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Clements, F.E. 1936. Nature and structure of the climax. The Journal of Ecology 24: 252-284.

Clements lays out his model of the climax vegetation state, describing it as the stable plant community that develops as the expression of a particular climate in the absence of disturbance.  He further describes those community stages that can mimic a climax state due to repeated disturbance, and describes in detail the levels of organization within the climax and within the sere.  The plant community is viewed as a living organism that must move through stages of development to reach maturity, with each part of the community making up a unit of the interdependent whole.  This model largely dominated ecological thought for the first half the 20th century, and remains influential.
Gleason, H.A. 1939. The individualistic concept of the plant association. American Midland Naturalist 21: 92-110.

Gleason argues against the climax community concept typified by Clements, claiming that plant communities are a product of random processes such as migration and of an infinitely varying environment.  He claims that, as a result of that randomness and diversity, a given climatic region will not, in fact, produce a plant community that can be precisely classified.  Further, Gleason describes his individualistic concept as being in complete opposition to the concept of community-as-organism.  His plant assemblages are a result of diverse and random forces acting on individual plants, not predictable climatic conditions acting on communities.  With this image of complexity and randomness, Gleason was the major dissenting voice against the community as organism theory advanced by Clements.
Langenheim, J.H. 1996. Early history and progress of women ecologists: Emphasis upon research contributions. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 27: 1-53.

The author reviews the work and personal lives of numerous female ecologists, grouping them into several temporal categories from pre-1900 to present.  She then discusses the women as a group, broken down into those who received doctorates before 1975 and those who received doctorates after 1975.  She examines their careers in terms of personal characteristics, graduate education and ecological subfield, mentors and role models (both male and female), employment, family life and the resultant impact on career, and recognition in their fields.  She concludes that while women in ecology have made much progress, in many ways they still lag behind their male counterparts, although this issue is much more recognized than in the past.
Maniates, M.F., J.C. Whissel. 2000. Environmental studies: The sky is not falling. Bioscience 50: 509-517.
Writing in response to Soulé and Press (1998), Maniates and Whissel argue against the claim that increasing breadth within environmental studies programs has led to a general decrease in curricular depth and coherence, and in turn to students with a superficial education.  The authors carried out an empirical study of undergraduate environmental studies programs in the United States in an attempt to elucidate which categories these programs fall into and how program directors are responding to the danger of hyperdiversity.  They conclude that Soulé and Press’ claims are not borne out, and that the majority of programs surveyed had mechanisms in place to confront issues arising from multidisciplinarity.
Soulé, M.E., D. Press. 1998. What is environmental studies? Bioscience 48: 397-405.
Soulé and Press claim that, due to its multidisciplinary nature, environmental studies as a field lacks a distinct identity.   They argue that a lack of clear program boundaries, goals and curricula has caused a profusion of hyper-diverse, shallow programs that turn out “multidisciplinarily illiterate” students.  In addition to outlining potential ways by which programs can increase the depth of students’ educations (re-examination of the core curriculum and requirements in addition to core coursework), they suggest three focused approaches to environmental studies that should not be mixed within one program, namely ecology and environmental policy analysis, literature and philosophy, and social criticism and critical theory.
