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Ecological succassion consists of the changes in spe-
cios aver time, usually following a disturbance. An
aarlier species may either iacilitate the cstablishment
of a later one, inhibit it, or have no effect, Experimen-
tal manipsubation in the tield of the species abundances
is one way 1o test these possible mechansms. In most
natueal communitics, SUCCESson 15 frequently mker-
rupted by disturbances, starting the processes all over
again. [The SCI™ indicates that this paper has been
cited in aver 195 publications.|
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This paper originated in the meeting ard exchange
of ideas between 1w people with quite different
viewpoints. In 1973 Raiph O. slatyer arrived from
Austraiia to spend his sabbatical leave with |oseph
H. Connell and his colleagues in California. Our sci-
entific backgrounds were quite different, Slatyer was
a ptant physiologist whose background included mi-
crometeoroiogy and soil sctence, and who had
worked extensively on plant responses to environ-
mentai factors. Connell had studied the ecoiogy of
marine invertebrates and trees. At that time Slatyer
had decided ta shift into ecology and se had come
to spend part of a year with our group of ecologists
at Santa Barbara.

This turned out to be a stimulating experience for
both parties. Siatyer had a whele new set of minds
to spar with and the Santa Barhara group was being
asked questions they couldn’t answer about their
iwn subject, This iflustrates the value of linking dif-
ferent viewpuints. Scientists tend to think that the
particular aspect they are studying is the main de-

terminant of he structure or process of interest. in
our case we were trying to determine the mecha-
nisms that determine community structure. Connell
tended to think that species interactions were the
main determinants. Slatyer thought in terms of the
physical and chemical environmert arvd life-history
traits. In fact, all these and other factors play roles,
at different scales of time amd space.

Ecology had recently becomse the “in* thing fol-
lowing vartous environmental events such as the
1969 Santa Barbara oil spilt. This had net only gak
vanized the environmental movement but had also
set ecologists ta thinking about how natural ecosys-
tems recovered from disturbances, natural or man-
made. So we all spent a lot of time kicking around
ideas about ecosystem change, particularly the
machanisms underlying the succession of species in-
vading disturbed sites. It graduaily became clear that,
although several ideas had been proposed abot eco-
jogical succession, these had never been formulat-
ed as explicit testable hypotheses. We decided to try
to do this and began ta write a paper outlining our
scheme.

By this time Slatyer had returned to Australia. We
mailed drafts of our paper back and forth and slowly
a set of testable hypotheses emerged about the mech-
anisms underlying ecological succession. We both
jiked to da field experiments; Slatyer had learned the
techniques during his undergraduate training n ag-
riculture, while Connell had begun in graduate
school. Slatyer’s field experiments were done in her-
haceous and arid shrul lands and at alpine and valley
bottom tree lines, Connell’s in the marine intertidal,
coral reets, and rain forests. So we decided to include
in the papes some suggestions about possible field
experimental designs to test the hypothesis. Our stu-
dents ant colteagues, with great farebearance, read
many drafts of our efforts during the two years it
took to get the paper written and published.

The paper has since stimuiated several field exper-
imental'® studies and a lot of argument, published®
and unpublished, The ¢ for its heing cited often
are probably: (a} it brought together older ideas and
some new ones into an organized set of testabie hy-
potheses, and (b} it suggested various practical ways
to tesi the hypatheses. We're inclined to think that
it was the contrast between aur different viewpoints
together with our shared pelief in the power of ex-
perimental tests that produced the ideas in the paper.
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