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Illingworth made two stereoviews here;
jump to page 156 for an unusual change pair.
Photo A-801 Yellow More A-801, “801 Camp at Hidden-
wood creek,” 45.9, -102.4, 8 July 1874, Dever-
eaux Library. Anderson 31.
Yellow Ore C-8

page 156
201



202

1974:

Land-Grant Research, Rephotography, and Republicans in the Black Hills Forest

This article was written for the con-
ference, “Thinking Land Grants: A
‘Cerebration” of the 150th Anniversa-
ry of the Morrill Land-Grant Act,” at
Mississippi State University in Octo-
ber 2012.

[AJll moneys derived from the sale
of the lands . . . shall be inviolably
appropriated, by each State . . . to
the endowment, support, and main-
tenance of at least one college where
the leading object shall be, without
excluding other scientific and classical
studies . . . to teach such branches of
learning as are related to agriculture
and the mechanic arts . . . in order to
promote the liberal and practical edu-
cation of the industrial classes in the
several pursuits and professions in
life.

— Morrill Act, 1862

This is a story about Donald
Progulske, a postwar biologist who
played an early role in rephotogra-
phy. Rephotography is the process
of reshooting old photographs to
create matching before-and-after
pairs. Progulske was, to oversim-
plify, the first person to rephoto-
graph the Black Hills; he did so
by replicating the work of William
Illingworth, the official photogra-
pher of George Custer’s 1874 inva-
sion and the first photographer of
any kind in the region.

Progulske’s task was to place II-
lingworth geographically—to fig-
ure out where in the Black Hills
landscape Illingworth was stand-

ing when he took each photo. My
task here is to place Progulske po-
litically—to locate his ecological ar-
gument within the environmental
politics of the postwar.

The pervasive lesson in this story
is the depth and reach of the “land-
grant system.” By this interesting
phrase we refer to a federal system,
started by the Morrill Act of 1862,
which funded universities such as
South Dakota State University to
teach “agriculture and the mechan-
ic arts.” (As was common then,
the federal government gave them
land, not cash.) This system en-
compassed Progulske’s life to such
an extent that one can not take his
portrait without taking in a broad
view of the system. And that sys-
tem reached back; as Progulske fol-
lowed Illingworth’s steps he was
following his own land-grant col-
leagues from 1874. And now, forty
years later, the system is reaching
out and touching me too.

1874

The basis for this article is George
Custer’s invasion of the Black Hills
in 1874. In the spring of 1874, Gen-
eral Custer was ordered from his
base near Bismarck (in the center
of the future North Dakota) into
Native Americans’ land, “to exam-
ine the country” of the Black Hills
for a month or so. This expedition
was not a military response to any
fighting, but neither was it an ex-
ploration like Lewis and Clark’s. It
was an aggressive step toward the

United States acquiring and using
another chunk of Native land.

This army had enough force to
make the use of that force unnec-
essary. Custer brought about a
thousand men, both cavalry and
infantry, plus Gatling guns and a
cannon, wagons and teamsters and
mules, Native scouts, cattle and
herders and hunters, five reporters,
two miners, sixteen musicians, one
Black woman, two little brothers
and the president’s son.!

Not often mentioned in the vo-
luminous literature on this expe-
dition is that Custer also took with
him the land-grant system. Serving
under Custer was a regular army
engineer, Captain William Lud-
low. Ludlow had five military as-
sistants whose responsibility was
to map the Black Hills. But he also
recruited a little scientific corps of
civilians, and it came almost solely
from land-grant schools.

Ludlow’s first wish was for a
geologist, and he found one not
far from his St. Paul headquarters.
Newton Winchell, the University
of Minnesota’s sole geologist, was
a native New Yorker, trained in
geology and natural history at the
University of Michigan. After some
school teaching and some work on
state geological surveys, Winchell
arrived at Minnesota in 1872. His
position entailed serving as State
Geologist, charged with surveying
the state’s geology, plants, animals,
and even its weather. Far all this
Winchell was paid less than $100
a month, so he took on side jobs

to make ends meet. One of these
jobs was the Black Hills excursion,
which would provide specimens
for the university’s natural history
museum (he ran that too), but also
$450 for his own pocket.?

Also from the University of Min-
nesota came a less forceful figure,
Aris Donaldson. An 1855 gradu-
ate of Ohio Wesleyan, Donaldson
taught school in Ohio until hired
to help start the University of Min-
nesota in 1869. Though a professor
of rhetoric and English literature,
Donaldson came along as the ex-
pedition’s botanist. Since he filed
regular field reports for the St. Paul
Pioneer it appears that they paid
his way. On the trip he alone was
known as “the Professor,” perhaps
because he spoke the way he wrote,
with a bit of literary learning. Old-
er than the others, this rotund man
on a poky horse was described by
another correspondent as “a great
child enjoying a summer’s holi-
day.”?

Yale University, Connecticut’s
land-grantee, was also represented
on the expedition. Custer’s boss’s
boss Philip Sheridan originally in-
vited Othniel Marsh, founding di-
rector of Yale’s Peabody Museum.
Marsh was a paleontologist, a bone
hunter, just beginning his famous
“Bone War” with Philadelphia’s
Edward Cope. But Marsh was get-
ting old and moving into adminis-
tration, so he sent his assistant and
grad student, George Bird Grinnell.
Raised in Manhattan privilege and
instructed by James Audubon’s
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widow, Grinnell was a Yale grad
fascinated by animals both living
and long dead, especially (and ap-
propriately) birds. At 24 Grinnell
already had several seasons of field
experience and a working rela-
tionship with guide Luther North,
whom he took along. Yale appar-
ently paid for both.*

So Custer, via Ludlow, took along
three land-grant academics, one of
whom was himself a product of a
land-grant school. But Ludlow also
recruited one last professional, this
one from the business world. He
took a photographer.

Photography had been around
for a few decades, and was already
an established way of attracting
support and publicity to a West-
ern campaign. The West was pret-
ty, Americans were curious, and
looking at 3D cards through ste-
reoscopes was popular. So Ludlow
hired a commercial photographer
from St. Paul, William Illingworth.

