Present, by Robert 
A. Divine, T.H. Breen, George M. 
Frederickson, R. Hal Williams 
(Glenview, Ill.: Scott Foresman, 
1987)--4 1/2 pages out of 977; 

American History: A Survey, by 
Richard N. Current, T. Harry 
Williams, Frank Freidel, Alan 
Brinkley, 7th ed. (New York: 
Knopf, 1987)--3 pages out of 952; 

America's History, by James A. 
Henretta, W. Elliot Brownlee, David 
Brody, Susan Ware (Chicago: Dorsey · 
Press, 1987)--1 1/2 pages out of 984; 

The American Nation: A History of 
the United States, by John A. 
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Garraty and Robert A. Mccaughey, 
6th ed. (New York: Harper & Row, 
1987)--5 l/l pages out of 972; 

The American People: Creating a 
Nation and a Society, by Gary B. 
Nash, Julie Roy Jeffrey, John R. 
Howe, Peter J. Frederick, Allen F. 
Davis, Allan M. Winkler (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1986)--1 page out of 
999; 

The Great Republic, by Bernard 
Bailyn, Robert Dallek, David Brion 
Davis, David Herbert Donald, John L. 
Thomas, Gordon S. Wood, 3d ed. 
(Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath, 
1985)--3 pages out of 983; 

The National Experience: A History of 
the United States, by John M. Blum, 
William S. McFeely, Edmund S. 
Morgan, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., 
Kenneth M. Stampp, C. Vann 
Woodward, 6th ed. (New York: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1985)--
3 pages out of 983; 

The Shaping of the American Past, by 
Robert Kelley, 4th ed. (Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ.: Prentice Hall, 1986)--
2 pages out of 872; 

The United States, by Winthrop D. 
Jordan, Leon F. Litwack, Richard 
Hofstadter, William Miller, Daniel 
Aaron, 6th ed. (Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ.: Prentice Hall, 1987)--2 pages 
out of 874; 

These United States: The Questions of 
Our Past, by Irwin Unger (Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ.: Prentice Hall, 1986)--
3 1/2 pages out of 856. 
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