PROTECTING ONTARIO'S WILDERNESS:
A HISTORY OF WILDERNESS CONSERVATION IN ONTARIO,

N

1827-1873

\\ > % . By

GEORGE MICHAEL WARECKI, B.A., M.A.

& A Thesis
Submitted to the School of Graduate :Studiesf
in Partial Fulfilﬁent of the Requirements

for the Degree |

Doctor of Philosophy

McMaster University

©Copyr;'.ght t;y George Warecki, September 13889.

¢
AN

Q

(3]

D



o

A

N

. PROTECTING ONTARIO'S WILDERNESS, 1927-1973

3



DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY (1989) MCMASTER UNIVERSITY
(History) Hamilton, Ontario

TITLE: Protecting Ontario’s Wilderness: A History of
Wilderness Conservation in Ontario, 1927-1973

AUTHOR: George H;~Harecki, B.A. (King’s College,
University of Western
' Ontario)

"M.A. (University of Western
Ontario)

SUPERVISOR: Dr. John C. Weaver
'NUMBER OF PAGES: vii, 535

i

ii

4



)

ABSTRACT

Hilderness hﬁs been touted as an intégrallpart of

VCanadian culture. But, from 1927 to 1887, Ontarioc

wilderness consegvationists failed to attract wideApbpulér.
support. ‘They exerted an influence on profincial park
policy, far beyond the strength Bf their small numbers. In -
several campaigns,:conségygtiqnists convinced politicians
and civil serv;nts to adopt more protectionist park
policies. This recordrwas the result of individuél efforts,
organization and persefefance,* Coﬁgarvationist lobbying

f&ctics -=- from quiet dipldmacy before 1987, to mass-media

'manipulation thereafter -- refleét the changing Ontg;io

political_cultd@g. By the garly 19793, they had fostered s

i

more broadly-based preservation movement.
Q

Conservatioqists_proméﬁed different ideas of& )
wilderness. Both the Ontario Department of Lands and .
Forests, and the Canadian Quetico-Superior Committee (1949)
-~ reorganized as the Quetico Founddtioﬁ (1954) s embraéed
ﬁuitiple use. It enabled the harmohizatiqy of natural
resource extraction with the protection oé scenic and
recreational vﬁlueﬁ, by no-cut shogeline reserves aldhg o

canoe routes. .The Federation of:‘Ontario Naturalists (1831)

advocated the conservation of wilderness for its own sake.

iii
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Motivated by sgientific and aesthetic‘appreciation, the
'naturalists‘succeSSfuliY lobbied. for ﬁhblicly-owned, rigidly
controlled ;ature reserves. Environmental awareness in the -
- 1980s fed a resurgence and refinement ofhthe ecblogical.
wilderness concept. This awakening spawned a new pressure
group —- the Algonquin Wildlands League (AWL, 1888). It
championed a wilderness free of interference with ecological
‘ processes,;especiélly resource extraction and recreational
. overuse. b

The AWL built Ontario’s modern wilderness
prasarvation_mgvemen;;‘ By publicizing its wilderness
philosophy, ;he }eagug’étrengiheneé the Parks Branch in
vdépartmehtal‘stf;ggles over provincially-ownéd wildlands.
The AWL persuaded the government to adopt more protect10n1st
policzes for Algonquln, Lake Superlor and Klllarney parks ’*xffgﬁ‘
Preservatlonlst v1ctorles 1nc1uded a.ban on’ logging in
Quetlco Park (1971), and the rec18851f1cat10n of both -
Quetlco and Killarney as primitive parks (1973). After
1973, both preservationists and civil servants planned a

system of provincial wilderne§s parks.
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INTRODUCTION: WHY WILDERNESS?

Historians and literary crities-have touted the

great impact of wildefness, both as a physical reality and

-

an abstract concept, on the development of ﬁ distinet - T

. Canadian cultural identity. ~Qanadian histqry, literature,

painting, cinema, ﬁusic and recreafﬁoﬁ allegedly have been
influenced and hiétinguished by the wilderness. Two
schoolteachers recently advanced the proposztlon that
wllderness has been the 51ngle most important 1nf1uence on

Canadian literature. One historian has explained the

' sqcbess of the Group of Seveﬁ by claiming phit a wilderness

Aethosc-— an appreciation for spiritual, aesthetic .and -

physical values -- had developed b# the 1930s. Other

scholars have emphasized outdoor recreation, especially

.canceing, as evidence of Canadians’ close identification

ﬁith the land and reverence for the wild. The“populaf

(2

qdnception remains that wilderness. is a central theme in

Canadian cultural expression i

o

The pervas;veness of these cultural perceptions

Q

re1nforced a myth of abundance. Having been exposed to

wllderness, through art or recreation, many Canadians®

‘..

- assumed that’ there would always be unspoiled wildland.

Indeed, to the collective mind of a developing nation,
e fé .
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Capgga had too much wilderness. Consequently, most
Caﬁuéians had little interest in presefvation prior to the
late 1960s. This Canadian paradox -- celebration of
wilde;ness in popular culture, but indifference to
presqévationist efforts -- is weli-illustrated by the .
Onta;éo experience. The early historyfdf wilderness

conservatlon in this prov1nce is ‘marked by a lack of popular

support. For forty years, w1ldland enthusiasts failed to

attract wide publ;c interest in the1r conservation

campaigns. Not until 1971 did a more broadly-based

. preservation movement emerge. This finding suggests a

reinte:pret;tion of the impdrtance of wilderness to’
Canadians in the twentieth century. | |

In 1989 American historlan Roderlck Nash argued that
wilderness preservatlon was not a contentzous pub11c issue
in Cznada. In the abseqce of a wilderness moverent on a

f§ =
&
“broad, citizen level," wrote Nash, "the political ¢

effectiveness of the few Canadian preservationists is and

has been siight.“z This interpretation is in need of

.:revision. While there was no overwhelming grass-roots:

support for preservation in Ontario, conservationists

exerted an influence, " far beyond . the proport1on of their
c

number, on provincial w11derness polxcy Nasgh assumed, in.
“Whiggish" fashion, that the absence of an American-style, .

broadly-based preservation movement in Ontario must have

meant political impotency. But Canadian political

)
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institutions and styles dictated a different recipe for
success. In several campsaigns, Ontario conservationists
convinced provincial politicians and civil servants to adopt
more protectionist policiés for wildlands. This record was
the result of individual efforts, organization and
perseverance.

Publlshed histories of the Amerlcan wilderness
‘movement have rocently shifted focus from polities Eo
intellectual history, exsmining the changing idea of:

wilderness perceived by both amateur conservationists and

the official bureaucracies oharged with administefing wild

lands. This approach -- inspired by Roderick Nash’s
‘Eildérnesg and the American Mind (revised 1882), Stephen:

Fox’'s Qghg__g;;_gng_ﬂ;__L“g_gx (1981), and refined in Philip
Terrie’s excellent study, Forever Wild (1985) -- is pos51ble
partly because the necessary political histories have been
written.® In'contrast, there is no oolitical history of
wilderness preservation in Ontario.+4

This dissertation blends two themes: the politics%
of wilderness preservation and an intellectual history of
the changing idea of wilderness. The apo:oach reflects
historical patterns. Idoas of wilderness in Ontario have
changed over timol_ These concepts have fueled cont:ovérsies
about preservdﬁion and management. Subtle ideoloéical
shifts have also sparked changes in the strategy ahq

éffectiveness of conservationists. Lobbying tactics -- from



qﬁiet diplomacy before 1967, to mass-media manipulation
thereafter -- reflected a changing Ontario~politicél
culture.

The preservationists were a dynamic, diverse lot.
Although many conservation_groups dealt with the same cause,
they embraced people from different clagses, educationa}
traditions and economic interests. Wilderness organizaiions
either stagnated!or»evolved in both théir philosophy and
tschniqu;s. The Quetico Foundation (1854) chose the former
fate, while the Algonquin Wildlands League.(1968) pursued
“the latter courses.

Organizations are feceptacles of consensus and
change. But.£hey are only aé effective as their leadership.
This study employs biogfﬁphieal p:ofiles to highlight
individual experience as a crucial influence on the
development of wilderness ideas. Biographies also
illuminate the civic-minded ethos that crossed the
béundaries of modern states; Books, lecturers, students and
ideas moved freely across the 49th parallel, prodding old
Ontario out Sf its> localized values and inertia on
wilderness preservation. The text therefore focuSGS\dn
intellectuals and the international world in which they

o

often moved.

This dissertation examinesuthelchanging idea’ of
wilderness in Ontario and the impact of significant groups

~

and individuals on é;blic policy from 1927 to 1873. Several

) c




questions guided the research. What is wilderness? How was
it conceived? Hho‘fought for its protection and why? What
- arguments were empléyed to encourage wilderness protection?
What forces caused wilderness concepts to changé? Did these
concepts enjoy a wider public currené&?r What were the
strengths and weaknesses of the preservationist crusade?.

in Ontario, the predominance of crown-owned land
made the provincial park system the most sigﬁificant vehicle
for the protection of wild land. "Within that framework,
civil servants and conservationists promoted different ideas
of wilderness. Both the Department of Lands and Foresté i
the ministry responsible for provinecial parkland -- and‘
Ontario’s first wilderness organization, the‘Canadian
Quetico-Superior Committee, embraced the "multiple use"
concept of wilderness. It enabled the h#rhoniéation of
natural resource extraction, especially commercigl logging,
with the protection of scenic and ré%réational vzlues, by
maintgininé no-cﬁt shoreline resergés of timber along canoce
routes in large pro§incial parks like Algonguin and-Quetico.
Anothqr group, the Federation of Ontario Naturalists,
promoted thefconservation of wilderness for its own sake.
Motivated by scientific and aesthetictappreciation, the
federation advocated a systaq?oé}publicly—owned, nigidl;
coqtrolied nature reserves -- or wilderness remnants -- to

preserve typical landscapes with their natural plant and
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- animal communitieé, and -to preserve unique elements, such as
species or important geolbgicél featu:es.

Environmental awareress in the 1860s stimulated a
resurgence of this ecologicaiaﬁiigérness concept.

Naturalists, scientists, recreationists and
<A
* N

environmentalists joined forces toiénﬁlicize the need for
preservation. The awakening spawned a new pressure group --
the Algonquin~“i1dlands'League (AWL). Eveﬁtgaily‘rejecting

multiple use, the league championed a wildé%gési free of
interference with ecological procésses, especié&i?xgesoﬁrce

extraction and recreational overuse. 1In a compli'ﬁtédg

N>
S v

dialectical process, the parks bureaucracy and the . Qfﬁl

preservationists influenced cne-another. By pﬁblicizing iiééy

Y wildefness philosophy, the league supported planners within
the DLF's Parks Branch who were fighting internal
dqparfnental struggles for provincially-owhed wildiand.‘vThe
AWL gained access to important technical information, and

forced the government to make public participation part of

. the planning process.