Illingworth’s life was one of tri-
al and instability. Brought from
England to St. Paul as a child, he
spent his college-age years travel-
ing to Chicago and Philadelphia to
learn photography. By 1874 he had
had three wives, several moves,
ten years running a studio, and
one Western expedition shooting
landscape photos. Illingworth’s
deal with the army later became li-
tigious, but it appears that he was
to provide the army with six prints
of each photo he took, and in ex-
change the army would provide
him with everything he needed: a
camera and supplies, an assistant
and security, a horse and special
wagon, food and wages, and most
critically the negatives with which
to make his back-end profits.

After a month of preparation
the force left Bismarck on 2 July
1874. The events of the expedition
are well documented elsewhere; a
brief outline will suffice here. They
marched and rode southwest across
what is now North Dakota before
dropping south, taking about two
weeks to reach the Black Hills.
Once there they traced a rough Y
across the mountain range. They
entered in the northwest corner,
spent about a week traveling to the
middle of the southern Hills, where
they camped and side-tripped for
about a week. Then they spent an-
other week getting to the northeast
corner where they exited, taking
another two weeks to return to Bis-
marck.

They encountered almost no Na-
tives, and fought with none at all.
They climbed mountains, looked
around, panned for gold and
found a little, and even formalized
their mining claims for when they
planned to return. And in between,
some of them wrote diaries and
logs and news columns, collected
rocks and bones and specimens,
and made sketches and photo-
graphs. The “scientific corps” prob-
ably ate together around the same
campfire; Donaldson wrote that I1-
lingworth was (appropriately) the
expedition’s best shot and “brings
in more game than any other man.
He keeps our mess of seven all the
time supplied.”®

Illingworth produced more than
70 successful photos in sixty days,
mostly in the mountains. Consider-
ing the difficulties involved in do-
ing wet-plate photography in the
field, this was an accomplishment.
The entire processing of the glass
plate, from preparing to exposing
to developing, had to be done in

one continuous sequence, which
meant that the special darkroom
had to be hauled up onto every hill
from which he shot. It was a messy,
inexact process, and there were
likely wasted plates. Add to this the
ordinary difficulties of travel, plus
keeping up with a moving army on
watch for attack, and it's amazing
that he not only produced usable
images, but detailed and striking-
ly beautiful ones. “These are busy
days for Mr. Illingworth,” Donald-
son wrote from the southern Hills.
“He has no time for hunting now.
From early morn till dewy eve he is
fully occupied in securing views of
this inimitable scenery.”®

Unlike later photography proj-
ects in the Black Hills, there ap-
pears to have been little coordina-
tion between the photographer and
the others, except when the com-
mand paused to pose. The pictures
and words are quite independent
testimonies. (In fact, as mentioned,
once back in St. Paul, Ludlow had
to sue Illingworth to get the prints.)
The message of the photos is in the
selection of the shots, and much
has been said about these imag-
es’ inevitable selectivity and their
ability to represent the state of the
entire forest. Illingworth likely had
to keep the army satisfied along
the way, taking the kind of images
they wanted, but considering what
an investment of time, effort and
opportunity it was to make each
photo, he had a strong economic
motive to stick to shots that would
sell well later.

Custer’s army returned home to
Bismarck at the end of August 1874.
Illingworth immediately continued
on to St. Paul, where he was selling
stereo cards within a week. Lud-
low, Winchell and Grinnell wrote

preliminary reports within days
(Grinnell described his as written
“very hurriedly on the cars”), and
longer final reports by April. News
of the Black Hills filled the papers,
and the land rush started by the ex-
pedition quickly transitioned to the
private sector, suddenly slamming
the Black Hills to white ownership
that continues today.”

So what role did the land-grant
system play in this invasion? Do
the actions of these men, serving in
the early days of the land-grant sys-
tem, show a pattern of land-granti-
tude?

If land-grant means “agriculture
and the mechanic arts,” then this
expedition seeking lands for farm-
ing and mining was a perfect fit. It
was classic “research and devel-
opment”—even very literally, “to
go about seeking” and to “disen-
velop” the Hills—to penetrate and
open them to whites. Research was
only implicit in the land grant sys-
tem’s founding legislation from
1862; though the law required an
annual report listing “experiments
made,” its critical mission state-
ment for these universities said that
“the leading object shall be . . . to
teach . ..” It was only later that the
research mission became more ex-
plicit, as in the 1887 follow-up law
charging experiment stations with
“acquiring . . . useful and practical
information . . .”

But land-grants are defined not
just by their subjects—agriculture
and engineering—but by their ob-
jects as well, “the industrial classes
in the several pursuits and pro-
fessions in life.” Were Donaldson,
Winchell and Grinnell serving in
the spirit of “the people’s univer-
sities?” Absolutely. They reported
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their findings immediately, pub-
licly, and even popularly. They
addressed themselves not just to
academic questions but to subjects
of popular interest—in light of the
gold rush one might even say pop-
ular mania. And in fact, each of the
three was advocating for “the peo-
ple”—in the populist, majoritarian
sense that most Americans were
white farmers and laborers. Far
from being objective academics,
Donaldson, Grinnell and Winchell
were all plumping for cession of
the Black Hills, for opening them to
white immigration.®

This sounds backward to those
who know the story, because the
main story was gold and geolo-
gist Winchell denied that any gold
had been found. In his immediate
report he wrote, “the miners that
accompanied the expedition report
the finding of gold and silver . . .
though I saw none of the gold . . .
I have taken the gold reports with
a large grain of allowance.” The
Minneapolis Tribune reported him
bluntly telling the Minnesota Acad-
emy of Sciences that all he saw was
mica and fools gold, and that the
miners were frauds. This, and other
denials such as one from the pres-
ident’s son Frederick Grant, led to
considerable controversy and to
the follow-on Newton-Jenney ex-
pedition of 1875.°

But even if Winchell denied the
Hills had gold, he praised them for
having everything else. In his brief
preliminary report he boasted of
gypsum, marble, iron ore, musco-
vite and slate. He gave advice on
the “most practicable routes for en-
tering the hills,” and he said they
had “a delightful climate, pure wa-
ter, abundance of pine timber, and
a sufficient quantity of arable land

to sustain a thick population.” Pre-
sumably not thick with Lakota.
And zoologist Grinnell, silent on
gold, agreed: “the Black Hills of-
fer to the sportsman an abundance
and variety of game, and if opened
to the white man will be as much
esteemed as a hunting ground by
him as they now are by the Indi-
an.” Both devoted their final re-
ports more to basic science, though
even there Grinnell devoted much
more space to game animals than
to other species.!

