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Preface

This volume will be of interest to anyone involved with or concerned
about the management and conservation of large carnivores in Greater
Yellowstone, North America, or elsewhere in the world. Learning to
coexist with large carnivores—that is, conserving their populations and
ecosystems over the long term, while at the same time allowing hu-
mans and human communities to thrive—is not an easy task. Like
many other resource management problems, it is fraught with intense
conflict, historical baggage, and complexity on multiple levels. How-
ever, we have an opportunity and an obligation to learn the skills
needed for coexistence now, at what may be the eleventh hour for
many carnivores and their ecosystems. We hope that this volume will
encourage managers, researchers, government officials, ranchers, and
anyone else who is affected by problems associated with large carni-
vores to redouble their efforts and put in place workable, democratic
means to resolve difterences and find common ground. In the end, we
all want outcomes that are reasonable, practical, and morally justified.

There are many places in the world where the drama and calculus
of living with large carnivores are being worked out in people’s daily
lives. This book focuses on one significant such “laboratory” for learn-
ing about coexistence—the portion of western Wyoming that lies ad-
jacent to and south of Yellowstone National Park, including the
southern part of what is commonly recognized as the Greater Yel-
lowstone Ecosystem (see figure 1.1 in chapter 1). Here, the problems
of living with large carnivores are currently being faced on the ground
on a day-to-day basis. Yellowstone National Park still supports popu-
lations of grizzly bears and mountain lions, and wolves were reintro-
duced in 1995. Recovery programs for grizzlies and wolves have been
successful enough that many of these animals are now moving out of
protected areas south into territory that is dominated by human uses.
Predictably, there have been conflicts. Cattle and sheep have been at-
tacked, hunters have shot bears when they perceived that their own
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safety was threatened, and “problem” bears and wolves have been killed
by wildlife managers. Mountain lions have also become a focal point
for public concern, and traditional approaches to the management and
hunting of lions are now extremely controversial. These interactions
with large carnivores are being played out in an emotionally charged
and highly symbolic political maelstrom, as the culture and institutions
of the Old West attempt to deal with the modern reality of economic
transition and an influx of wealthy urbanites.

The western Wyoming story is fascinating for many reasons. It is a
story of struggle, in which people must learn to live with one another,
resolve their differences, and harmonize their practices with the re-
quirements of nature. This struggle is a microcosm of the larger search
for coexistence and sustainability in the United States, across North
America, and throughout the world. We can learn much from ex-
periences in this region that can be applied to other sites and efforts to
increase the likelihood that people can learn to live with large carnivores.

For many people in the counties that abut Yellowstone National
Park and the surrounding national forests, large carnivores are simply
bad and should be put out of the way of human progress. Some ad-
vocate restricting these animals by relegating them to remote areas.
Several Wyoming counties have actually declared the grizzly bear a
“socially and economically unacceptable species within our counties.”!
The wolf and, to a lesser extent, the mountain lion, are also viewed
with hostility. Many local citizens and officials alike in this region feel
that the federal government, through the Endangered Species Act and
other laws, and the state of Wyoming, through its wildlife management
programs, have “forced these large predators, and the resulting regula-
tions, upon our counties.””

At the same time, there are people on the other side of the debate
who have organized to achieve greater protection for large carnivores.
For them, carnivores have a rightful place and should be allowed to roam
and prosper. Clearly, these animals mean or symbolize difterent things to
different groups of people. Getting these opposing camps together in a
room to discuss carnivore management can be incendiary. People re-
sort to shouting bitter accusations at their neighbors. “Facts” are used
selectively to support one side of the debate or the other. Dramatic in-
cidents of bears or wolves eating livestock loom large. When these angry
exchanges take place at public meetings, agency officials are often at a
loss about what to do or how to turn the situation from ranting and rav-
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ing into a constructive forum in which citizens seek common ground
together. When all is said and done, no one seems to be satisfied with
the current situation or its outcomes. Neither anti- nor pro-carnivore
people are likely to get what they want under these conditions.

But what can be done? Where is the balance? How can we find
ways to coexist with large carnivores? How can we manage the con-
flict among ourselves and find workable outcomes? The fundamental
question is, “Can people work together to find sustainable solutions?”
These questions must be addressed in practical terms if we are to find
satisfactory answers for human and wildlife communities. The people
involved in large carnivore management must decide ultimately if they
want to continue shouting past one another, or sit down instead and
deal realistically with their very real problems.