N
N

'7Grea£er succéés came in the early 1970s when the
league’s mass-m;dia techniques built Ontario‘s modern
wilderne;s preservation movement. The AHL‘persuaded the

government to adopt more protectionist policiqf for

Algonquin, Lake Superior and .Killarney provincial parks.

Preservationist victories ?ereihighlighted by a logging ban

. in Quetico Park (1871), and the reclassification of Quetico

\
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and Killarney as.primitive parks (1973). In their
publications, political activiém and success, Ontario
preservationists set high standards for other Canadian
cqnservationists.

American and British cultural influences deeply
affected Ontario wilderness advocates. They fook‘from the
British, traditions_of natural history, voluntar? |
conservation efforts, ecological concepts and the idea of
local nature resserves. Ontarians gdopted a ﬁost of Ameriqan
ideas,'incluﬁing managément concepts, organizational
fechniques ﬁﬁd~lobbying tacties. But, there was a lag
between the two nations’ conservatiﬁn efforts. Both fhe
Sierra Club {1892) and the United States ﬁilderness Society
(1935) were well established long before Onﬁario’s first
wilderness organizﬁtion was born in 1949. This lag reveals
something about Canadlan development and North Amer1can

The phys:cal env1ronment 1ntervened in the culturé
of the North- Atlantiéntrlangle to produce dlstlnctlve t1m1ng
and results for Canadlan w11derness conservatlon.' Ontar1o,
with its huge'Erecambriant§hield country, experienced. much
lighter pressures of_urbﬁnization, population and |
induétrialization on'hinterlandé, thah did the United
States Destruction of the northern Ontarlo w11derness was‘

postponed because it was relat1ve1y inhospitable, unlike the

fertlle Amerlgan-heartland.e »Not surprisingly, Amerrcan



conservation groups and some park agencies were ahead of
Ontario organizations. Indeed, most Ontarians wers slower
and more primitive than Americans in understanding

wilderness issues‘before the 1970s. But the Canadian

constitutional dle;elon of powers e}so influenced the speed
of conservationist adv;hces | Uollke\cqurallst federalist
efforts in the Unlted State;}\Canedlen prEServetlon battles

' \\;\ \‘\\: ""\:‘\
were fought at the prov1nc1al level\beoau the gfov1nees

\ ~
control much crown land. A national presarvatlonlsﬁ\\\

-

" movement was therefore slow to develop in Cenada\ It 15\‘ﬁ'

: oif\e\_ "*§§¥ )
: o ironic that Canadians, despite e'well—wprn natlonal“mvﬁhyE\ ‘

3 had difficulty'attaining even American”staﬁdards and - eel
¥ ' _ i

enthus1asm for wilderness preservatlon

In orking E r Wildlife (1978), Janet Foster argued\\\
‘that ‘a select group of federal c1v11 servants,‘lmbued w1th .
senszt1v1ty and foreszght, directed government pollcy and

leglslatlon for the preservatlon of Canadian w1ld11fe from

the 18805 to 1922 7_ Durlng the 50 yeers that followed,

" )w1lderness preservatlon 1n Ontarlo unfolded in roughly

: 51m11ar fashzon A verv tiny minority of civil servants and

the publlo directed and pushed government policy toward a

more proteotlonlst 9051t10n on wzlderness than most
Canadians‘would have supportedfor even understood. This-
S pattern sherply contrested_the-Americah e#perienoe, in ﬂhioh
- a groundswell of publie sﬁépbft foeced Aeerican planners and




legislators to adopt more preservationist policies earlier
in the twent}eth_centﬁr&.

Thé?ﬁé?ei—middle class intellectﬁals who fought for
wilderrness were vulnerable to charges of elitism. Huch like

its Améripan cousin, the Ontario conservation movement was

domﬁéﬁﬁédfhy white, Anglo-Saxon males. Their ideas, before

the i9?bs, were not shared by a wider publie. A liberal

democratic assessment of the preservationists must remain

ambigunons., Their advocacy freqﬁently iﬁplied that they

‘wanted to maintain wilderness for their own selfish

purposes. Caught up in thelr own rhetoric, conservationist

aust1f1cat10ns for recreatlonal use of the wilderness often

~seemed 1nconslstent, These contradictions indicate the

enotional powef of the wilderness ideal after 18960.

All governménts deal wi&h the question.of who gets
access to what resources -- and w11derness is a major item
in an affluent soclety ‘This debate seems more problematic
for politiciahs in an urban and industrialized‘society, like

Canada, than for a developing agrarisn state like Kenya, or

lurbanlzed.and heavily populated states like India and China.
_ff"iﬁﬁOntariq,fbecause of*fgiriy light pressures on the use of

"”_wild_landnlpoiitical options were relatively more ample than

elSeﬁhefe But thls d1d not make choices in allocatlng ;W
wlldernass resources any ea51er for prov1nc1a1 pollt1clans

Th1s dlssertatlon reveals somethlng of Ontario’s

.1ntellectual h1story, drawlng 1nsplrat10n from Rebert Craig
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Brown, John Wadland, Carl Bsrger, George Altmeyer and
others.® Historian Philip Terrie recently argued that an
American “modern wilderness aesthetice” begaﬁ'tefemerge in

the 1920s. It combined "respect for the integrity of the

‘landseape"; a:“belief.that human interfersence vieleteégthat

integrity"”; appreciatioi of the “dynamic, interdependent ‘

system of hature“° faith in the capacity of the land’s

N

natural constltuents ... to menage their own affairs, evenA
when thls 1nvolves the loss to human soclety of econemlcally
valusble resources"; and “respect for the smallest details
of nature".a A :emarkably similar wilderness concept had
evolved in Ontario by the early 1870s.
This study is pert politieai; planning and land use
history. It extends lines of inquiry pursued by Canada’s

staples hlstorlans.lo Two related but more recent works

 examine the history of provincial natural resource policy:

Richard Lambert and Paul Pross’s Renewins Nature's Wealth

" (1987) and H.V. Nelles’ The Politics of Development

(1974)111 Hllderness is a *elatlvely overlooked publiely-
owned resource. Bruce Hodglns and Jamxe Ben1d1ckson s The
Igmngam;_Exngx;gngg (1989) is the lone pub11shed book- length

study of land use hlstory and resource management conflicts -

" in the nerthern Ontario wllderness 12 Flnally, the Ontarxo

: preservetionist story after 1980 traces one aspect of the

global envxronmental movement. Robert Page ahd Thomas

Burton have brlefly exam1ned ‘the cultural milieu which
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Fﬁfg“_:*g_ fueled wilderness and environmental conservation in

*',H "*\f Canada.13
R : _ .
R There are several limitations to this study. It

: beglns wlth Ontario’s first sustained campaign for

o .

‘\;;Lr _ wxlderness conservatlon, and conecludes w1th the most
| "successful prese:vation battle over a single provincial
park. After 19?3,'both”preservatienists and civil servants
planned a system of pgovinciai wilderness parks. The text
ldoes not discuss Conservation Authorities or the Niagara
. ﬁscarpmGnt blanhing_prbcess.14 Horeover, this‘is not a
histe:y of the provincial park system. Dr. Gerald-Killan
 'has completedlsn exceiient manqsuript.ou the latter
subject.?ser |
"@ﬁany_scholars have wrestled with the slippery
questioﬁfbf defining wilderhess.18 'Ultimately, wilderness
R  “2¢ is ; state of mlnd a perceptioq ceioured by human 'biases
‘and cultural values To seme peogle, a ravine is a
. wilderness; others‘demand’larger, more remote areas. This

study considers wilderness to be what the preservatidnists

- .

perceived, and fought for, as wilderness. One may
,reeegnize, however, s continuum of sizes and land types
raﬁging from a few e?res of wetland to several squarermiles
of boreel forest. In the’provincial park system, the |
preserVatlonlsts focused -on nature reserves, natural

env:ron-ent and pr1m1t1ve “(now wilderness) parks

h!
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The text is organized chronologically and
thematiqally. Each of the first two chapters examines =a
conservation group, its concept of wilderness, and an
advocacy_campaign. The third chapﬁer discusses chﬁnging
jdeas, new organizations and = slight broadening of the
wilderness debate during ﬁhé 19803. Chapﬁers four through
seven‘focus on the brigins, activities and philosophy of the
Algonguin Wiidlands League -- Ontario’s premier

preservationist group. ‘A conclusion follows.

<

e
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'CHAPTER 1: THE QUETICO-SUPERIOR COUNCIL AND THE MULTIPLE
USE CONCEPT OF WILDERNESS (1927-1960)

To contemporary Ontario conservationists wilderness

preservation likely evokes images and memories of the well-

publicizedwandmpqpulgglj‘Epggg;ted battles of the post-1965

period.  These campaigns were only parﬁ of the broader
environmental movement which sﬁept North America.
Relatively unknown theh and today was the pro#ince's‘first
battle for wildérness which had an important influence both
on government offiéials and 6n the preservationist lobby,
thereby laying the groundwofk for subéequent controveréies.
The first.organizationé established to protect wilderness
values in Ontario -- the Quetico-Superior Council (1928)
based in the United States, and its offspring, the Canadian
PQuético—Superior Committee‘(1949), reorganized as the
Quetico Foundation (1954) -- embraced an essentially
multiple-use concept of wilderness. Although these

I

conservationists gave primary emphasis to preserving scenic

o

shorelines for canoe enthusiasts in Quetico Provincial Park

and the Boundary Waters Canoe Area of the Superiorcﬂationalf

Forest, their wilderness concept was liberal enough to

accommodate coﬁmercial'logging, fishing, and resort

dévelopmént. Aftef.IQSO, more preservation—minded groups
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came to the forefront in Ontario. This new generation of
consefvationists rejected the multiple use philosophy of the
Quetico Foundation and articulated instead an ecologically-
based rationale for protecting wildlands.

| The first organized effort to protect wilderness in
- Ontario had other important Qiffecences from later battles.
‘First, the Quetico-Superior movement was launched, funded
and directed primarily¢bv'Amefican5l Subsequent campaigns

in Ontarioc were largely conducted by Canadians. Second,

¢

,this initial impulse tofprotect wilderness failed to
cultlvate and therefore did not enjoy mass‘support in
'Canadal The Quetico saga in Ontario‘was played out b§ an
elite pressure group of wildland enthusiasts, mostly
professionals and politically powerful individuals. These:
conservationists sought in‘vain to obtain gress~roots
support in the province for their scheme. While many
activists had excellent promot10nal skills and medla
,contacts, they falled to breach the walls of public:
indifference about w1lderness in Ontarlo._ Instead, the
'Americans were forced to pursue their conservatiocist goals
by seeklng to influence dlrectly the upper echelons of the
civil service and“the provincial government Thlrd the-
campaign dragged into the limelight tradiéional'fearslapd

, dlstrust characterlstlc of dom1n10n-prov1nc1a1 relatlons in

Canada The story 1nvolved a dlver51ty of 1nterests,

e

i
1nclggﬁng a powerful Amerlcen pressure group, an’ actlvist
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American state, an orchetvpical timbeo baron, several ievels
of government and ﬁheir respective complex bureaucfooies.
The successful conclusion reached in 1960 which capped a
thirty-three yvear campaign, was possible largely because
many of the_players in-the pieoe shared a simiiar concept of
" wilderness.
| I

The QEetico-Superior wilderness movement emorged
during the ﬁidﬂ19205 in direct response to a grandiose
hydro- eleotrlc power development scheme which threatened
scenic values in the Ralny Lako watershed. This vast area
embraces 14,500 square miles of lakes and forests straddling
the internatioigégborder between Ontario and Minnesota,
including.Quetfgo Provinoialeark and the Boundary Waters
Canoe Area of the Superior National Forest. 1In 1825, the
Internat10na1 Joint Commission commenc;d hearings on the
proposals of Edward Welllngton Backus, a Hlnneapolls—based
timber baron who controlled much of the forest products
industries in the watershed and the eco%omies of resource.
towns like Inﬁernational Falls, Fort_F;;noes; Kepora and
Fort William. Backus planned tc harness the immense hydro
. potential and exploit the timber resources of the region.
He ﬁad acqui:ed the rights to most of the potential dam

‘sites along‘the'international border. His proposed daums

would raise water levels up to eighty feat in the border
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lakes, eausing incalculable damage te the scenic. and natursal
qualities of the area.?