Donaldson, writing for the news-
papers, was emphatic at the outset:
“The purposes of this expedition
are not military or aggressive. They
are all peaceable and exclusively in
the interest of science. Geographi-
cal, topographical and geological
information is sought.” But his ac-
counts included little science, a lot
of natural resources, and even de-
tails on how these resources could
be exploited. For example, Don-
aldson noted that moving the tim-
ber would require railroads since
rivers were too far away. Likewise
with farming, hunting, roadbuild-
ing, mining and even trapping;:
“In the trapping season, come here
to hunt the beaver. . . . They have
populous colonies in all the best
valleys. They have preceded the
white man in discovering and set-
tling this excellent and remarkable
country.” In the end Donaldson left
cession as an open question, sort
of: “One question, shall the grand
and beautiful Eden just discovered

. rich for horticulture, agricul-
ture, and mining, be longer left as
only an occasional hunting ground
for the most obstinately depraved
nomad that bears the ‘human form
divine,” and that too, when thou-
sands through whose veins thrills

. " h

the noble Anglo-Saxon, Scandina-
vian, and German blood demand it
for their homes?”"

Yes, these three land-grant schol-
ars behaved the way a simple
stereotype of land-grant schools
would predict, like three data
points clustering on a political
spectrum. Grinnell more academ-
ic, Winchell perhaps proud on a
point of geology, Donaldson indis-
tinguishable from a Nazi—but all
managing to harmonize the land
grant system’s populist strain—or
“the industrial classes”—with its
economic-development one. As the
initial development was for small-
scale mines and farms, and not
the larger corporate concerns that
would follow, these strains were
not hard to harmonize in the sum-
mer of 1874.

It's hard not to see that sum-
mer as the peak of each man’s life.
Donaldson stayed in journalism
and bought a small-town paper.
Winchell remained as State Geol-
ogist, fighting turf wars with both
private colleges and federal sur-
veys. Grinnell also left academia
for the popular press, becoming
a founder of conservation on par
with Gifford Pinchot and John
Muir.

Illingworth’s troubles persisted.
He stayed in St. Paul doing land-
scape photography, his wagon
reading, “W. H. Illingworth, St.
Paul, Minn. / Landscape Photogra-
pher / Buildings Photographed to
Order.” But stereocards declined,
his business waned, he drank, his
third wife divorced him, and in
1893, at the age of fifty, he ended
his own life with a shot from his
hunting rifle."

Illingworth’s work far outlived

him. In particular his Black Hills
photography had a second life that
any artist would envy.

1974
In the late 1950s Donald
Progulske, a professor from Massa-

chusetts, first laid eyes on the Black
Hills.

I had not seen the Black Hills before,
nor had I gone west of Pierre . . . the
attitude I had about the Black Hills
was only in literature. On that particu-
lar day, I was looking ahead, heading
out to the Black Hills, and came with-
insight...and I remember thinking—
well, in school, “America the Beauti-
ful”?—And I start singing myself, “O
beautiful for spacious skies . . .”

So that was the first attitude or im-
pression I had about the Black Hills,
was how beautiful they were.

In this oral history recollection
Progulske was of course quot-
ing Katharine Lee Bates, another
Massachusetts professor gone out
west to teach and to marvel at first
sight of the Rockies. But he also
happened to be echoing the pro-
fessors and reporters entering the
Black Hills in 1874, enraptured by
the flowers and cool piney air. Said
one:

We were almost startled by the un-
looked-for array which met us as we
descended into the valley. Such bril-
liancy, such beauty, such variety, such
profusion! . . . The whole valley was
a garden, teeming with the gladness
and joy of a new creation. Yes, an
Eden in the sky without the forbidden
fruit. How we reveled in this new-
found beauty.

And while Progulske never made a
mark as famous as Bates, or even as
famous as Custer’s scientific corps,
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he would leave an influential mark
on the region by his work with II-
lingworth’s photos."

For someone who ended up
in academics, Progulske’s back-
ground was strikingly manual.
Born in Springfield, Mass. in 1923,
he learned about building by assist-
ing his carpenter father, attending a
technical high school, and working
at a machine factory where he met
his wife.

But then World War II changed
his trajectory; a Navy aptitude test
sent him to Harvard to study sci-
ence and engineering for three se-
mesters. After the war his interest
in hunting and fishing led him to
a B.S. in wildlife management at
the University of Massachusetts
Ambherst and then, with some GI
Bill benefits remaining, a master’s
degree from Virginia Tech. The
Progulskes then decided to “go for
broke” with a Ph.D. from the Uni-
versity of Missouri, which imme-
diately landed him a job at South
Dakota State College.™

South Dakota State, a land-grant
school in the eastern farming side
of the state, was founded seven
years after Custer went to the Black
Hills. Since 1920 it had had a stable
Entomology-Zoology Department,
an obvious program for a largely
ag school. But since 1938 the de-
partment had also employed an
energetic program-builder in wild-
life management named (appro-
priately) Gerald Spawn. An SDSC
alum with a Ph.D. from Iowa State,
Spawn had added conservation
courses, a wildlife major, a student
club, and even an annual Buffalo
Dinner which became the campus’s
most popular event.

In 1954 he became department

chair and hired Progulske, who
taught some general zoology and
human physiology but was soon
teaching more wildlife manage-
ment. The program continued to
grow, riding on the postwar waves
of science, conservation, and out-
door leisure.”