This book helps to untangle some of these highly charged issues.
We recommend steps to break the current cycle of corrosive conflict
and reverse the erosion of social capital. Specifically, we suggest strate-
gies to resolve actual, on-the-ground conflicts with carnivores more
eftectively, change what these animals symbolize or mean to people,
and improve the institutional system of wildlife management to op-
erate in a more timely, fair, and eftective manner. Although much has
been written elsewhere about the ecology of large carnivores and the
problems of managing populations of these species to ensure recov-
ery within protected areas, little has been written that adequately ad-
dresses the sociopolitical problems of coexisting with large carnivores
outside of protected areas. This book is intended to fill that gap.

Many people are looking for practical ways to improve policies and
practices for natural resource management. In our view, the only way
through the current morass is a mutually respectful, collaborative,
problem-solving approach. We hope that the insights and ideas that
come from our look at this part of Greater Yellowstone will help to
reinvigorate people’s commitment to working together to find dem-
ocratic solutions to environmental problems.

About This Volume

The book is divided into three parts. Part I begins with an introduc-
tion to large carnivore management as a social process (chapter 1), ex-
amining the ongoing struggle and its significance to the future health
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of the region and its human and animal inhabitants and identifying
fundamental problems that must be overcome to achieve the goal of
coexistence. Following this “problem orientation,” chapter 2 maps the
context in which these problems exist, emphasizing the practices and
beliefs that have brought large carnivores near to extinction and those
that could open up avenues for improvements. Part II consists of three
chapters, each of which is a case study of one of the species at issue
(mountain lions, grizzly bears, and wolves). Each case study begins with
a review of the natural history, population dynamics, and management
history of the species. Then the authors discuss the ways in which
management has become increasingly politicized and tied to broader
sociopolitical issues. Finally, each chapter derives lessons from the case
at hand and evaluates options for improving conservation.

Part III focuses in greater detail on two key dimensions of the car-
nivore management problem. Chapter 6 examines community-based,
participatory processes and what can be done to upgrade citizen par-
ticipation and democracy-in-action in the coexistence debate. Chapter
7 takes an institutional view, analyzing and evaluating the institutional
system of wildlife management and making recommendations for im-
provement. Finally, the concluding chapter summarizes the lessons to
be learned from experiences with large carnivores in this region and
the relevance of these lessons for other settings. Throughout the book
the authors emphasize effective, joint problem solving and helping
people see past their individual special interests to find the common
interest.

Orrigin of Our Work

This book began with a joint project by Greg McLaughlin, Karen
Murray, Lyn Munno, Dylan Taylor, and Jason Wilmot in fall 2000 for
a graduate seminar with Tim Clark at the Yale University School of
Forestry and Environmental Studies. They looked at the interactions
among wildlife, human communities, and the institutional arrange-
ments or “policy systems’ that determine large carnivore management.
Their initial efforts—library research, telephone interviews with
wildlife professionals, newspaper articles, and in-depth analyses—used
an interdisciplinary approach, drawing on insights from psychology, so-
ciology, political science, and organizational and policy literature. This
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was followed up with face-to-face conversations with people on all
sides of the conflict, those who participate in or influence the decision-
making process and those who are affected by it.

From discussions about grizzlies, wolves, and mountain lions with
more than 40 state and federal agents, ranchers, hunting outfitters, sci-
entists, and conservationists, these researchers gathered detailed and ac-
curate information on carnivore management and areas of conflict.
They also looked for consistencies and inconsistencies between key
players’ verbal accounts and the publicized and observable accounts
of their actions. Throughout the project, they kept in mind the goal of
collaborative management and looked for opportunities to help. The
data they gathered and the insights they gained from their research and
discussions inform all of the analyses in this volume.
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Part One:
Context







