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Morris. Morris, in turn, would do nothing without con­
sulting his constituents. The solution seemed essentially 
political. Further consultations with Morris confirmed 
Andrews' suspicion that as long as influential Duluth 
Republicans opposed a forest-park Morris could not 
be expected to favor it.̂ '̂  

Several attempts to amend the Nelson Law were 
made by December, 1901, and all died before coming 
to a vote. Morris himself favored any proposal accept­
able to all of Minnesota's congressmen. Representative 
Frederick C. Stevens of St. Paul opposed a national 
park but favored "setting aside a [forest] reservation, 
to be under control of the federal government." Sena­
tor Knute Nelson of Alexandria urged opening the res­
ervation in April, 1901, but favored a forest reserve by 
December. Representative James A. Tawney of Winona 
supported a national park, but Representative Frank M. 
Eddy of Glenwood argued for nothing less than a res­
ervation opened to settlers. Eddy vowed that "as long 
as I remain in Congress, no more agricultural lands or 
t imber lands that can be utilized . . will be set aside 
as parks." Only Senator Moses E. Clapp of St. Paul 
at tempted to construct a compromise with park and 
anti-park forces in Congress along the lines proposed 
by Chapman and the Women's Federation.^^ 

Chapman supplied one key to the congressional im­
passe. While visiting Washington in 1900, he urged 
Interior Secretary Hitchcock to administer the reser­
vations on forestry principles. Hitchcock declined, 
grumbling that "this calls for legislation." During the 
months following this visit, Chapman devised the de-
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tailed legislative proposal later adopted by the Wom­
en's Federation. As a showdown on the reservation 
approached, Gifford Pinchot shrewdly appointed Chap­
man a Forestry Bureau collaborator in January, 1901. 
This put Minnesota conservationists in direct com­
munication with Pinchot, thereby opening the way for 
resolving the problem. Chapman worked out means for 
establishing a forest-reserve by quietly conferring with 
park advocates to br ing them around to a compromise 
solution. H e considered Cooper's 4,000,000-acre park 
"utterly impractical" and inconsistent wi th "sound 
economy." His only interview with Cooper "proved 
hopeless," and the Chicago sportsman was thereafter 
ignored. Andrews and Mrs. Bramhall enthusiastically 
accepted Chapman's plan and p u t the Women's Fed­
eration "squarely for forestry and a rational and prac­
tical program." Thereafter, Chapman served as a liaison 

^^ C C. Andrews to Alice Andrews, December 12, 1900, 
and December 15, 1900, Andrews Papers, owned by the 
Minnesota Historical Society; F. E. Searle to C C An­
drews, December 18, 1900, in Forestry Division Corre­
spondence. Searle, who was campaign manager for Morris, 
said cautiously that he personally favored the park but 
that public knowledge of his opinion would embarrass 
Morris. 

''St. Paul Pioneer Press, January 31, 1901, p. 1, Feb­
ruary 2, 1902, p. 1, December 28, 1901, p. 2; Minneapo­
lis Journal, February 22, 1901, p. 2; John S. Cooper to 
Andrews, April 20, 1900, October 11, 1900, and James A. 
Tawney to Andrews, February 1, 1901, in Forestry Division 
Correspondence; Frederick C. Stevens to Chapman, De­
cember 13, 1901 (quote), in Chapman Scrapbook; Knute 
Nelson to A. G. Bernard and Frank M. Eddy to Bernard, 
in Cass Lake Voice, August 10, 1901, p. 1; Chapman Scrap-
book, marginal note; St. Paid Globe, December 31, 1901, 
p. 2 (quoted by Cass Lake Voice, January 4, 1902, p. 1). 



between the Women's Federation and the Forestry 
Bureau.^^ 

When Pinchot appointed Chapman a collaborator, 
he did so because he thought it "quite possible that I 
shall need your active help in the Minnesota matter this 
Fall [1901]." During November of that year, Pinchot 
summoned Chapman to Washington to "discuss this 
whole question . . . and be of use with the Secretary 
of the Interior. The first important advance came 
shortly thereafter. Chapman mailed a copy of his forest-
reserve proposal to Representative Page Morris and 
followed it with a personal visit. According to Chap­
man, Morris seemed favorably impressed. He declared 
that Chapman's plan was the "first practical suggestion 
he had had presented to him." Although Chapman's 
proposal was nearly a vear old by then, Morris appar­
ently noticed it for the first time, perhaps because 
Chapman had played the role of a disinterested and in­
conspicuous participant. Morris had already written a 
bill to open the reservation when Chapman's proposal 
came before him. Since he had no time to amend, re­
write, and resubmit his bill just then, he agreed to 
adopt anv forestry amendments acceptable to the rest 
of the Minnesota delegation.^^ 