Within a year or two of
Progulske’s arrival the program
added a master’s program, as-
signed him graduate students, and
expected him to do research. As a
graduate student he had studied
wildlife in fragmented, human-im-
pacted forests, including National
Forests. His work was ecological,
reflecting some of the coursework
he had taken, but it was a very hu-
man ecology, emphasizing man-
agement almost to the point of
domestication. His dissertation
was on dogs harassing deer in Mis-
souri, and the deer in his study got
collared, tagged and geolocated
just like the dogs. He even gave
the deer dog collars with bells,
then invented his own collars. So it
is no surprise that the Black Hills
appealed to him. By 1958 he was
doing nighttime counts of deer in
the Hills, in a study featuring the
landscape scale, tracking of ani-
mals, maps, and even landscape
photos that would figure into his
rephotography.'®

The early 1960s were busy at
South Dakota State, where land-
grant institutions grew and in-
tertwined. The not-famous McIn-
tire-Stennis Act of 1962, one of
Congress’s many quarter-centenni-
al supplements to the land grants,
provided USDA funding for forest-
ry research, including several proj-
ects of Progulske’s. In the summer
of 1963 Spawn’s efforts culminated
in his chairmanship of a new De-

partment of Wildlife Management
(though, appropriately, he had re-
quested Fisheries in the title). But
Spawn died over Labor Day week-
end, and Progulske became chair.
Also in 1963, South Dakota State
established a Cooperative Wildlife
Research Unit (CRU). These not-fa-
mous organizations began at lowa
State in the 1930s while Gerald
Spawn was there, and generally
consisted of federal, state, and uni-
versity staff collaborating at a land-
grant school, doing research and
training graduate students. Every
university Progulske ever attend-
ed or worked at (besides his brief
wartime training at Harvard) was
a land-grant school with a CRU.
In CRUs the federal government
formalized the natural sciences’
collaborative ethos into durable in-
stitutions."”

In this cooperative environment,
and working with state and fed-
eral agencies, Progulske’s interest
in management broadened from
the deer to the forest generally. He
described an early trip to this Hills
this way:

Some of the people from the USGS
and Fish and Wildlife Service were
out there at that time and we traveled
around the Black Hills in several plac-
es, and I was aghast at how beautiful
they were and how different the man-
agement of the forest was in various
places in the Black Hills, and particu-
larly the Black Hills National Forest.
I could see right away that there was
a problem through the planting of
trees . . . particularly in the northern
part of the Black Hills where lumber
operations were being carried out by
private people on private land.

It is interesting that several orga-
nizations, particularly the Forest
Service, continued to assist him

in a project that clearly criticized
them—though usually implicit-
ly and sometimes for not doing
enough of the management they
yearned to do.'

Before too long, discussion
turned to the Illingworth photo-
graphs. They had had an interest-
ing publication history, starting
immediately; before leaving the
Black Hills, Custer wrote home to
his wife about shooting a bear and
included a stereocard of it that Il-
lingworth had apparently printed
on the spot. Within days of the ex-
pedition’s end the images started
appearing in publications such as
Harper’s Weekly as engravings, and
Illingworth sold them as prints and
stereocards.

By 1880 a St. Paul journalist
named Edward Bromley offered
to buy the negatives; Illingworth
refused, but after his death his
son sold Bromley his whole collec-
tion. In about 1920 Bromley sold
the Custer negatives for $60 to the
South Dakota State Historical Soci-
ety in Pierre. C. C. O'Harra, the en-
ergetic president of the S.D. School
of Mines in Rapid City, printed the
news of that sale, and eventually
the whole series of photos, in his
quarterly journal.

So by the 1950s the photos were
by no means lost, but neither do
they appear to have been readily
available, commonly seen, or fre-
quently analyzed for their content.
“They were not well known,” ac-
cording to Progulske, “but they
were in the hands of the Fish and
Game people, and they then turned
the idea over to me because they
wanted to learn a lot more about
the ecology of the Black Hills.”"

Reshooting the photos was
equally uncommon. Rephotogra-
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phy (also known as repeat pho-
tography) is a natural outgrowth
of photography, but it took a while
to become a recognized practice.
Rephotography for science may
date from 1888 when a Bavarian
professor named Sebastian Fin-
sterwalder began using it to docu-
ment glaciers. It found wide use in
geology and especially vegetation
studies. Famed ecologist Frederic
Clements, a scholar well known to
Progulske, recommended small-
scale rephotography of one-meter
squares as early as 1905. Judging by
Google’s scans of library books, the
term gained a solid foothold by the
1920s, and then in the late 1960s,
just when Progulske was searching
for his sites, the term began a sus-
tained surge of increased use.”

Progulske’s project developed
very gradually from about 1960.
He had not done rephotography
before, was not much of a pho-
tographer, and did not pattern his
rephotography on anyone’s work.
“In the literature I could see there
was some—here and there there
was spotty repetition, [but] not in
the Black Hills.” So Progulske was
near the cutting edge regionally,
though starting around the time
that others were elsewhere.”!

He took many trips to the Hills,
over 400 miles from Brookings, to
drive, hike, talk and search. Pro-
gulske described it as unmethodi-
cal, “just look and see. . . . It was
a tedious chore, to cover the Black
Hills and get to know pinpoints of
rock outcrops or general terrain to
sort of guide me . . .” He repeated-
ly used that word “pinpoint,” and
it’s a good one, evoking a needle
in an orographic dome of needles.
Ironically, for all the labor it took I1-
lingworth to process photographs,

his toils were nothing compared to
the care it took to reshoot them lat-
er. [llingworth did in one quick trip
what it took Progulske a decade to
replicate.

But this personal venture was
supported by others, both pro-
fessionally—by  McIntire-Stennis
money, SDSU staff, and BHNF for-
esters like Cameron Ferweda—and
personally. Many of these Black
Hills trips were in fact family va-
cations. His daughter recalls being
out in the Hills hunting photos by
the early 1960s, and staying near
Harney Peak at a little cluster of
cabins owned by their church with
no electricity or water. Progulske
recalls driving her down to catch
some trout for dinner, being caught
in a tornadic storm, and returning
to find the outhouse unroofed and
his wife in the fireplace. The emerg-
ing book became an odd variation
on the classic vacation album.?