Chapter 1

Coexisting with Large Carnivores:
Orienting to the Problems

Tim W, Clark and Murray B. Rutherford

Large carnivores mean vastly different things to different people, and
these meanings are often associated with intense feelings.! A sampling
of quotes from articles and newspapers published in the American
West makes this plain. For some people, large carnivores are an outlet
tor strong resentment about the course of recent history in the West.
For example, Cat Urbigkit, a sheepherder and coowner of the Sub-
lette County Examiner (a small newspaper published in Pinedale,
Wyoming), reported in 2002 that county commissioners in several
Wyoming counties had “outlawed” grizzly bears and wolves. “Fed up
with mandates from the federal government,” they took action, “adopt-
ing resolutions prohibiting the presence, introduction or re-
introduction of grizzly bears and wolves within the boundaries of their
counties.” They “drew a line in the sand,” by proclaiming that they
would no longer tolerate these kinds of actions from the federal gov-
ernment. As Todd Wilkinson, a well-known writer on natural resource
issues in the West, observed, some people just “hate wolves. They hate
grizzlies. They hate government (except federal subsidies). They hate
public education. They hate any law which constrains their ‘personal
liberty.” They spin elaborate, sometimes slanderous, yarns about con-
servationists plotting to ““lock Americans out of public lands’; allegedly
scheming to lure the U.S.into a ‘one-world government, headquartered
by the United Nations; and finally [driving] all rural people oft the land.”
Wilkinson suggested that “hatred of wolves could be a symptom”—we
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might also call it a symbol—"of something else: fear of losing control
over things in our lives, which inherently are beyond our control.”?

In dramatic contrast, the return of large carnivores has been a wel-
come event for other people, evidence that the region’s ecology is
“healing” and returning to the “way it should be.” According to noted
author Tom McNamee, putting wolves back into nature “may have
saved the ecosystem from ruin.” Similarly, Robert Ferris of Defenders
of Wildlife observed, “Restoration of these animals represents a major
step in correcting earlier errors in public policy and in repairing eco-
logical imbalances.” And Greg Hanscom in High Country News said,
“Restore the top predator and you restore the entire ecosystem.”

These contrasting quotes make two things very clear. First, carni-
vores symbolize many other issues, and second, the differences among
these “meanings” pose a serious practical management challenge.*
Finding common ground is indeed an uphill task.

Nowhere is the conflict over meaning and management sharper
than in the area of the West on which this book focuses—western
Wyoming south of Yellowstone National Park, including the southern
part of what is commonly recognized as the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem. Greater Yellowstone is one of the largest and most impor-
tant systems of protected areas in the United States and one of the
more significant regions for conservation in the world. As figure 1.1
shows, the area covered by this book encompasses about 22,000 square
miles and includes all of Bridger-Teton National Forest, other federal
and state lands, and private lands. The overall boundaries are not rigidly
defined, and large carnivores range widely in and out, but in recent
years human-carnivore conflicts seem to be clustered in this area (see
figure 1.1). This is the stage on which a public policy play is currently
being acted out, and it can serve as a field laboratory for us to learn how
to secure a future for large carnivores in a dynamic human context.

The difticulty of coexisting with large carnivores is less about the
carnivores than it is about us and our views. The basic problem is how
we go about interacting with one another over troubling public is-
sues and collectively deciding how we want to live. We can manage
large carnivores. However, it is much more challenging to manage our-
selves in cooperative ways that will give large carnivores more room
than they presently have.

Grizzlies, wolves, and mountain lions were eliminated or reduced
to very low numbers in most of Greater Yellowstone decades ago. But
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in recent years many Westerners, along with others nationwide, have
called for the restoration of these animals. This has led to more active
conservation, restoration, and reintroduction programs. Since the early
1990s, grizzly bears and wolves have moved south from Yellowstone
country into western Wyoming, and the number of mountain lions
may also have increased. This has led to conflicts among people about
what to do with their new and sometimes unwanted neighbors, which
occasionally eat sheep and cattle in addition to deer and elk. The in-
tense feelings that people have about carnivores, the return of these
animals to areas from which they have long been absent, and the new
conflicts occurring among people and between carnivores and people
have combined to make management of large carnivores a complex
and messy political problem. It can also be highly personal and costly
for some of the participants. Managers, ranchers, and environmental-
ists have occasionally been vilified or glorified in the media. They too
have become political symbols.