On December 3, 1901, Morris introduced his bill 
without the forest-park provisions. It opened the reser­
vation to logging, settlement, and Indian allotments. 
Several congressmen, the Women's Federation, and 
others dutifully rose to oppose the bill. Morris then 
took the next step of arranging the final agreement on 
January 17, 1902. H e cafled together all the factions 
to "thresh it out." Among those summoned were Sena­
tor Glapp, Congressmen Tawney, Eddy, and Loren 
Fletcher of Minneapolis, two delegates from Cass Lake 
(Aflen G. Bernard and Edward L. Warren), Pinchot, 
Cooper, and Chapman. Pinchot explained how the for­
est-reserve would concihate all the interests without 
injuring any interested party. As a precaution, Pinchot 
granted Cooper an interview before the meeting to 

"̂  Chapman, "Minnesota National Forest,'' Chapman 
Papers. 

'" Pinchot to Chapman, October 18, 1901, November 26, 
1901, in Chapman Scrapbook; Chapman, "Minnesota Na­
tional Forest," Chapman Papers; Chapman Scrapbook, 
marginal note. 

''Pinchot, Breaking New Ground, p. 205; Florence 
Bramhall to Chapman, August 8, 1903 (Cooper quote), 
Chapman Scrapbook; Duluth News Tribune, January 24, 
1902, p. 1, January 29, 1902, p. 7. 

"^Florence Bramhafi to Chapman, December 27, 1901, 
January 2, 1902, Chapman Scrapbook. 

'''Pinchot to Chapman, Februaiy 3, 1902, and an un­
dated letter, Chapman Scrapbook; United States, Statutes 
at Large, 32:400-405; Congressional Record, 57 Congress, 
1 session, p. 7045-7052, 7088-7090. 

"forestall any wild, damaging statements he might have 
made." Cooper fortunately acquiesced, and the dele­
gation came to a full agreement. Pinchot drafted the 
final version of the bill, and Morris reintroduced it on 
February 3, 1902.^^ 

During the bustle to compose and introduce the 
amended Morris bill. Chapman and Pinchot left their 
feminine allies singularly uninformed. Mrs. Bramhall 
at first expressed shock that Chapman would consult 
with Morris and later doubted the value of any forest-
reserve compromise immediately acceptable to him. 
Her letters begged Chapman to stop discussing matters 
with Morris and to start conferring with the friends of 
the forest-park. A compromise with Morris, she feared, 
must be a bad move which will "undermine our strength 
[and] nothing but certain defeat awaits us." Even after 
Chapman insisted that Morris was serious in making 
concessions, she remained skeptical. The forestry pro­
visions, she said, were acceptable only if "a man of 
character" was in charge of the forest. "Regulations 
don't count," she observed, "when men are unreliable. 
Mr. Pinchot will suit."^-

All in all, the forestry provisions of the Morris bill 
were quite modest but nonetheless auspicious for the 
future of forest conservation. The bill provided for a 
reserve of about 225,000 acres and specified that the 
Bureau of Forestry would supervise all reserve lands. 
On ten sections (6,400 acres) the bureau could estab­
lish whatever logging practices it thought fit. The re­
maining timber lands were opened for logging of all 
merchantable trees provided a minimal 5 per cent 
of the mature t imber remained imcut for reforestation 
purposes. The government retained title to the land. 
Agricultural lands were alienated and opened to set­
tlement and Indian allotments. As a gesture to the park 
promoters, certain points and islands in Cass and Leech 
lakes were set aside for park purposes. 

Pinchot considered the measure an "entirely feasible 
bill, drawn along the most satisfactory fines attain­
able." For the Forestry Bureau he wanted "all we can 
possibly get, but we do not want to fail . . by trying 
for too much." The bill was placed on the House cal­
endar and passed over the last-minute resistance of 
Eddy and Fletcher. It might have died in a House-
Senate conference committee, however, had Senator 
Clapp not pried it loose for final passage two days be­
fore Congress adjourned. President Roosevelt signed 
the bifl on June 23, 1902, and the Minnesota Forest 
Reserve became a reality."*^ 