There was also normal research,
though more normal for a histori-
an than a wildlife scientist: nights
at home reading, writing and por-
ing over blown-up prints with a
magnifying glass, and trips to ar-
chives. Because there was no defin-
itive list of what Illingworth shot,
Progulske went to the Smithsonian,
to the Minnesota Historical Society,
and by chance or not to Winchell
and Grinnell’s schools Yale and
the University of Minnesota, again
hoping to pick off one or two more
scenes. But most of them had been
back at Pierre, and Progulske wrote
that the South Dakota State Histor-
ical Society’s archival staff “were
most important as they provided
access to the original Illingworth
photographic material which in-
spired me to begin the study.”?

As the project approached the

1974 centennial, the land-grant ap-
paratus kicked in to get an actual
book produced. Frank Shideler of
SDSU’s  Agricultural Experiment
Station was the editor. Shideler
was described as “serious,” “con-
centrating,” and socializing little at
work because “his nose was right
on his job all the time.” He ap-
pears to have been a driving force
who did everything from research
to layout and who knew how he
wanted it all done. Progulske cred-
ited him with helping to put the
material together and shape the
narrative.

The other midwife was pho-
tographer Richard Sowell, whom
Progulske requested from the
SDSU photo lab to take the photos
that would actually appear in the
book. A colleague described Sowell
as a bit of a mirror image, joshing
his colleagues with an easy sense
of humor while he worked, but he
too was “very professional, and
technically knew very, very well
everything he did.” Forty years
later Sowell still recalled a shot at
Inyan Kara with amazing technical
detail: “I had taken a 35mm camera
with color slide film, a Hassalblad
2.25x2.25 with color film, 4x5 Speed
Graphic and black & white film
holders & a tripod. We set up the
4x5 and was surprised that stumps
were still in the same place.”
Progulske praised Dick Sowell as
“a master in meeting my demands
for photographic excellence.” Sow-
ell recalls that “It was quite an ad-
venture for me . .. When we found
one it was like winning the lottery.”

With the centennial approaching,
Progulske and Sowell shot through
the summers of 1971 and 1972—in-
cluding the ninth of June 1972, a
Friday they spent photo-hunting in

the central Hills. Hearing reports
of a storm, Progulske and Sowell
caught a quick meal of hamburg-
ers on their way home through
Rapid City, only later to hear of
the catastrophic flood that swept
down Rapid Creek, cutting a swath
through the city and killing 238
people.®

That summer of 1972 was also
complicated by Progulske’s de-
parture from SDSU. Progulske
and his family had grown to love
South Dakota, and forty years later
he still reminisced about his mem-
ories there, most of them suitably
natural: a blue field of winter crops
blossoming; a mass-migration of
toads on a dark rainy night; a white
snowy owl flying with a pheasant
in its clutches, an afternoon thun-
derstorm developing west of his
porch. The family left a cultural
footprint too, starting a hockey
league and designing and build-
ing themselves a Cape Cod home
on the fringes of Brookings. They
were right at home on the prai-
rie, though their eastern relatives
never understood. But in 1972 the
University of Massachusetts made
him an offer he couldn’t refuse: the
chair of his old department and a
chance to go home. So, like Gerald
Spawn, he returned to his alma ma-
ter for the rest of his career.”

But the project was almost done.
UMass sent him back for the sum-
mer of ‘73 and the book came out
in the centennial year of 1974, just
as the national bicentennial was
warming up. The title was Yellow
Ore, Yellow Hair, Yellow Pine: A Pho-
tographic Study of a Century of For-
est Ecology—the yellow denoting
gold, Custer, and ponderosa pines,
and the brown and yellow cover
connoting the “earth tone” sensi-
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bilities of the 1970s. In classic land-
grant style a run of perhaps 1,500
books was printed and bound right
on campus by the students them-
selves, 169 pages in a wire binder
chosen to fold flat outdoors.

Between the anniversary, the
eternal fascination with Custer, and
the fun of before-and-after pictures,
it appears to have been popular.
Progulske was told second-hand
about Secretary of Agriculture (and
noted communicator) Earl Butz
citing the book as the right way to
talk to the public. In the late eight-
ies the experiment station reported
that the first printing was “long
since” gone and they were print-
ing another $10,400 worth from the
original negatives. Today a copy in
“good” condition sells on Amazon
for about $80.%

In fact it was popular enough
to prompt a sequel, a somewhat
different book entitled Following
Custer, begun in 1975 and finished
around 1978. The sequel included
a few photos not located before,
took another draft at the history
of the forest, and most noticeably
took the very 1975 tack of flying
over the Custer route with a Na-
tional Guard helicopter, producing
unique views of the expedition’s
route. Shideler apparently played
an expanded role in the sequel; he
got a “with” credit on the cover and
an “and” credit on the foreword,
and Progulske was referred to as
the “senior author.”

But this book did not cut much
new ground. Sowell was unavail-
able so Progulske rode the heli-
copter with an uncredited pho-
tographer whose pictures satisfied
Progulske much less than Sowell’s,
and their helicopter time was cut
short anyway. As a sequel it is nor-

mal work, but since its message is
mostly in line with the original’s
we can safely focus on Yellow Ore.”

So let us repeat our question
from 1874: How did this 1974 proj-
ect show or not show land-granti-
tude?

First, it was clearly “agricul-
ture and the mechanic arts.” Sil-
viculture, i.e. the raising of trees,
falls within the ag mission and
Progulske was researching the best
methods for the economic devel-
opment of the ponderosa forest,
not only for timber but also for
cattle and even wild game (what
Progulske’s wildlife-management
forebear Aldo Leopold coldly
termed “killable stock.” )

Second, here the “people’s uni-
versity” was clearly speaking to
the people. The book was public
and even popular education. It
read like an ecology primer and
was distributed to schools. Like the
reports of 1874 it spoke to a subject
of public interest and even enthusi-
asm; forests were right in the heart
of the 1970s debate over “the ecol-
ogy,” up there with pesticides and
air pollution.

But was Progulske acting in be-
half of ordinary people, the “indus-
trial classes?” Was SDSU being not
just a university for the people but
a university for the people? Here
the answers become partial and
murky.