Backus’'s development schemes alarmed
conservationists in the United States where a “"wilderness
cult” had blossomed since the turn of the century, and where
wilderness protection had emerged as a gsignificant political
jssue. To wild country enthusiasts, especially those in the
cities of the American midwest, Quetice—shperior possessed
great symbolie #alue ae “the last of the North Woods," the
anly natienally-owned lake country of its kind, and 2 place
unrivalied for canceing in a prinitiﬁe eneironment. As
early as 1919, an estimated 12,750 visitors vacationed in
the Superior National PForest, several hundred_ef_whem
paddled north into aeetice Provincial Park. An aerimonious
Ldebate’over the issue of roads versus wildernees in the 2
early 19205 culnlnated in a precedent setting management
plan for the Super1or Forest in 1926 which established three
roadless areas encompassxng 1000 square miles for pr1m1t1ve
canoezng, while restrlctlng resorts and cottages on publlc
lands te peripheral areas.2 The wlldlands proponents d1d
net object that this plan ellowed for selective logging in

the roadless areas since the new pOllCY provided for no-cut

shorellne reserves along waterways and portages In effect,
- the primary goals of this generatlen of w11derness
enthu51asts --'the protect1on of scenic and recreatlonal

values - had been secured.




Aga%pst the backdrop of the roads controversy, the
Internationsal jéint Commiséiop (IJC) heard the merits of
Fdward Backus’'s ambitions débated in 1825. American
:conseqvgtionigts opposed Backus, arguing that the need for
more-hydgéwelectricity was unproven and that regardless of
‘the industrial benefits, the public good would be beiter
served by éreserving the region’s scenic values.® Soﬁe
conservationists realized that to defeat Backus, they would
have to draft an alternative land use'plah for the Rginy
Lake watershed, and ofganize a wilderness'assqciation to
gather public éuppéﬁt iﬁ both the United States.and Canada.

These.tasks fell upon Ernest C._Oberholtzef (1884-
197?), a Harvard-trained landscape a#chitect who had studied:
under Frederick Law Olmsted, a self—taé&hﬁ naturalist,
ﬁoodsmqn; expert on O0jibway cultqre, and an island resideﬁt
on Rainy Lake since 1912. He was advised and encouraged-by
a small groub of Aneriéan wildland enthusiasgsts including
Wall Street attofnéy Sewell T, Tvng, Duluth lawyer Rollo N.
Chaffee, officials of the Izaak Walton League in.Chicago,
and sevgfal young-Hinheapdlis architects; businessmen and
lawyers, including Frank B. Hubachek, Charles S. Relly, and
ﬁ‘f;ed Winston. In June 1927, an old friend of Oberholtzer'S'.
joined this small circle of activists: Toronto’s Arthur |
' Hawkes. An exuberant author,,jdurnalist;:énd former
ﬁublicity agent fbr.the Canadian Northern Railﬁay, Hawkes

had been instrumental in the fbunding_of the Quetico Forest



Reserve in 1909. Drawing on his experience in promotional
work, Hewkes advised the conservationists to emphasize
historieal themes -- reconstructing the “glories of trade L

~ L

and transport“ associated w1th the Northwest Company and fur

trade activity in the region -- to stir the publlc

imagination in favour of protectlng the border lakes. From

that point on, the historical theme was prominent in the

1itereture of the Quetico-Superior movement.4

During the summer of 1927, Oberholtzer fleshed out
the detalls of his proposal for the Rainy Lake watershed
He met in October with officials in Chicago, Hew York and
Washlngton, and w;th James B. Harkin, Dominion Parks
Commissioner in Ottawe, and Onterlo Lands and Forests
Hinister William Finlayson in Toronto. Parks Commissioner
Harkin, far eheediof oost Cenediens in'appreciating
eilderness values, listened sympathetically'but‘exolained
that he could do nothing to advance the international
project sihgg the Province ofIOnoario owned the Crown lands
in the watershed - In Toronto, Finlayson aod his Deputy
Minister, Walter C. Caln, gave Oberholtzer a hearing but
were frustratingly non-committal. Nevertheless, in early |
November 1927, Oberholtzer submitted his plan to Ontarlo s
William. Flnlayson, and to ‘American Secretary of Agr1cu1ture
William H Jardine.® { ‘ C 1 | B

Oberholtzer s proposal to protect Quetlco Superlor

‘ from Beckus's_industrial de51gn called for a multlple use . -




programme with primary emphasis on wilderness recreation and
sceniclprotection. "The key note of the plan," he wrote,
"is a treaty between the Dominion of Canada and the United
States," that would secure four main objectives: .(1) "that
all visible shores of islands, lakes and rivers” within the
watershed would'"gé'made‘forever inviﬁlate from logging,
flooding, or other form of exploitation;" (2) “that all the
hinterlands"-Beyond the shoreline resexves "be devotea to
practical forestr? for econdmic purposes;“ {3) "that all
fish and game'be regulatéd for the maximumrproductivi;y;“
- (4) ahd “"that theée.major objectives be ca;ried out under
the direction'of a Joint [international]} Conﬁiésion"c
represeniing Cahadian and American'forestfy, park and .
wildlife officials.® |

In addition to these four objectives, Obéfholtzer
recommehd;d that the entire Rainy Lgke watershed‘be‘di;ided
into threé zones. A large . central wilderness zone
encompassing “the gréater paft qf ﬁpe watershed“.would be
“kept as.hegrlﬁ-as possible in a sfate o{inatﬁre.witﬁ no
roads and no sign of human sctivities [i,e.ﬁalong'water
routes] except such as mhy pertain tbfthé present normal"
life bf native Indians." Surrbunding tié primitive afea, a
narrow‘middle zone, accessible by water and foot trails,
would'permit.leﬁses for‘sﬁmmer éamps, ‘Finalli, an outer -
zone of residence Iékes,'aécessiblé by rail and road, would

.. feature privately owned cottages,.hbtels and othér public
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facilities. All told, Oberholtzer had fashionea a
remarkable land use plan which harmonized "national needs
for recreation,” and "local needs for industry.”

Having completed the conceptual stage of their
ceméaign to stop Backus, the conservationists meved into the .
second, organizational phase of their work. -On 27 January
1928, they founded the_Quético-Superior Council (QSC), “en
ihternaﬁional organization associated with the Izaac Walton
Leegue of America for the sqle purpose of obtaining, with
the consent of the Provinece of Ontario, a treaty ... to
protect ... the Rainy Lake watershed e..." Ernest
Oberholtzer became pre51dent of the council. The executive
commlttee was dom1nated by bu51nessmen and professionals
from Hlnneapolls -St. Paul, and two Canadians -- Arthur
Hawkes (“"our 1nterpreter in Ontarlo“) and Jules Preudhemme.
solicitor for the city of H:nnlpes who had oppoased Backus at
the IJC hearings.? By 1928, then, the,Quetleo-Superlor
movemeﬁt‘had a formal ofganization and a carefully drafted
programme. Over tﬁe ﬁext thfee decades the QSC wagedvan,
inteﬁsive campaign to persuade government agencies in Canada
and the United States to adopt Oberholtzer's plan.

~ Official reactions on both sides of the border were
verbally positive and short on action. American Secretarv
of Agrlculture Jardine seemed enthu51ast1c about the QsC’s
multiple use approach but had misgivings about the proposed -

internatienal commission, unless it was to be purely
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advisory in nature. “The best procedure’," he explained,
"would be for the United States and Ontario to agree on
general pr1nc1ples by whlch they could administer their
regpective terrltorles. Wllllaq Finlayson s reaction to
the QSC proposal was‘also encouraging. An advocate of
gcientific, suétained-yield forestry and modern land use
clgSSification -~ evident in his intfoduction of the
Forestry Act (1927) -~ he was "keenly interested” in a

scheme 1nsp1rsd by similar attampts at zoning. Finlayson’'s

reply to Oberholtzer expressed a genulne d951re to co-

_operate with the Americans in manag1ng the Rainy Lake

watershed, but the minister opposed two features of
Oberholtzer's plan.® ' e

FirSt Finlayson rejected the idea of an

‘1nternat10na1 commlss1on to manage the area. This mechanism

would require the provmnce to surrender admlnlstratlve.
control over an immense area of resource-rich Crown land.
For the same reaéon, Finlavsoh rejected the treaty proposal.

Sincé treaty-making was the responsibility of thg dominion .

- government, the QSC schemé‘was immediately opposed by

Ontario officials who‘inqtinctively rejected any suggestion

of' federal involvement in matters of provincial

‘Jurisdiction. They also worr;ed about the long-term

5\7"
economic and polztlcal 1mpllcat10ns of what they ‘construed

as a loss of sovere1gnty.over the.Ontag;o portion of the

Rainy Lake watershed. Although the province might retain

L3
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oxnership of the area, a treaty would compromise the Ontario
government s authority o& obliging the province to manage
its own territory according to policies determined by an
international commission over which provincial officials
might have little influence.®

N

The QSC leaders failed to understand the p:ovincial

government's hostility to the idea of a treaty, a

consequence of both their American centralist biases and
their lack of knowledge of the history of Ontario’s

relations with thefCanadian federal government since

' Confederation. Accordingly, in Febroary 1828, Oberholtzer.

invited the province‘to begin negotiations with the Dominion

and American governments for an international agreement.