I M M E D I A T E REACTION to the Morris Law was ju­
bilant. The lumbermen fiked it, Dulu th liked it, Cass 
Lake liked it. Cooper seemed pleased, and the Wom­
en's Federat ion was elated. Newspapers prophesied 
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that wealth and commercial importance awaited Cass 
Lake, Walker, and other villages once the reservation 
lands were opened. In Cass Lake the average citizen 
seemed "boisterously joyful" as large numbers of peo­
ple streamed into the town to look over the land. Real 
estate transfers increased, and speculation raised prices 
by about 25 per cent. The Indians, the Duluth Neivs 
Tribune reported, were "relieved that the long suspense 
attending negotiations for the disposal of their t imber 
is ended, and are glad that their interests have been 
subserved." The St. Paul Pioneer Press editorialized 
that the bill provided "a very liberal forest reserve, 
considering the powerful combination of rapacious lum­
ber interests from which it was rescued.""*^ 

Everyone, it seemed, claimed credit for the bill. 
Editor Bernard of the Cass Lake Voice credited him­
self with going to Washington to call the congressmen 
together, pacify the park people, fight off the lumber 
barons, and suggest reforms in public land sales. An­
drews was on more solid ground when he cafled himself 
the originator of the forest idea. Colonel Cooper, while 
not completely satisfied, thought that, "like most mor­
tals, we budded wiser than we knew." Everyone gloried 
in the bifl's passage except the disappointed land 
speculators.'*^ 

By the end of 1903 the Forestry Bureau had dis­
patched its crews to survey and select the pine lands 
for cutting and reservation. Lumbermen for the most 
par t quickly accepted and respected the bureau's rec­
ommendations and regulations.-*^ In 1903 a United 
States Land Office was located in Cass Lake. All, in 
fact, went well until 1904-05. By then, however, it was 
clear that Cass Lake was not attaining the quick pros­
perity that everyone anticipated when the Morris Act 
was passed. Frustrations mounted, and the community 
petitioned for abolition of the forest-reserve and a com­
plete opening of all public lands to logging and agricuL 
ture.^^ Three years later Congress responded with the 
act of May 23, 1908, which created "in the State of 
Minnesota a national forest." Some additional agricul­
tural lands reserved under the Morris Law were opened 
to farming by the 1908 act, and the amount of uncut 
timber reserved for reforestation was increased from 
5 to 10 per cent. All other provisions relating to 
the ten sections and park lands on the islands and 
points in Cass and Leech lakes remained unchanged. 
After the passage of the Weeks Act in 1911 and the 
Clarke-McNary Act in 1924, the secretary of agricul­
ture added more lands to Minnesota National Forest 
( the name was changed to Chippewa National For­
est by an executive order of May 22, 1928). By 1936 
the federal government had authorized for purchase 
enough tax-forfeited forest and cutover farm land to 
enlarge the forest substantially beyond the 489,000 
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acres originally proposed by the State Federa t ion of 

Women's Clubs.'^ 

F R O M THIS E P I S O D E in the forest history of Minne­
sota, the author might hazard a few generalizations 
about conservation politics which, in essence, is the 
promotion of, or resistance to, the management , preser­
vation, or restriction of resource appropriat ion and use. 
It flows from a deep well of pr ivate and public-spirited 
motives, a complex combination of competing and com­
plementary objectives that usually cut across economic 
interests, social classes, and political parties. When an 
issue polarizes public opinion, individuals and groups 
frequently line u p in reaction to who the protagonists 
are rather than to lohat the issues happen to be. The 
degree of opposition to or support for the Minnesota 
Forest Reserve crossed economic, social, and political 
divisions to concentrate around the size of the com­
munities and their proximity to the proposed reserve. 

The stiffest opposition came from communities with 
the greatest pecuniary interest in developing the pro­
posed forest-reserve area. Except for Duluth , these 
communities w^ere small, with shifting populations and 
a range of economic opportunities narrowly limited by 
their previous experience, their aspirations, and the 
physical environment. In this case, the forest-park op­
ponents perceived the reserve as undercut t ing their 
aims and rendering them dependent upon seasonal 
prosperity and metropoli tan affluence by eliminating 
most opportunities save recreation and tourism. 

For the most part, u rban centers have been the 
font of conservation sentiment in this country. This 
is due to some extent to the physical distance between 
the site and the city's immediate economic interests. 
Naively but honestly, conservationists could disavow 
any personal motive in conservation except enlightened 
citizenship and selfless pubfic service. 

Once the issue was joined, the u rban conservation­
ists employed political and social advantages their op­
ponents did not enjoy. Individuals like Andrews and 
Mrs. Bramhall moved easily among the molders of 

'' Mississippi Valley Lumberman, June 27, 1902, p. 18; 
Duluth News Tribune, June 20, p. 1, 5, July 6, 1902, sec. 
2, p. 4 (quote); Duluth Herald, June 25, 1902, p. 8 ("joy­
ful" quote); St. Paul Pioneer Press, June 28, 1902, p. 6. 