To say for whom Progulske was
arguing we need to say for what
he was arguing. He summarized it
most succinctly in a 1972 article in
the Experiment Station’s newslet-
ter:

We're adding to evidence that new
tree growth in the forest since heavy
settlement of the area may have cur-

tailed . . . the region’s potential pro-
duction of natural resources . . . that
man’s over-disturbance of nature is
limiting the potential of Black Hills
wildlife, water, lumber products, and
its grazing areas for wildlife and live-
stock.

In the article’s headline the editor
(probably Frank Shideler) summed
it even more curtly: “TOO MANY
TREES.” The “over-disturbance”
was white people suppressing fire,
and fire suppression created a for-
est of numerous small trees, even
“doghair” stands of runts, which
soaked up water, shaded out the
animals’ grass, and rarely grew to
timber size.

The forest was out of its natu-
ral state, the text argued—and the
images agreed. Rephotography
tends to have a bias against present
conditions, because if the original
shots were carefully located in or-
der to look good (as Illingworth’s
were), then how can the rephoto-
graphs not suffer in comparison?
And given the framing of these
particular rephotographs—in a
book published soon after the first
Earth Day, with Ecology on the
cover—the “before” photographs
would certainly represent to many
readers Nature with a capital N. So
the photos, almost inevitably, tend-
ed to make present conditions look
not only ugly but unnatural

That was Progulske’s argument.
Where did it place him within the
environmental politics of the time?
Was he on the side of ordinary peo-
ple?

A basic sketch of that era’s forest
politics helps answer that question.
By 1974 the political divide rele-
vant to Black Hills resources was
no longer white farmers vs. every-
one else. It was the timber coalition

vs. everyone else. This is not to say
that “everyone else” was opposed
to the timber industry, but rather
that the Forest Service, which con-
trolled the great majority of Black
Hills forest, was openly a charter
member of the timber coalition, and
it had long privileged that one use
above all others. Although a sincere
shift had begun, the Forest Service
in the early 1970s (never mind the
late 1950s) was very much in the
old “timber beast” mindset where
“forest” meant big green boards
stacked vertically, “forestry” meant
processing those boards, and “mul-
tiple use” (a slippery term) meant:
if you'd like to graze and drink and
play and live in our lumberyard,
be our guest. So the political divide
was multiple-use public interest vs.
single-use special interest.*

Progulske was arguing for a
“thinner,” sparser forest that
looked more like 1874. He was ar-
guing for management to create a
stable equilibrium that simulated
nature’s pre-European equilibri-
um. A doghair stand, for exam-
ple, is not equilibrium because in
a fire those puny crowded trees
are like kindling, burning right to
their tops and leaving an (almost)
cleared-out landscape that (often)
begets another stand of doghair.
But a parklike stand of fewer, larg-
er trees tends to shade out the runts
and survive its cooler ground fires;
rather than slamming from over-
growth to holocaust it stays more
balanced in the middle.

By placing himself on the side of
equilibrium and all of its implica-
tions, Progulske put himself on one
side of a clear divide that has tend-
ed to form in the forest politics of
recent decades. This table is a stark
simplification but an accurate one:
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equilibrium nonequilibrium

frequent fires infrequent fires

natural + natural
human fires fires only
fragmented extensive
forest forest
managed wild
environment environment
silviculture old growth
logging wildfire/beetle
mortality mortality
road building road closure
four-wheelers hikers

Wise Use / environ-
“Multiple Use”  mentalism
Republicans Democrats

Obviously not all these implica-
tions had developed by 1974, but
the divide was there. And coming
from wildlife management it was
the managed side that was com-
fortable and familiar to Progulske.
If his book’s words and pictures
told the public that there were too
many trees, then who (in the pub-
lic’s mind) could remove those ex-
tra trees? Loggers, of course. And,
though it sounds like a joke, repho-
tography has not only an anti-pres-
ent bias but an anti-tree, pro-log-
ging bias, because new trees get in
the way and spoil the shot.

But here’s the interesting thing:
Progulske did not call for more log-
ging. Although he acknowledged
that logging was “an important
phase of proper forest manage-
ment” and he implied an approv-
al of selective cutting, Progulske
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never said that the Forest Service’s
then-current mode of operating
was the solution. In fact he implied
that they were the problem, and
forty years later he said that “in my
mind there was no real—ah, good
forestry being carried out, both by
the Black Hills National Forest and
also by the [State of South Dako-
tal.” Yellow Ore’s summary, entitled
“The Forest of the Future,” read,

We no longer let nature thin the forest
by fire because we have said “all for-
est fires are bad.” We have generally
failed to keep the forest healthy and
productive for many uses by eliminat-
ing [fires]. Perhaps man can do it in
a more directed way than did natural
fires. Perhaps we will find that fire,
when employed under control con-
ditions, will become a useful tool in
management of the forest and prairies
of the Black Hills.

If there was any doubt about who
had failed and who could make
them change, the next paragraph
politely explained: “The U. S. For-
est Service is the dominant force
and leader in shaping the Black
Hills forest. . . . What the public
demands and allows to happen is
a key factor in the future of this for-
est resource.”!

Progulske was an environmen-
talist. He was the closest thing to
an ecologist that SDSU had, and
one would never expect ecology to
be on the “single” side of anything.
This put him in the minority at
SDSU. His daughter Ann recalled
riding to school while her father
and a neighboring bug doctor de-
bated Silent Spring in the front seat,
with “the entomologist saying it’s
a bunch of hooey, and my father
defending Rachel Carson.” She de-
scribed the managed-ecology per-
spective she learned from him:

. " h
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[A]s a kid you say, why do you want
to shoot deer, or whatever, and he
explained to me that it's better for
their population. In any population,
whether it’s a forest or deer or what-
ever, if there’s too many of them . . .
none of them are that healthy. So . . . if
you look at it from a population per-
spective, they need to be thinned out.
And so hunting—controlled hunt-
ing, legal hunting—is actually good
for the population of the animals. I
learned that at a very young age.

Progulske was an environmental-
ist working on both sides of the
political aisle, in a time when it
was much easier to do that and be
heard.