The inv*tation was gquickly rejécted.' Had the QSC been more

“

flex:ble, they could have spared themselves vears of

‘frustratlon. Many of thelr objectives would be achiaved

withoot a formal agreement between nations. Both Flnlayson
and Jardine had indicated os much. In 1929 Jules Preudhomme
valiantly tried to convince Obo:noltzer that Ontario’s
opposition to tho scheme was noﬁ rooted in anti- “

conservat1onlst attitudes: "It simply reflects,” he wrote,

"the aealousy Hlth which prov1nc1a1 r1ghts and control of1

o natural resources have always been watched in that

'\ provznce *io This expianation fell on déaf‘oars. Firmly

tied to the1r treaty proposal the QSC b11thely ignored
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signals from Torontp, and spent almost 33 years pursuing, -
unsuccessfully, this lofty but unrealistic'goal.
II

How successful was the QSC in promoting its concept
of wilderness for the Rainy Lake watershed? During the r
1830s, the council won a series of victoriés; In 1829 they
forged an alliance with the Ame;ican Legion for the '
establishment of an "International Peace Memorial Forest" in
the Qgeticq*Suéerior regidn.' The next yvear Congress passed
the Shipstead—ﬂolan Act which feﬁturéd several QSC planks,
including 400 foot np;cut shorelihe reserves and a ban on ~
alteration of the water levels on federally—owned'iakes in
the boundary wﬁters.areﬁ.ll |

In 1930 Lands and Forests Hinister Finlaysoh

demonstrated his intent to'co4operate with the Americans in-

‘protecting the scenic shorelines of major canoe routes along

the international border. On the advice of Prairie Club
directors in Chicagc, who had Been primed with infofnation
by wilderness aﬁfhor]and-ecologist Sigurd F. Olson,
Finlayson issuéd inétructions fd the Quetico Park
superintgndent to_withdraw conpletély or modify timber
cntfing rights on the shorelines of lakes comprising eight
i'\popula‘r‘: ;anoe-;OUtes.lz |

Othgr successes'foilowed. In 1934, after the

Depression had forced Edward Backus’s Minnesota and Ontario

Paper Compgny into receivérship, the'IJC finally lgid to



rest the timber baron’s industrial scheme for the watershed.

The Final Report stated that “nothing should be done that

might mar the beauty or disturb the wildlife of this last
great wilderness of the United States.” On 30 June-1934,
American President Franklin D. Roosevelt issued an executive
order appoin%ﬁng a Quetico-Supericr Committee “tc'consult
and advise” the various government bodles)concerned to

{ .
facilitate the creation of an international "wilderness

sanctuary”. Rccsevelt-named to his committee three.members
of the‘QSC? including Ernest Oberhclazer, Sewell Tyng,
Charles S.-Kelly and one representativerfrcm each of the
departments of Agricuiture and the Interior. Two years
later, the President expanded the Superior National Forest
by 1,250,000 acres, ccnsolldatlng the area’s three
'prev1ously discrete units. 13%

g

These nctable ach1evements in the Uniﬁed States were

T
‘attrlbutable tc the exten31ve publlc support which the QSC

generated fcr 1tshprcgramme "In contrast, most Ontarians \
‘displayed only a dismal apathy for this cause until the
1950s The only 51gn1f1cant press coverage in Canada came

when editor John Dafoe and owner Cllfford S1ftcn of the
Hlnnlpeg Free Press wrote in favour 'of the w1ldernesso
sanctuary, as d1d qurnallst Gregory Clark of the Toronto
Daily Star in 1929, Oberheoltzer could_nct understand why

there was no support in Ontario for his scheme. The lack of

interest by Canadians stemmed from their unfamiliarity with

3




the remote Quetico-Superior region, a situation exacerbated
by the lack of land access from the.Ontario side. No
highway was constructed to the north of the park until 1954
and the Canaaian National Railway’'s infrequent service .
stopped at Kawene, some eight‘miles by rough road nortﬁyof
Qﬁetico park headqudrters at French Lake. In addition,
there ﬁere-no cottages or resorts to attract the type of

' clientelg'which floekea to Algonquin Park &uring this
period. Of the 1234 recorded visitors.to Quetico in 1930, =
mere half dozen identified themselves as Canﬁdians; Gregory
Clark added another reason for the public indifference to

. the QSC message: “You cannot axpéct frdm the Canadian.
_publit:anything like the response_.f;-in the-Unitad_Statés,‘
becauée ... you have suf%efed and lost so much of yoﬁr
Hilderneés and we are merely in procesé-of losing itﬂ" One
'vetéran Optario canceist récalled_thatJ"[t]o.péoplg of my
ggneration_..; it was impossible to.cénceive of the
Hildérnéss ts a limited, finite thing. If a certain river
became too tame becausé of summer éottages; we could-always
go farther north."14 - The seemlngly unlimited supply of w11d.
hlnterland in the north prevented ‘the emer;ence of

" widespread concern for preservation. /

=
From 1928 to 1934, the QSC concentrated its lobbying

efforts in the Un1ted States mNevertheless,wthp

conse:vationists were active in Canada. Jules Pfgudhomme,

" the Hinnipgg solicitor, sent a steady stream of advice to
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Oberholtzer, but was gecgraphically removed from the two
influential communities in Ontario: Toronto and Port

Arthur/Fort William. In April 19828, Arthur Hawkes spoke

- before a meeting of representatives from the twin cities.

He received an “enthusiastic" reception -- "a committee was
appointed to consider how best to co~operate” with the QSC
in secuﬁdhg “mutual purposes.“- However, "powerful |
opposiﬁion arose the moment any action was cdntemplgted by
the two Chambers of Commerce." Oberholtzer surmised that
the\Source of this oppositionfwas local power broker and
ConSer?@tive MPP J.A. Hathieﬁ, because of his logging

interest whitch held timber rights in the region. ‘Ihis

perception was oversimplified. Mathieu rejected the QSC’'=s

'treaty‘idea,fnot the conservationist proposals; he did

favour"“close'éo-opefation“ between Minnesota and Ontario’
officials in managing the region. Local citizens in
northwestern Ontario soon shared the perspective of Mathieu,
. [ . }
\"f .

Minister Finlayson, gnd William Jardiné.ls The QSC

struggled to overcome this lbcal opposition, but failed to

understand:it.

Another obspacle to the cultivation of local support

was Oberholtzer’s instinctive abhorrence of new access roads

.in Quético—Supexior -~ despite his formal plan which allowed

for suéh arﬁeries in an outer zone. In May 1828, H.H.

_Richards, a banker in Fort William, wrote to Oberholtzer

 axp1aining the eagernéss of local tourism-minded interests




for "a road into the Quetico Reserve". Richards mentioned
talks with provincisl éngineers who revealed plans to build
a highway westward from Port Arthur, ultiﬁateiy to Fort
Frances, finally prbviding Canadian land access to ﬁhe
boundaries of Quetico Park. This notion sickened
Oberholtzer. “"Every new road cuts do;; the-wilderness," he
scribbled. “"What sort of wilder.[ness] do you want ... just
the fliveré [autos] or cottagers [and] all tﬁe.ﬂhims and
' blandishments?" Thereafter, Oberholtzer's énthuéiasm for
cultivating local subport ebbed. In 1931:he wrote a program
ocutlining "“Suggestions ForlCooperatiBn in_Ontario,“ but the
scheme failed in its first stage,'that of creating an-
“active group" in Port Arthur/Fort William to spiread
"knowledge of the program for an 1nternat1ona1 forest and
- park". .A host of factors doomed thase ‘efforts. Few local
citizens were in favour of the QSC plan. Oberholtzer,
fearing anti-American sentiments, vetoed suggestlons
emangting froP the tiny core of supporte:s to establish an )
Izaak Walton League chapter at the lakehéad. Without a
vehicle to attract potential supporters and disseminate
information, the QSC never developed tbe necessary “nucleus
of a public movement in Ontario."18

There is considerable'ironf in the QSC’s inability
to gafner popular support from'urban-based,Canﬁdians., In

Ontario, as later events testified, the wilderness movement

needed a "crisis" close to the urbaz core 'in order to
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achieve substantial political influence. In a profound
manner, the city was able to damage (vividly) the
wilderness; in an instrumental sense, the city also provided
‘the necessities for a more popularly based wilderness |
movement: the news media and voters. Although some
American\conservationists, like Frank Hubachek, slowly
recognized these politiéal ljmitations, the crusaders
ocbviously were powerless to acceleraté the process af urban
sprawl -essential for the emergence of an indigenous
"wilderness movement. | _
Hithout'popular'Canadiaa support,.the QSC stumbled
during the 1830s and 1940=s. Acting on-the'advice'of saveral
obsarvers~in Ontario, the couacillsought to gain tﬁe'support
of the Landshand‘Forests Minister and supcassive provinaial
Pramiera. :CanaQians whO'offered their advice to the QSC
included noted historian and ciﬁil servant Lawreﬁce J.
Burpee, Vincent Massey, first Canadian Hinistef ﬁo
Hashington_(lSZS-lSSU), Duncan HcArthur, Ontario;a Deputy
Hinister of Education, John Réad.at the Department of
External Affairs in Otpawa, publisher.CIifford Sifton and
Toronto lawyer Harold C. Walker. Burpee’s admirable efforts
are instructive. _In 1935 he convinced a variety of
diatin;uished Canadians téaserve on a proposed Canadian -
Advisory Board; the Boafd'a inacti#ity rendered.it virtually
useless to the QSC. - Burpee also penned editorials on behalf

of the program for Canadian Geograghic,-and the Canadian
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Forestry Associstion’s I1ln5tIgLgd_Eg;gs;_gnd_ﬂﬁ;ﬂggx;d but
the limited circulation of these periodieals,'to say nothing
of the wofsening Depression, precluded a substantial publie
‘response. 17

Burpee, the former first Canadlan Secretary of the
IJC, also arranged for Oberholtzer to speak before the
Canadian Institute at Toronto’s University Club in March
1935. Althcugh the foray provided some Canadian contacts
for Oberholtzer, they were of little use politically as
these academies prettv well have their hands tied by thelr
University work except in a gquiet way." External Affalrs
official John Read offered pefhaps tﬁe mest damaging advice.
In January 1935 he told Burpee that he did "not see any very
serlous d1ff1cu1tles in the way of =z treaty” Other legal
opln1ons were few and far between. Unfortunately, the.QSC
sagerly elevated Reaé's opihion to anFunshakeable tenet of
faith -- this‘inadvertent blessing accounts for much of the
conservationists‘ subsequent blindness to critics of the
treaty 1dea in Canada and the United States.1® '