"Sf. Paul Globe, July 1, 1902, p. 2; Alice E. Andrews, 
ed., Christopher C. Andrews, Recollections: 1829-1922, 
293 (Cleveland, Ohio, 1928); St. Paid Pioneer Press, 
July 7, 1902, p. 4. 

'' Secretary of Agriculture, Reports, 1903, p. 499, 1904, 

.cr^'y^ ^""^^ ^^^^^' September 10, December 3, 10, 
1904, afl p. 1. 

'̂  United States, Statutes at Large, 35:268-272- Dana, 
Allison, Cunningham, Mirmesota Lands, 113-117. 



pohcy and opinion in the course of their daily rounds. 
Through these channels they could, and did, spread 
their claims of being guardians of a public interest 
broader than their own. It was also t rue that some, 
such as Cooper, feasted on momentaiy national pub­
licity. Since these particular conservationists enjoyed 
material affluence, if not wealth, their economic security 
could in no way be threatened by their cause. Their 
prosperity even cloaked them with the appearance of 
providing for posterity. 

The forest-park opponents, on the other hand, pos­
sessed few advantages over their conservation-minded 
contemporaries. In general, the groups and communi­
ties against the park were too small in numbers, too 
parochial in their concerns, or too isolated from the 
larger society to attract widespread public sympathy 
for their aims, regardless of their intrinsic merit. Pri­
vate material interests appeared to motivate Cass 
Lakers' opposition because, in a smaller community, 
individuals clearly stand out. The impression that para­
mount private interests motivated Cass Lake's oppo­
sition, however, was to some degree an optical illusion. 
Private and public interests are often nearly identical, 
inseparable, and indistinguishable in such a small, 
personalized community. The relation between the 
prosperity of an individual and the welfare of the 
community is more easily traced in such places than 
in cities like St. Paul. Therefore, when the conserva­
tionists interpreted opposition to their aims as simply 
greed for gain, they were in error. 

The developing northern communities were further 
handicapped by their sense of immediacy. As long as 
the day-to-day prosperity of the individuals (and hence 
the whole community) seemed very much uncertain, it 
was difficult for them to ponder seriously the claims of 
posterity. Their opposition to the forest reserve seemed 
entirely rational as long as it appeared to threaten 
their immediate prosperity. The issue unfortunately 
was clouded when the developing communities were 

joined in resistance by some large lumber corporations. 
Their presence provided the conservationists with the 
large, identifiable, and impersonally powerful inter­
est against which public opinion might be successfully 
rallied. When the conservationists advanced their 
cause, the thrust of their efforts missed the corporate 
interests they sought to regulate but affected (for bet­
ter or worse) the immediate interests of the nearby 
villages. 

In an attempt fully to understand conservation poli­
tics, one must be wary of the moralistic rhetoric often 
invoked by both sides. Rhetorical bombast generally 
obscures the legitimate interests of all parties con­
cerned. It is historically immaterial, for the most part , 
whether the conservationists were more or less altruis­
tic than their opponents. Altruism is an extraneous 
question. Of pertinence, rather, is the definition, deter­
mination, and furtherance of the public's interests. In 
the case of Cass Lake, exploitation of the ceded Chip­
pewa lands certainly served the public interests of that 
community and of Duluth, Bemidji, and other northern 
towns. On the other hand, preservation of the Chip­
pewa pine lands served the public's interest in St. Paul, 
Minneapolis, Chicago, and other Midwest cities. At 
issue, then, was ivhich public interest seemed of great­
est importance. In this case. Congress deemed cheap 
lumber and forest conservation of equal importance 
and (for political and other reasons) combined the two 
aims in one piece of legislation. 

THE PHOTOGRAPH on page 242 of a stand of white 
pine was taken in Itasca County in 1897. It appeared as 
the frontispiece to the Minnesota Chief Fire Warden's 
Report, 1897, and was furnished by the State Department 
of Natural Resources. The picture of Florence Bramhall on 
page 251 is from Mary D. Foster, Who's Who Among 
Minnesota Women, 35 (St. Paul, 1924); that of John S. 
Cooper on page 251 is from Review of Reviews, 20:699; 
that of Henry H. Chapman on page 254 is from American 
Forests, September, 1963, p. 10. The other pictures are 
from the society's collection. 
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