Times would change; the late-
1980s reprint of Yellow Ore carried
an added introduction by the head
of the Experiment Station prom-
ising readers that “in the pages
ahead, you'll see many examples
of [successful management.] One is
the improvement in forest density
over the relatively scanty stands of
timber 100 years ago through total
vegetation management . . .” This
is an eye-popping, 180-degree re-
versal of Progulske’s argument laid
out in the very pages that followed.
The new intro also featured a “grip
and grin” photo of the Experiment
Station head receiving a check for
$10,400 from the Black Hills Forest
Resources Association, for it was
they who bought the new books
and sent them to schools.

When asked whether sawmills
were in the habit of publish-
ing books by environmentalists,
Progulske laughed and described
his own sense of where his book
stood:

My sense, being in education—There
were a lot of us . . . who were explain-
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ing to the public, no matter what their
job mightbe. ..

[Now]| there’s a lot of effort be-
ing made by the environmentalists
to bring together the hunter and
non-hunter. So, as I look at this book
now, I can say yes . .. that was a good
start in explaining to people what
was happening to their environment,
piece by piece.

Thus he aligned himself with nei-
ther side of the politics (exemplified
by the hunter/nonhunter divide in
his field of wildlife management),
but instead aligned himself with
objective science and education.

In fact an even better way to “lo-
cate” Progulske—just as one lo-
cates a photographer by inferring
from clues in the photo—is not
politically but historically. Donald
Progulske was a man of his times,
a consummate postwar character.
He rose in affluence from manu-
al work to management—from a
good factory job to Harvard and
a Ph.D., from a teaching job to a
chair and a bigger department, to
a house in the “suburbs” and lei-
sure time in a forest accessible by
cars and good roads. He relied on
authority, and especially on benign
big government which educated
him, managed the public’s lands,
and set up the research appara-
tus for him to study those lands.
He trusted the authority of mod-
ernist science to guide the human
management of nature. He had
that era’s belief in civil, consensus
democracy, in a polyarchy that in-
cluded an informed public and a
jostling of state and federal agen-
cies. He was a consensus, pro-au-
thority, progressivist moderate. He
was even an Episcopalian.
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2012

I have left myself out of this story
in the customary manner, but it’s
not completely true. I had a few
cameos off to the side. In the mid-
1990s I was standing in the Hills
one day when two old men came
walking out of the woods. They
chatted with me about following
Custer and then went on down
the valley. I thought they might be
ghosts but it turns out they were
Joe Sanders and Jack McCulloh,
and their searching and study
morphed into a glorious full-color
book, Exploring with Custer, pub-
lished in 2002 by writer Ernest
Grafe and photographer Paul Hor-
sted. They focused not on ecology
but the history of the expedition,
and they located many photos that
Progulske’s group never could.
They were the third generation.™

Around that same time I was re-
searching the environmental side,
reshooting some old photographs,
and concluding that on one major
point Progulske was off. I mention
it because it was 1974 again repeat-
ing the 1870s, when Natives were
being written out of the Hills—by
newspaper hype, by treaty, and by
denying (as we saw from Aris Don-
aldson) that Natives had been there
much anyway. Progulske knew
they were there but understated
their impact: “This region up to less
than a century ago was under “total
management’ by Nature through
rain, hail, snow and ice storms, tor-
nadoes, ravages of insects, and fre-
quent fires caused by lightning or
by humans.”

But, in the consensus of our times,
sometimes exaggerated, fires were
a major impact and Natives were
their major cause. Juxtaposing old
and new fire data with tree ring

data collected post-Yellow Ore in-
dicates that Natives, not lightning,
were the main source of wildfire.
That's significant; if the forest of
1874 was highly subject to human
influence then it was subject to hu-
man vagaries as well (never mind
natural variation), and we can no
longer assume that 1874 was repre-
sentative of some steady-state Na-
ture. And, as it turns out, 1874 ap-
pears to have been far from typical;
those same tree rings suggest that
Custer happened by in an unusu-
ally burnt-out, thinned-out period
in the Black Hills history. So there
are more studies to come and more
photos to find.®

My academic involvements also
uncovered some personal ones.
2012 was the land-grants’ sesqui-
centennial and I was invited to
write a paper on forestry research.
immediately thought of Progulske
and I searched for him and Sowell.
As a shot in the dark I called SD-
SU’s communications office, where
Virginia Coudron just happened to
answer. “That book,” she said as if
to perpetuate stereotypes of small
states, “was one of the first things I
worked on at SDSU.”

I eventually did find Progulske
and Sowell, alive and well and
near ninety, and I enjoyed learn-
ing from them all. It turns out I
was there as they worked on Yel-
low Ore, though at a low vantage
point, living in Brookings and go-
ing to (pre)school at the university.
It turns out that the Campbells at-
tended the same little church as the
Progulskes and (not to perpetuate
stereotypes of small states) bought
that new Cape Cod house from
them when they moved back to
Massachusetts. So it’s not hard for
me to picture Progulske at home in

his study examining photographs,
or even playing hockey on the
pond. I honeymooned where Mrs.
Progulske hid in the fireplace, and
I've shot some of the same photos
as Sowell and Illingworth. And
there is indeed something archi-
val about standing where someone
else stood.*

I traveled to SDSU to research
this paper and to meet with peo-
ple there about an electronic re-
issue of Yellow Ore. I took a walk
around the campus, looked at the
new buildings with corporations’
names—Avera Health & Science
Center, Daktronics Engineering
Hall—and thought about the “peo-
ple’s universities.” I whistled at the
$195,000 a year that Monsanto paid
to SDSU’s president and wondered
whether anyone there wrote about
Monsanto.*

On the other hand I happened
to fall in with some engineering
students marching up the campa-
nile and I photographed Brook-
ings in four directions while they
practiced their surveying. And in
my meeting, the Experiment/Ex-
tension/ag people couldn’t have
been more helpful or professional.
When I mentioned the potential
for anniversary publicity the dean
said, “no, I don’t care about that
part of it. I just want us to do our
mission.” When we considered
cutting our op-ed intros and just
saying, “folks, this is all the data
there are—as far as we know this is,
just—" you know . . . “The truth,”
someone said with almost a laugh.
“Yes!” the dean lit up. (I wanted to
say “veritas!” but didn’t.)