Poor advice aside, the QSC’s approach of attempting
to persuade Ontario officigls through politicallv well-
plaeed contacts”bore-little fruit until the 1950s largely
due to the absence of 1ndlgenous p011t1cal pressure in the
province and because the council repeatedly broached ‘the
irritating treaty issue yhenever‘the opportunity arosei In

addition,‘the celebrated feud between Ontario Premier Mitch

%
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Hepburﬁ and Prime Minister Mackenzie King virtually
destroyed any prospects that tﬁe twé levels of government
might co-operate on the QSC treaty proposal. Finaily,
whereas the Ontaric portion of the watershéd was mostly
Crown-owned land, nearly one million acres of land within
the Superior National Forest were still privately owned.
These properties would have to be purchased, at great
expense, before any treat& could be.completed. Recognizing
that such a repurchasing progfamme was unlikely duriné the
depths of ﬁhe Depression, Minister Peter Heenan informed
.Oberholtzer in 1936 that he wished to heﬁr no more about a
treaty "until the United States has completéd owhefﬁhip on
the Minnesota side."lé

| | In the late 193QS#ﬁ05erholtzer was bitterly
‘disappointed over tﬁe failure to glicit a positive response
frbm provincial cabinet ministers. He ;dentified Députy_
Hinister‘Walt;r C. Cain as the villain, an "old type of
beaurocrat [sie] who is in.closest.confid;nce with the
"IUEbermén and ‘lower people.” ThlS 1nterpretat10n 1nfected
historian R. Newell Searle in the 19705, who explalned
_Ontarlo s opposition to the treaty as the work of a
'reactlonary Deputy Minister and governnents-"stlll domlnated
by lumbermen."2¢ Both Searle and Oberholtzer were mistaken.
Since the QSC’s flrst contact with the Department. of Lands
and Forests in the autumn of 1927 1t was clear ‘that

jurisdictional complications and the tenacity of provincial

[




offiéials to retain dontrol over tﬁe Quetico were at the
heart of government opposition. Moreover, as we shall see
below, Ontario officials sﬁmpathized with the
conservétionist“goals of the QSC plan.
III

Although the QSC was stymied on the propoéed treaty,
the Department Bf Lands and Forests (DLF) gradually
incorporated several aspects of the éodncil's programme. in
the management of Quetico Park. This "limited success"23
évolved because of three different influences: continuous
iobbying by the QSC, ﬁhe ecchomic self—interésts of local
northwestern Oﬁtariﬁ comiunities and the conservation
experience of Deputy Hiniéter‘Frank'A. MacDougall 21941*
: 1966);'_HécDougall's impact on park policy in Ontario was
enormous. - - | | . |

The polidieé Frank MacDougall had implemented as
superintendent of Alganquin_Park (1931 to 1841) -- keepiAé a

roadless.and lease-free wilderhess interior;‘es;ablighing

no-cut scenic reserves along shorelines and portages,: v
- : -

o,
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creating nature reserves, and initiating scienﬁifib fish and
wiidlife hanagement programmes - were'ﬁs‘advanced as t;ose_'
| being promoted by the QSC for the Rainy Lake watershed .-
HacDougaIl had developed&ﬁhis multiple use pﬁilqsdphy by .
studying the ideas and pﬁlicies of'Algonquiﬁ'S'founderé and

early superintendents,:Aheriean Hatidhal Park and Forest

- Service administrators, and a small group of naturalists and ~
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foresters at the University of Toronto. By 1817 multiple
use was_firmly entrenched within the U.S. Forest Service as

the overriding approach to management. This approach

3&

entailed balancing several goals —- timber production,
watershed p:otection and grazing -- to ensure the “greatest
good for the greatest number". Faced with increasing

conflidts between resource users in the 1920s, the Service

lhad expanded 1ts multiple use doctrine to 1nclude

recreation. MacDougall recognlzed that thlS phllosophy had

considerable relevance for Algonguin Park. During the

' 1930s, the superintendent modified this doctrine to favour

the more delicate scenic and recreational values in

‘Algpnquin, in the event of a clash.22

w"\
In 1937 HacDougall s success in resolv1ng conflicts

_ between loggers and recreatlonlsts prompted George Delahey,-

D1strlct Forester at Fort Frances, to apply similar p011c1es

in Quetico Park For aesthet1c reasons, Delahey reserved
from cuttlng the shorellnes of several lakes adjacent to
well-travelled canoe routes along the international

boundary. When MacDougall became Deéuty Minister in 1941,

the Quetlco managed in the same manner as in the Algonquin
Park." HacDougall 1nstructed his field staff to place a
300° no—cut reserve “"on the shorellnes of [all] lakestgnde

main canoce’ routes and portages in Quetico Park. A year

'later, the results of this new pollcy were evident. Ernest

he decided to extend this policy and "to have the logging in




Obérholtzer paddled Crookgd Lake and wrote to the DLF: "I
wish to compliment you very highly on the improvement over
previous operations anywhere in Quetico-Park. i SawW no
logging dams or flooded shores. I saw no islands that had
been logged ... [T]here was a real effoft to protect -
shoreline timber and usually with much.success.‘"23

Not surprisingly, the Quetico—Supefior Council
thought that they had an ally in Frank MacDougall. A Perhaps .
this was the Ontario official who would extend Quetico Park
.to include all!or most of the‘Ontar§9“portiqn‘of the Rainy |
Lake watershed, and protect the #réaﬂunder'internatioﬁal
treaty. Meetings with Ha&Dbugall and the new Landsﬁgnd
Forests Minister N.0. Hipel in late 1941 so@h disabused the
American conservationists of this notion. 8till, they were_
encouraged by the "friendly aﬁd_co-operntive"'reception they
received in Toronto. Kenmeth Reid of the Izaak Walton ’ |
L;ague found that the QSC and the Ontario government agfaed.
"*in all essentials‘bf maﬁagement policies e fot both sides
of the border." Not only were the Ontarians déterm;ged to
'érotect’aesthetic values, they planned to_&éhieve'Sustgined'
yield fo#estry'in;thé‘park;fahd intended to'e#tend to
Qu§tico.thé zoning policies already in.place in Algonauin
Pafk, Any future roads, resort and cottage developments in
Quetico would be kept close to thé:nofhherﬁ park boundary,
leaving the intefior in a‘staﬁe of wilderness. Lands and

_ i : .
Forests Hinistgr Hipel concluded the discussions with the



R IR S

Americans in January 1942 by 1nstruct1ng Regional Forester
W.D. Cram to meet biannually w1th his counterpart in the
U.S. Forest Service, Jay H.‘Price, to co-ordinate management

pbliciés within, Quetico Park and the Superior National

'Forest. For all intents and purposes, the basis of thé

formal agreement eventually reached in 1960 was now in
place.24
By the early 19405,'theﬁ]Athe QSC had very little to

complain about when it conside;ed the perforﬁance of Ontario

officials in managing the border lakes regidn One reason, -
"among many, seems to stand out in accountlng for this
- apparent harmony Frank HacDougall and the Quetico- Superlor

‘. Council shared a 51m11ar phllosophy ~— one dominated by

maltiple use pr1nciples. leen‘HacDougall s longevity and
his powérful position with?n the‘Department of Lands andt
Fofgsts, it is not surprising that thé'mgltipie use appraach.
tOﬂwildiandshﬁﬁnagement remaihed firmly‘éntreﬁched in
0ntﬁ¥io until the mid-1960s.

' The QSC’'s concept of wilderﬁess did‘maké allowance
for some modern conveniences, profided they were excluded
from the interior lakes in Quetlco Superlor Oberholtzer's
scheme 1n 1927 restrlcted access roads, luxury tourlst\ r
resorts, and flshlng expedltlons in pontoon equlpped
aircraft to perlpheral areas surroundlng the primitive core.

In the mid-to-late 1940s, however,“the QSC was forced to

wage furious battles, especially in the United States, to

8]
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'protect the wilderness interior from these three threats.

As the post-war recreational boom placed great pressures on
the border 1akes region, the.very‘conoept of wildorness
championed by the conservatioﬁists was placed in jeopardy.
The first threat was the growzng prollferatlon of
“fly-in" commercial outfitters. These interests operated
two dozen floatplanes roaring out of Ely, qupesota,
carrying weekend fishermen deep into the interior,
disturbing the sense of primitiveness, quiet.seclusion and
physically.challonging'aooéss which many wilderness buffs
demanded. “TheAsecond(%Preat was the concomitant rise in the

number of elaborate tourist lodges constructed on the |

intefior lakes of the'Superior_Eorest} designed to cater to

the burgeoning “fly—in“ business. The third thfeat-involved

'tho route of =a long awalted Canadlan access hzghway to

Quetlco Park, which the QSC feared might bisect the heart of
;ho wilderness. Led by veto;an activist S1gurd F. Olscn,
ohe QSC sucoessfully dofeated_those challenges to their
wilderness concept. | ‘

First, the conservationists tapped appropriate
private and public sources to repurohasoQprivately—owned
lands within the roadless areas of the Superior Forest,
aided by funds from the Izaak Halton League and the federsl
Thye- Blatn1k Aect - (1948) which provided $500,000 . Consistent
with prev1ous pollcy; and explicitly sanctioned by the

citizens of northwestern Ontario, the provincial government



co-operated by continuing to maintain a lease-free interior
in Quetico Park. The "air ban war" culminated in 1949 with
an executive order signed by President Harry S. Truman,
prohibiting aircraft navigation below 4,000 over the
Roadless Areas, effective jn 1951. Ontario followed suit
after the U.S. juoioial s?stem had upheld the ban, and on 3
Harch.1955 private aircraft laodings in Quetico were
restricted to six 1akos on the park’s perimeter. Third,
again respohding to poblic opinion in northwesiern Ontario,
‘the government postponed a decision on the Canadian access
road into the Quetico until returnlng war veterans mlght
have an opportunlty to express their opinions about a

‘ potentlal Canadian outflttlng 1ndustrv in the area These
.were all major victories for the conservatlonlsts During
_this perlod, the QSC soug%t and won bans on_three othercr

| practices: the caching of canoes and boats on inﬁerior
lakes for future use, the physical improveoont'of portage
oaths beyond the simple removal of hoavy logs, and
prospecting‘or nining operations.2%

The Quetico-Superior Council had waged war against

these incursions of modern, mechanized civilization intec the

heart of the border lakeland simply because such activities

40

offended their sensitive concept“of wilderness. The urgency

énd tenacity of puroose exhibited by the conservationi;ts

' was fundamentally the result of cultural factors. Prominent

among these was an awareness of the American record in
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squandering wilderness resources for economic gain. Ernest
Oberholtzer feared in 1927 that "you Canadians are so eager
for industfial developmeﬁt ... that you will sign away a8
precious heritage to an&one that will promise expansion.
~You are in much the same position as our western states
before railways were built. Whole kingdoms were given away
to attradt capital for railrocad construction ... [alnd the
reéult ié.that these states ... are paying now bifterly.for
their heedlessness." Olaus J. Muris, Director of the U.S.
»Hildernesé Society; put it more bluntly when he‘axplﬁined'
his sense of urgency to Prémier Géorge Drew in‘194é:
¥ “"Canada -has a unique opportuﬁity to study our blunders and
our groping efforts to make aﬁehds,‘and to profit by the
mistakes. we have made."2e. |

These attitudés Wwere popular legacieé of an-
“intellectual changelin temper or'mood“'in the United'States
at the turn of the century. As historian Roderiék Nash has
pointed out, Americans at that fime (espécially‘histbrian )
Frederick Jackson Turner) fearedwﬁhe culturgl consequences
of the cloéipg Bf_the'frontigr. Urbanization had'fuellea
the‘destruetion-of the wilderness. One coroliﬁrv of this
“crisis" wﬁs the enduring beiief that the city_undenmined_
trué Republiecan democracy.' Thehcity'was seen by some

intellectuals as the crucible of many social evils --

)f

corruption, immorality, a loss of physical toughness, =zad

‘declining individualism. Out_df this.inteiléctual fe:menﬁ



energed a sizeable "wilderness cult” whose ideals were fully
émbraced by preservationists like Murie and Oberholtzer.

The antidote to urbanization, an implicit tenet of the
presérvationist creed from the outset, was clearly defined
by the QSC’s Frank Hubachek: "The task of wilderness
preservatlon is teo erect & hlgh wall of clear public
gconscionsness that these urban influences must stop along a
given‘liné. That will be ﬁ very difficult task."27 In
Dntafio, this task was extremely difficult, given the |
relatively lighter impact of urbanization than in the United

States and the perceived existence of unlimited wildland in

‘ Canada} Despite the admirable zeal of the QSC, and givén

the enormous differences in cultural and material

development across the international border, the fact that
much df the Quetico-Superior programme was de fact? in place
byothe 1830s is rather remarkable; Without the poiitical
aﬁd administrgtive will within the Department ﬁf Lands and
Fore$t§ to maintain the Quetico in a wilderﬁess state, it
seems unlikely‘that tﬁe.QSC wéuld have had any success in

Ontario.

Iv

. &
The controversy over'the Canadian access highway

allowed moderates within the Quetlco Superlor movement, such
~F
as Hlnnesota s Conservatlon Commlsszoner, Chester S. Hxlson,'

.to recast’the original QSC plan into a'polltlcally palatable

form acceptable to politicians, local economic.ihterests and
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conservationists alike. Wilson was motivated by a strong
states-rights position whiéh rejected the centralist-

federalist bias of Oberhocltzer’s programme. _Partieularly
repugnant to ﬁinnesota officials was the idea of handing

over title to the extensive state forests in the watershed.

. Instead, appealing to tourism-conscious citizens in

northwestern Ontario, Wilson won public support for a more

practical version of the plan which called for a wilderness

. zone onlﬁ one-fifth the size of the entire watershed -- the

federally owned RoadleSs Areas in the Superior Forest and
the large interior zone in Queticoc Park known as Hunter's

Island.28 ’The compromisq plan, although initially SPIitting

 the Quetico-Superier movement, represented no departure from

the multiple ﬁse concept of wilderness promoted by-tthQSC.Q
It merely reduced tile planniﬁg ares in.quest;on“and | o
guaranteed the eétaﬁlihhmeﬁt of:a peripheral defélopment
zone which Oberholtzér'had broposed in his coriginal scheme.

By endorsing_local aspirations for a Fort Frances-to-Pert

-Arthur highway, funning north of Quetico Park, ﬁilsohi

allayed long-standing fears that the Americans inten@pdﬁtp

.//.

With

it

continue their monopoly on the outfitting industry’

the consent of "local econonmic intereSts, formal planningﬂfo;?

the new highway was not far in the future.
‘While the original QSC scheme was being modified
into”a_mgre politicdliy_acceptable roadless areas poIicy,.

the council did notqabandonrits goal of protecting the

NG
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entire watershed by formal treaty. However, its efforts to
produce broad Canadian support for the plan failed miserably
in the 1940s. The activists never had a forﬁal strategy of
attack during these years'and, aside from lobbying senier
civil servants and cabinet ministers, they eimply preached
to the "coeverted“ (conservationiste, sportsmen and
naturalists) at tiny gatherings in various Ontario cities.

At.best, these talks produced endorsements from politically'

weak_constituencies -- & resolution passed by the fledgling

Canadian Conservation Association in 1942 is one example.
At worst, these speeches alienated Lands and Forégie

personnel by implying that government policy for Quetico was

~“shert~sighted‘[and] wastefulf;- Oberholtzer'touched_eff a

storm of proteet-frem the lakehead in 1942 when his talk at
the CCA conference again argued for an extehsion'of the park
to cover the entire watershed -- without any mentlon of an
access highway wh1ch the local populatlon d931red These
speakzng engagements galned further contacts but the pebi:;+
remained indifferent to the QsSC.28

.: Unfortunately, insightful suggesti%gs by some
Canadian contacts were simply.ignored. J.éi Dickson, a,
forest ehgineer eith'the federal Depa}tment of Mines and
Resources, echoed earller advice 1n 1944 when he questioned .
the need fbr a treaty 'A "simple agreement under which

Uncle Sam and Jack Canuck would .;. glve thelr comblned

b1q551ng.toﬂthe plan‘gi. mlght be all ‘that 15 needed,“ he
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wrote. Oberholtzer rejected the suggestion. By 1845, his
1ntran51gence over the size of the sanctuary and the treaty
proposal had clearly alienated DLF officials. One Amerlcan
observer explained with a Shakespearean twist that "every
time, the spectre of = treaty ... appears like Banquo’s
ghost at the bangquet and co-operation by Ontario goes'
dead." 20 ‘ I‘

‘During the 19405,‘tdeCanadians worked diligently in
Ontario on behalf of the cduncil. Both had begun tostake an
active interest in the wilderness movement during the early
forties —— Clifford Sifton, who-controlleg\a string of
_npwspapers aﬁd radio stationﬁ, and Harpldé. Walker, a
prdminent Tofonto lawysr whom Charles Kglly had met while on

business in Torontc. The Canadian recruits claimed

impressive pedigrees. Sifton’s father had boen Minister of , °”

the Interior in-Laurier's government, ana had chaiféd the

A

Commission on Conservatlon (1909). Walker’'s father, Sifi

o ~_ Byron Edmundsﬂalker, had been Presxdent of the Canad1an Bank .-

. 0of Commerce (1907-24), a founder of the Champlaln Soc1ety ”f

.‘_: . ':‘ G
e :(1905), a patron of the arts. and an earlg progonentﬂof

501ent1f1c forestry Slfton and Halker, second generatipn:

.‘nL.-
‘affluent,~were both capable admlnlstrators and shrewd

\,.:--

B bu51nessmen.' They were also tqulet men who preferred to

work behlnd the scenes. \Th91r=chief contribution at this

T °

‘ stage was to arrange a serles of meetlngs beuween QSC A:;m

R napresqptatlves, cab1nq§-memhers, and’senior clv11_servanté;r'
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) establlsh a Governor- General s commlttee to investigate the
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In 1947, acting*on-the advice of Vincent Massey, then
Chancellor of the Unlver51ty of Toronto, the two
conservationists attempted to raise the matter of a treaty
through formal diplomatic channels -- a tactic which had
failed in the 1830s. When thefAmerican State Department

inquired if the Canadlan Government would be willing to

treaty proposal, Ontario Premier George Drew’s Conservat;ve
government‘dismissed the idea. Provincial hostility towards
a blndlng treaty had not changed a1 N

In March 1849, the tiny band of activists in Ontario

temporarily put aside their treaty aspirations and rekindled

their efforts to establish an indigenous wilderness

. organization. Aided by a letter of support from Columbla

',?Pre51dent Dwight D. Eisenhower, Vlncent Massey persuaded

thlrty-one bu51nessmen and 1nte11ectuals to form the
Canadlan Quetlco -Superior Commlttee, the first wilderness e
organlzatlon in Ontarlo s2 All were powerful men with

access to the Premler-s office. Many of these individuals

~had close connections with the Conservative Party, and were

heav11y involved in large bu51ness 1nterests, espec1ally the
exttact:on and process1ng of natural resources. In contrast
‘to their American counterparts, however, the Canadian QSC:
‘chose not‘to assume the posture of 'an agg;essive, high-

profile, political“pressure-group; Instead, they preferred
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fo work behind the scenes and to exert their influence
directly on the new Prémier of Ontario, Leslie M. Frost.
The new wilderness association scheduled a meeting

with Frost and Minister of Lands and Forests H.R. Scott for

26 July 1849 at the Toronto hohe of Donald M. Hogarth,
| President of Steep Rock Hiﬂe in Atikdkah, and one of the .
Canadian QSC founders. To prepare the groundwork for this
meeting, newspaper gditor Cakley Délgleish,.another foﬁnder,
printed an illustrated feature article on the QSC proéramme
| in the Globg and Mail. A week later, on the day of the
meeting, he ran an editorial endorsing the @SC project. At
the Hogarth home that:evehing, the Premier talked at length
with committee members. As a keen outdoorsman and history
buff, he expressed interest in protébtingkzhe country of the

voyﬁgeurs. Sigurd Olson screened'thE-film‘"Hilderness Canbe

% a

Countrv“:and presented Frost with a persoﬁal copy. The
‘Premier‘listened"sympatheticaliy to the wildland enthusiasts
andsleft the inpression‘that he "could see no reason_why the
international program should not be completed.”
Subﬁequently. Frost asked Canadian Prime Minister Louis'St.
Laurent to open communication; with the American government.
"I should like to know just what the State Department has in
mind if any}hing,“‘he wrote to St. Lauren§:33

In response to Frost’s iﬁitiative, the American
gbvernmént forwarded to him a draft “Treaﬁy for the

£
Establishment of an International Peaze Hqu;fal Forest in
et
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the Quetico-Superior Area." Written largely by Ernest
Oberholtzer, and revised by the American State Department,
the document reached the Ontario government in January 1850.
The draft treaty called for the joint management of the
Rainy Lake and Pigeon River watersheds "to perpetuate the
wilderness character of the region". Despite its many
virtues, the document had no chance of being signed since it
proposed to obllgate the Canadlan and Amerlcan governments
to establlsh an advisory commlttee ‘6 oversee 301nt
management of the reglcn The Q C bungled by spec1fying
that the domlnlon cablnet would a9901nt the Canadian
representatives to the commlttee, a proposal sure to have
caused much gnashing of teeth in the Ontario government .’ 'If
Premier Frost ﬁad:initially,been open-minded about a treaty,
he now was totally opposed to the 1dee . His iegal advisors

warned that the arrangement would “"tie the hands" of his

' government in administering Quetico Park. Further doubts

and outright hostility to the treaty proposal surfaced.34
In March 1950, Harold Walker argued unconvincingly
before the Fish and Game Committee of the pnevineial

legislature that the treaty would "not involve the surrender

~of soverelgnty, management or Jur1sd1ct10n The scepticism

of HPPs in Toronto was supplemented by a scathing attack on\
;he treaty launched by the influential Northwestern Ontario
Associated Chambers of Commerce and the Northern_Oqtario,A