And it was the same way next
door at the archives, where unlike
some archives there was no de-
sire to act like a commercial photo

agency, but just to get the informa-
tion out there. And they must be at
least thinking about the mission in
Brookings if they can rattle it off so
well without doubt or hesitation:
“Teaching, research, and extension,
and they pretty much followed
those missions,” Virginia Coudron
told me. “Definitely the missions
have changed—some of that is due
to economic conditions . . . but al-
ways the main mission is teaching
research and extension—and mak-
ing a difference with what we can
do.”%

In sum, on land-grants I gained
one definite thesis, one observa-
tion, and one open question.

First the definite thesis: There
definitely is a land-grant system.
And not just a federal system of
funding, but a national network
of the schools themselves. People
seem to hop from one to another
like rocks in a stream. The system
wasn’t in place yet to educate the
1874 generation, but it certainly
was for Progulske’s. Besides his
Navy training, Progulske went
UMass > Virginia Tech > Missouri
> SDSU > UMass. Sowell stayed
at SDSU. Shideler went Kansas
State > Colorado State > K State >
SDSU. Daniel Scholl, the current ag
dean, went UC Davis > LA State >
SDSU (plus some Dutch and Ca-
nadian schools I can’t interpret).
Alan Marcus, the historian who
commissioned this paper for the
2012 anniversary, went UW Mad-
ison > Cincinnati (which, alone in
this paragraph, is not a land-grant.
“What a snob.” —Barack Obama,
28 April 2012) > Iowa State > Mis-
sissippi State.”

I even located Don Progulske
by stumbling across Dr. Ann
Progulske-Fox, a professor of ap-



210

plied science at a land-grant school,
and thinking that she had to be
Don Progulske’s daughter. Inci-
dentally she went UMass > UCo-
nn > University of Florida. Donald
Progulske even retired near the
University of Florida, which had
attempted to recruit him in the
1960s.

These data satisfy me that it’s not
quite a mafia but easily a system.
And it’s the only one! America has
no “liberal arts system,” or any-
thing but a few little groups like the
Ivies or historically black schools
(which themselves overlap with
the land-grants)—and those have
nothing like the common mission,
history, and institutions that bind
the land-grants together.

Second, an observation: Progul-
ske used the term “land-grant
system” not to refer to a national
system of universities but rather to
the cluster of institutions within a
land-grant that work together but
lack a collective name: the Exper-
iment Station, Extension Service,
4H, Cooperative Research Unit,
plus perhaps some McIntire-Sten-
nis projects and more. This is just
one data point, but a striking one
coming from a lifelong member
and a two-time chair. A definition
of “land-grant” even narrower
than “agriculture and the mechanic
arts.”

Finally, the question that I wres-
tled with in three centuries: what
makes a school true to its land-grant
character, beyond accepting the ac-
tual land grant and its add-ons?
When searching the Internet for the
adjective or abstract-noun forms
of the word, I found no instanc-
es of land-grantitude but I found a
few of land-granty: a hailing of the
sesquicentennial as “150 years of
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land granty goodness,” a plain
graduation ceremony being “land-
granty and Midwesterny,” and the
University of Minnesota (Winchell
and Donaldson’s old school) “get-
ting less and less land-granty” for
accepting fewer transfer students
and for closing its General College,
“a gateway to the university for
students who are promising, but
lack adequate preparation.” One
grad student criticized the chang-
es:

The president’s stated goal to become
one of the top three public research
universities in the world, is really not
appropriate,” she said. “The Universi-
ty of Minnesota is a land grant univer-
sity—the people’s university—and
should aspire to achieve appropriate
balance among its three functions of
research, teaching, and outreach to
the people.

As the rabbi said, no one can serve
two masters. But land-grants have
always had to reconcile the mis-
sions of economic development
and popular advancement—"agri-
culture and the mechanic arts” vs.
“the people’s universities.” People
and money. And as we have seen
in 1874 and 1974, they can indeed
be reconciled. But what I notice in
each case, as well as in recent news
of Minnesota and perhaps SDSU,
is that I don’t see anyone worrying
that the economic mission might
slip away. That one is secure, and
it'’s the other that we lose sleep
over. And as state legislatures di-
vest from their universities, throw-
ing land-grants deeper into the
arms of corporations, i.e. investors,
the money-losing mission of edu-
cation for the masses may become
even harder to love.®

On the other hand I notice that

this is nothing new, that 150 years
is a long time, and that at least peo-
ple keep on trying and fretting and
reciting the mission. Perhaps it’s
like Carl Becker’s take on Kansans’
belief that their state was founded
on a high and noble cause:

The trained and disinterested physi-
ocratic historian will tell us that such
statements are unsupported by the
documents . . . [that] the real motive
was economic, as all historic motives
are; the Kansas emigrant may have
thought he was going to Kansas to re-
sist oppression, but in reality he went
to take up a farm.

At least, that many emigrants
thought they came to resist oppression
is indisputable. Their descendents
still think so. And, after all, perhaps it
is important to distinguish those who
seek better farms and know they seek
nothing else, from those who seek bet-
ter farms and imagine they are fight-
ing a holy war.




The Black Hills as seen from space. This is a
stitthed panorama taken from the Internation-
al Space Station, the space workshop orbiting
nearly 250 miles above the earth. On May 4,
2016, astronaut Jeff Williams shot these 21
photos in 13 seconds, traveling 17,100 miles an
hour, with a handhand Nikon D4 digital camera.

Arrow and number refer to point below. See
page 195 for annotations.

Original images 1SS047-E-98315 to 35 from
National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
Johnson Space Center, Houston, Tex.

The Black Hills as seen from Lookout Moun-
tain, 500 feet above Spearfish. At left are Spear-
fish Peak and Crow Peak. Arrow and number
refer to Homer Shantz’s last hill. (See page 190.)

On May 4, 2016, the author shot this spher-
ical panorama (here cropped) of 38 images
with a Canon G1X digital camera. Campbell
2016-05-04-1929, “Lookout penultimate bump,”
44.51165 -103.85462. Public land, B.H. penulti-
mate landcover class.
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