Qutfitters Association. Both groups feared that

i8]
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international control might jeopardize the construction of
the Canadian access highway north of tha park and forestall
an imminent tourism boom.35 The Canadian QSC remained
remarkably insensitive to the realities of dominidn—
provincial_rglations, and. greatly overestimated their
ability to influence public policy. Eighteen years later,
in 1867, Walker confessed how pﬁlitically naivé he had been
at the time and "how:very litfle" he had known “about
finding the ropeé to be pulled, let alone how thef could be
pulled when found. It w#sn't obvious to me that even a
polite request from Ottawa_might‘&ause gueen'é Park to
condemn the whﬁle project from the beginning."38

Faced with suéh stiff opposition to the ‘treaty
propﬁsal, th; Canadian QSC decided to reassesé its strategy.
This task fell to fhe'new e£ecutive secretary éf the ©
committee, Donald P. O°Hearn, who obtained access to the
DLE‘S fiies on Queticoc Park becaﬁse of his experiehce in ﬁhe
garliamentary press gallery where he had won the confidence
of Leslie Frost. The file did not make fof pleasant
Qeading. 0°Hearn repqrted that nowhere in the Ontario
government was there any sympathy for the concept of a
Canadian-American treaty. "The initial suggestion ... that
ﬁhe Dominion should take over the land” hadc-left a lasting
negative impression on provincial officials in Toronto. The
implication, for Lands and:;orests personnel, was that the

province ‘could not be trusted to protect the Quetico region.
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Worst of all, O°Hearn noted, Premier Frost had already "made
up his mindrthat the [@QSC] projecﬁ,.particulariy the treaty
aspect, wasn’'t feasible." Frost told O'Hearn repeatedly
that ché province would do “acre for acref:what the U!S.
did,"” but "thﬁt ‘Old'Han Ontario wbuldlnot give away control’
of his land. " Based on his findings, O‘Hearn reca;mended a

“practical politics" strategy, similar to the compromise

plan advocated by Hinneéota’s Chester Wilson. O°Hearn urged -

his employers to put aside the treaﬁy idea and to cultivate

1"sympathetic opinion“_on the Ontario side of the watershed,

by endorsing any'reasonable'projects propesed by the local

" interests, ingluding the'projectéd highway from Fort Frances

to Porﬁ Arthur. 1In the'end, the-Canadian QSC ﬁisely
accepted this strategy.®7

Just when the conservationists were éoised for a
significant breakthroﬁgh in'Ontgrio; A straﬁge episode
unfolded\wh}ch threatened to destroy their political
position, their ambitious plans, and the wilderness itself.
Sigurd Olson’s diplomatic expertise solved the e¢risis.
Olson was well-suited for the task’ The most influential
preservationist of his gepergtion (1899—1982), Olson wore
many hats well -- wilderness gu%de, ecologist, philosopher,
author, Pubiicist, lobbyist, educator and public speaker.
His personal wilderneés.philosophy was equally diverse,

emﬁracing a range of values from the spiritual to the
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practical. Olson knew Quetico~Superior intimately, having
canoed:tens of thousands of miles in the region since the
1920s. The Hinnesotan subseribed to the QSC's nmultiple use
compromise onlv reluctantly, to gain some protection for the
wilderness, although privately he favoured eliminating
logging, commercial properties, and outboard motors.28 _
In 1831, Olson discovered thet Steep Rock Iron Mines

in Atikokan, Ontariodé- whose President was the Canadian

"@QSC°s Donald P.‘Hogarth -- was spewing an effluent of

taconite particles into the border lakes. The pollution
appeafed as "a long tongue of milky‘brown color extending
from the'mouth of the Seine.RiverF westward towards Rainy
Leke. Citizens in northwestern Ontario, shocked by this
spseading sludge, rightly accused the QSC-of hyoocrisy:

¢ '

where were the usually outspoken wilderness'orusadefs, now

that one of bheif own had threatened the w11derness? They

- were conspicucus by their 511ence The potential for

environmental damage was enormous. Mersover, the integrity

of the border lakes as = reoreational magnet was at stake,

as were the livelihoods of hundreds of people dependent on

tourlsm Happily, Olson defused the crlsls First, in
several private meetings, he conv1nced Hogarth and his. ¥
suocessor, M.S.. "Pop" Fotherlnghan, to investigate technical
methods of‘eliminating the-effluent. An effective-solution

was in place by 1953. Second,'thrpugh carefully wordad

hbulletins and letters to local newsbaper editors, Olson



m
+a

minimized the negative impact of the crisis on the fledgling
Canadian Q3C.28 As cooler heads prevailed, local power
brokers ﬁera sble to focus their attention elsewhere.
Premier Frost desired a firm expression of local
sentimeﬁt on the future of Quetico Park. Donald 0’Hearn,
egger to implement his new strategy, shared this enthusiasn.
Thus, in September 1952, with the support and active
1nvolvement of the Canadian QSC in the person of "Pop"
Fotherlngham, the Northwestern Ontarlo Assoc1ated Chambers
of Commerce struck a “"Quetico Commlttee to fashion a
management plan for the new h;ghway cor;ldor. LThis
committee submitted its final éeportrin the spring of 1854.
'in August, at the opening of the Fort William-Atikokan
'.highway, Lands and Foresﬁs Hinister Clare Mapledoranm
announced a newlgovernment pulﬁcy for Quetico Park, based on
" the citizen-sponsored plan and consistent with_prévious
departmental decisions. The minister upheld the existing
ban'on coﬁtages and resorts in the park. Prcvision for
these developments would contlnue to be made in lakes to the
north of Quetico and contiguous toc the new hlghway Access
‘roads from thﬁ highway would not be permitted to penet;ate-
the park int;;ior and a "modern public capping ground" would,
be constructéa'at the French Lake entrance. Logging
.operations within the park and surrounding areas wou{d?be
gtrictly controlled to pfeserve recreational values, ghiefly

through shoreline reserves on "all lakes and streans, -
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islands and portages;“ Actually, logging was not a éressing
issue at this time since the licencees had ceased operations
in the Quetico in 1946 and would not return until 1961.40

| In two major respects, the 1854 policy fell short of

Oberholtzer’s original scheme. Mapledoram echoed his

predecessors when he thundered that "This great natural park.

 will be controlled and operated by the province of Ontario.

It will not be an international propositioﬁ." Second, the
restrictions outlined did not ﬁpply to the remainder of the

watershed. Naverthelesé, the QS5C seemed pleased. Publicly,

Doha1d 0'HQarn wrote that the DLF had established "“nearly as

e

“ironclad protection as.one?could ask for." Privately, -

ﬁoﬁever,.he was incensed that Haplédoram had alluded to

previous QSC prdpdsals for "international control and

' Qﬂg;qnignf of'Que;ico Pﬁrk. He wrote a écathing note to the
'ministgr, claiming incorrectly that there never had been

-"an# éhggestian” of that nature, and wondered why “"this fact

won't seem to sink in" -- whether it was "suspicion,

stupiditi-or'straight ornryness [sicl." This denial, part _
of Q'ﬁearn‘s new strategy to de-emphasize the treaty, belied

’ thq_QSC'S-cbhtinued commitment to obtain an intefqational

agreement,-gometime in the future.41

B

1hegwi1dérnéss'crusaderé'capped off their success in
: - § - ' ’
October 1954 when they received a charter for the Quetico

Foundation, a "non-profit organization ... to eﬁcourage_

) financiaily'and”ptherwise,1educationa1 and scientific

N
=
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projects" to increase public awareness about the Quetice
region. This was not e pressure group of wild-eyed
radicals, or anti-government aotivists. Its board of
directors was comprised of members of the Canadian QSC and
the Quetleo Commlttee of Northwestern Ontario. By the late

19505, the rolls included sportsmen, naturalists,

outfitters, businessmen, academics, politicians, financiers,

_ scientists, lawyers, publishers; editors, accountants,

journalists_ahd corpofate giants.-'ln 1955, the DLF’'s Parks
Chieftvarned that the "Quetico Foundation will require
ﬁatohing, to see that they don’t disseminate publicity ..
at variance with‘Depertnental bolioy.“ However, the
organization ouiokly won:the;confidence of the departmeet.
In Jene 1956, Clare Hapledoram asked the foundation "to
extend its act1v1t1es to all wilderness parks and areas. in
the province. The foundation then became a watchdog for

wilderness" in Ontario, committed to the development of "a

‘clear, comprehensive, and positive wilderness pexks policy,”

particularly. concernlng Algonquin, Lake Superior and Sibley
provincial parks.42 In this expanded role, the foundation
had three 1mportant acoompllshments

First, the group educated a small povt1on of the

' Ontario public about the need for wilderness conservation.

In the mid-1950s, for example, Sigurd Olson led a small . -

coterie of friends -- the "Voyagegr Group" -- on a series of

o

well-publicized canoe trips in the border lakes. Through
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jointly-sponsored research projects,'the publication of

- books, magazine articleé, the Quetico Heugletter, and the
production and dist:ibution of Christopherlchapman’s award-
winning>film, "Quetico” (1958), some Canadians finally
fdiscofered? the region.éa'

Second, the group nartured a climate of opinion
within government circles conducive to the protection of
wildlands. The foundation subﬁitied briefs to the DLF which

,faciliﬁated‘a review ﬁf park policy. Oné submission in 1859
argued for an expansioh of some existing.parks and the
reservation of over 3 million acres of Crown land in

S ¥

northern 0ntar1o”“:or future w11derness park needs.
Several statements in the late 1950s revealed that the ~
depa;tment was fbeginnihg to appreciate the wilderness for
the benefits if‘can bestow on'civilized paﬁ". One anonymous.
DLF official paid lip-service to the virtue of renewed
“*physical stamina" -- which could ‘increase the "level of
health, vigor, and genefal well-being" of the population. ©
Thi; anachronistic referehce was related to notions of
national strength;,once‘associﬁ%ed:with sbcial Darwinis;-f
Dlrectlves to f1eld offlcers .and speeches to development
groups affl:med»that the DLF would "ensure that great areas
"of the north shall remainqin perpetulty in a state of
nature." The‘ratibnale for these motherhood statements was

explicit. “As ﬁapledoram told a meeting of sportsmen in

1958, the department now recognized. that wilderness "is one
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?;pretecting;ﬁilderhess_fer-aesthetic or intangible values;

of our really exclusive marketable commodities™. The
foundation encourageérthis thinking by explaining-how the
"wilderness core of a region acts as a magnet for all types

of visitors" which "contribute handsomely to the region’s

‘economy.”  To this generation of conservationists,

"wilderness parks" would “only vield returns if they are
actively used"”. Slmllarly, Parks Chief W. Ben ‘Greenwood was
more concerned w1th “"means of milking the golden cow" of
Quatlco, rather”than discussing whether there were "ten‘ﬁ;S.

commercial resorts against the International border, or two

a7

hundred." Another departmental forester could “not see that

Ontario has any‘responsibility to maintain an unﬁsed

wilderness" in thevauetlco, funless it pays us more money

 than other uses. “44_ . _ e

Such utilitarian attitudes did not mean that

conservationists or civil servants were insincere about

Rl

o

economic imperatives simplysreceivpd greater emphasis. This

trend was reflected‘je Ontario parks policy which, before

1980, was'dominated by the struggle to provide‘recreational

facllltles for a burgeonlng population and to secure

.flnan01a1 revenue from resources, rather har “the protectlon

of natural heritage. These prlorltles, in turn, reflected
the publlc mood of the 19505, an era domlnated by an- ethlc

of v1rtua11y unrestrlcted and seeringly limitless economlc

developpent. The third major accompl}shment of the
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foundation also reflected an acéepted norm in 1950s Ontario
- that of quiet diplomacy between conservationists and
governmen£ agencies; Members of the foundation successfﬁlly
promoted‘joint meetings between officials of the DLF and the
‘U.S. Forest Service, thereby helping to shépe management
policies in Quetico-Superior.4®

The phildso;hy of the Quetico Foundation was well
articulated. The foundation was dedicated “to the

preservation of wilderness areas for recreation and

scientific use". "‘Specifically, the group held that:
- recreation that comes from living in our wilderness
.country ... is gaining greater significance than
‘ever before ... The Foundation also believes that

.- greater use of our wilderness areas will bring
greater appreciation of their many scenic, historieal,
recreational and scientific values, and that this
appreciation is the most effective way by which
these values may be preserved.4©
This philosophy mirrored that of the American QSC.
- Despite an in&ccuratel& titled promctional article,
"Wilderness Preservation in Ontario” (1961); the province’s
© first wilderness organization and its American cousins were
‘conservationists, not preservationists. The erucial
distinction reflects the foundation’'s acceptance of
commercial logging, tempered by shoreline reservations, and
allowing resorts albeit in peripheral zones. This position
was in sharp contrast to preservationists of the post—iQSO

'period ?ho rejected any major interference with the

ebolog{cal'integritv of wildlands.47



While a majority of the foundation‘s development-
consoious members heartily endorsed the status quo, a small
minority ascribed only reloctantly to the multiple use
compromise. In 1941-2, before the loggers temporarily
ceased operaoions in Quetico Park, Oberholtzer privately
expressed doubts sbout modern, mechanized logging; The
gradual shift in focus from sawn timber towards pulpwood was
responsible for harvesps “even more destructivo" than
before, he wrote. Regulations might restriet the o}mbermen
to selective cutting of mature treeé, but "by'the/ﬁime the
7-ton trucks get through crashing through the wogés, the
proportion of trees that they have destroved may .rank high
with the actual logging." Indeed, “"modern logging, which is
done as muoh as possible with the aid of machinery and which

[1}

uses nearly averythlng. left fewer seed traes, and
shoreline reserves too thin to withstand Eho force of

w1nds 48

By the 1850s, COberholtzer also found it "dlfflcﬂlt
to reconcile the apparent inconsistency between forbidding
more development and retaining what one has -- between
banning new roads of access, for instance, and colling an

old one good because it has been in:use so long." Hultiple

=

use at least suggested a:"firmly established priority for

the intangible wildorness values" which would othérwise be

'\

Flost Sigurd Olson had always*been 8 reluctant promoter of

multlple use, and he prlvately opoosed logging and

s
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motorboats. Gradually, others like Frank Hubachek, Donald
O'Hearﬁ and Harold Walker agreed with Olson. However, the
absence of logging in Quetice Park until 1961 left this
nagging dissatisfaction unresolved, an issue with which the
next generation of conservationists would grapple. The
foundation’'s significant contribution ﬁas‘that it had .

articulated the need to conserve wilderness in Ontario. In

doing so, it had challenged the long standing myth of an

anlimited abundance of wildland in this province, a myth

P

that had been publicly recited by a sehior lands and forests

- wildlife expert as late as 1952.49

The success of the Quetico Foundation:was matched by
a ﬁarming of the political climate between the éresi&ent‘s!
Quetlco—Superlor Committee =and DLF officials. After so
many years, the American conservat10n1sts finally conv1nced
prog;ncial officials of their good'intentions. The turning
pbiﬁt came during a meeting held at Basswood Lake in 1853
where Charles Kelly iﬁpreséed Ontario Parks Chief Be&>
Greenwood. Kelly mapped but‘the progress made by‘ﬁgerican
anthorities to repurchase private lands within the roadless
areas of the Superior National Forest. These private
holdlngs had been reduced from 350,000 to 55,000 acres since
the late 1940s. After the meeting, Greenwood reported that
he saw "no reason why this U.S. Committee shoulq be lsoked
upon with suspicion.” By 1857, all but two per cent (30,000

acfeé) of the roasdless areas lay underwﬁublic ownership.

[N
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This{progress demonstrated that the Americans had been
sincere all along about their commitment to restoring the
interior lakes to primitive status. The warm raiationship
with Greenwood led to coptinued co-operation between the
various government agencies in managing Quetieo—Superior and
also emboldened the Canadian wilderness éfusaders to make
one last attempt at gaining support for the well-worn treaty
idea.30 |

The final episode in the crusade to establish a
peace memorial forest ineQuetico—Superior by_}nternational

treaty was engineered by Harocld Walker, Don O°Hearn, Sig

. 0lson, Frank Hubachek and Cherles_Kelly. The plan was to

obtain the support of major interest groups in northwestern

Ontario for a harmless sounding resolution which called for

an “international agreement" to protect “fo} all time the

Tu

finest canoe country in the world." The word treaty was

‘carefully avoided. At a meeting of the Hofthwestern'Ontario

Associated Chambers of Commerce in Sioux Lookout during
August 1957, the motion failed to gain the mandatory °
=

unanimous support by one vote. Despite this setback the

conservatlonlsts were cheered when their resolutlon was

_endorsed by the annual convention of the Ontario Federation

of Anglers and Hunters. However, the wheels fell off the
campgign when, at the Port Arthur meeting of the Northwest
Ontario Municipal Association, DLF Minister Mapledoram and

W.G. Noden, MPP for Rainy River, attacked the resolution and

AR
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forced its withdrawal without a vote. The politicians had
discovefed that the term “international agreement” was

simply = euphémism for "treaty".'_After a‘thirty_year

. struggle, the wilderness crusaders finally threw in the

"towel on their grand scheme.3521

" In the wake of this defeat in late 1957, moderate
elements within the Quético-Superior movement fell back on
an alternative proposal —-- a diplométic exchange of letters
between the Onﬁario and American.governments committing each
jurisdiction to co-operate in working out, informally;
through blannual meetings of a joint advisory commlttee,
common management pollc1es for the wilderness areas on both
51dgs of the border. This pragmatlc proposal, w1thout the
bindiné arfangement or jurisdictional complexities of the
treaty bogey,‘was quickly acéepted by all. Through the
offlce of the Hon. Howard C. Green, Canada’s Secretary of
State for External Affairs, negot1at10ns for the exchange of
letters were conducted with the American State Department.:
The issue was finally laid to rest on 12 April 1960 when
anouncement; of the exchang? occurred in Hashingtoh and\
Queen’s Park, Toronto.52 |

Premier Leslie Frost informed the legislature that
he’ had "objected very strenuously” to a treaty; Ontario
"would retain complete control of the Quetico area.“. The

Premier had agreed to establish a Quetico-Superior

In%ernational Joint Advisory Committee, comprised of three

&
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Ontarians and three Americans, to exchénge information and
discuss mutual problems. "Now our sole obligation is this,"”
emphasized Frost, "that if we change policy at any time, we
give notification of.that to the American committee, so‘that
we are not doing things which are running counter to whgt
they are attempting to do on their side. Likewise, they
would give us notice of any;changes that would apply on
their side."” Through such “"friendly éo:ﬁperation, without
bindingreither side to any poiicy,“ Frost concluded, "we can
work out policies which will be of benefit to both sides of-
tﬁa line." His optimism was shared by Charles Kelly who
believed that Frost had committed his government to the
protectidn of wilderness “almost aswfully as if we had.‘
obtained the treaty."53 | ' o
Actuﬁlly, Frost had simply confirmed the
loﬁgstahding-practice of previous administrations. Since
1927, Ontario’s politicians and civil serﬁants had indicated'ﬁ
.that they would gct in concert with the Americﬁnsrin
managing Quetico-éhperior. kﬁlinded by their obsession with
the ultimate objective of a formal treaty to protect the
Rainy Lake watershed, the more zealous American
conservationists had repeatedly alienated provincial
officials who otherwise supported their goals. As
nisunderstandings multiplied, some QSC leaders overlocked

the fundamental agreement on major policy issues between the
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conservationists and the Ontarians. For tooc long, tactical
errors, excessive pride, self-righteousness and ignorance of

dominion-provineial relations -- the latter also suffered by

‘a few influential Canadianrbusinessmen and lawyers who

should have known better -- stood in the way of the kind ofﬁ

agreement reached in 1960. Instead, it tock three decades

of frustration for the QSC to recognize that its

disag:eemente with the province did not‘involve the question
of whether or not to protect wildefness values; the quarrel
revolved around the treaty or sovereignty issue. In
Ontario, the biggest obstacle faced by thefQuetico-Superior
crusaders had (been self-imposed. Hhen'thev-de-emphasiéed
the treaty proposition, and finally abandoned the ides, ﬁhey
encountered a receptlve audlence in the province.

This battle had an 1mportant influence on several
key civil servants within the prov1neia1 parks bureaucracy
and on the conservationist lobby. By 1860 the need for
1arge wllderness areas for recreational use was undisputed

within the ranks of Ontarlo s Parks D1v151on " The multiple

"use concept championed by the Quetico Foundation remained a

fundamental_plénning tool for thecbureauefats and foresters
who were charged with'managing these natural environments.
It was éhis“concept of wilderness which a new generation of
preservationists attacked ie the late 1960s, triggering an.
unprecedented publie outcry over logglng in parks like

Algonquin, Quetlco and Lake Superlor Before such an attack
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could be launched, however, the Ontario wilderness. movement
would have to enter an entirely different phase.

After 1960, the era of quiet diplomacy as a modus
operandi for conservation groups was eclipsed. Impatient
advocates, frustrated by a lack of_progress‘dn the
establishment of wilderness parks in Ontario;,shunned the
Ifoundation's "old-boy” network -- the top-down approach --
as a means of influencing governnenf pblicy. Instead; this
new generation focused.on cqltivating grass-rocts support
for their goals, reflecting the changing éociq-economic
circumstances in Ontario society. Armed with dissenting
views on wildlands management, . a heightened urgency about
deteriorating environmental conditions,?and‘a readineSs ﬁo
exercise the citizen's right to‘criticizg publie policy
through the mass—media;_these young turks began a new phasg
of advocacy. The Qﬁetiqo-Supérior campaign, then, laid the
fouﬁdations for the more broadly-based preservationist

battles of the late 18960s and eafly 1970s.
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