So what are the real issues behind the symbolism? Can anything be
done to change these interactions so that people and wildlife can live
in sustainable coexistence with one another?® Grizzly researcher Steve
Primm, with the Northern Rockies Conservation Cooperative, says the
answer is decidedly “yes!” Steve is working to develop a community-
based grizzly management process near Ennis, Montana, and is build-
ing food storage poles in backcountry campsites south of Yellowstone.
He believes that we must deal with the real bears and the real prob-
lems they sometimes cause, while recognizing at the same time that
these bears are highly symbolic (Primm elaborates on these views in
chapters 4 and 6). Wildlife biologist Timm Kaminski also says “yes!”
Now with the Mountain Livestock Cooperative, Timm is working to
show people who want to protect bears, wolves, and mountain lions,
and those who earn a living from the land, that people can and do
solve difficult carnivore management problems by learning from each
other. These two experienced field workers are among a growing
number of individuals who believe that carnivore management can be
much more effective in promoting and achieving coexistence between
people and carnivores.

In this chapter and throughout this book we argue that to achieve
coexistence with large carnivores we must think and act in ways that
were unthinkable a few, short decades ago. We must minimize local,
on-the-ground conflicts between people and predators, while finding



Coexisting with Large Carnivores: Orienting to the Problems 7

ways to change what carnivores mean and symbolize. We must be adap-
tive and use “practice-based learning” to build on our past successes—
drawing on experiences in actual situations to learn what works (and
what does not work) to solve or minimize problems.

Carnivore Management as a Social Process

Managing large carnivores is a complex, dynamic, ongoing, social
process. It directly reflects the feelings, beliefs, and values of the many
people who participate in one way or another. Understanding this
complex social process is a vital first step to envisioning how we can
change things for the better.

At the Center: People and Their Perspectives

Although we often focus our attention on grizzlies, wolves, and moun-
tain lions, we should never forget that people are involved. Many
people think that carnivore management is a fairly cut-and-dried ac-
tivity, carried out by technical experts (scientists and managers work-
ing for government) who are objective and neutral and who operate
with the public interest in mind. In fact, carnivore management is an
ongoing process in which many people—managers, scientists, ranch-
ers, environmentalists, and those with other interests—make decisions
about what we all value (although we don’t all value the same things).
Carnivore management is a political process that is only partially sci-
entific. It is a “transscience” issue that involves science, but goes well
beyond what science can offer. Symbols and symbolic victories are at
least as important as real successes. Biases figure prominently, even on
the part of experts.

To some people, carnivores should simply be destroyed. They argue
that our frontier forebears virtually eliminated large carnivores half a
century or more ago because they were so damaging to ranching and
that, even though the populations of these animals are now much
smaller, they continue to threaten livelihoods and pose unfair costs.
These people claim that predators stand in the way of progress and
should be eliminated, much reduced, or restricted to distant regions. To
other people, though, these same animals symbolize “free nature” and
a “healthy environment.” They make the counterclaim that carnivores
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should be left alone to live in the “wilderness” with other wildlife “as
they were meant to.” They see carnivores as beneficial and say that local
people should adjust to them, even if it means going out of business
or ending generations of family tradition. These claims and counter-
claims in the discourse about carnivore management show that strik-
ingly different perspectives are at play, which are being symbolized in
words, advocacy, and agency politics and programs. Consequently, con-
flict is typically at center stage when communities try to decide how
to live with large carnivores.

Regardless of which side of the issue people are on, there is a ten-
dency to label those on the other side as misguided, wrongheaded, ig-
norant, in need of education, or even malevolent or untrustworthy.
Humans have a predisposition to stress group identity and exclusivity
of membership and to use labels such as these to divide the world into
“us vs. them.” Terms such as “rancher” and “hunter” are examples of
group identity labels that take on added meaning when contrasted
with other labels such as “environmentalist” and “conservationist.”
Similarly, state agents may identify themselves in opposition to federal
agents. The notion of “we and they” is the central theme that holds
groups and societies together by creating individual and group
meaning. Our core identities are formed around such groups, regard-
less of whether we tend to be parochial or cosmopolitan in our world-
views. This dynamic is clearly evident in large carnivore management.®

To be more successful in carnivore management, we must work
with this dynamic of identity formation and be sensitive to the needs
and wants of all the people and groups involved. We need to learn
what is most important to people, how we can balance one group’s de-
mands with those of other groups, and when and where to apply lever-
age to get people to compromise, work together, and set their sights
on common goals. To do this, we need to strengthen the institutions
associated with carnivore management and build in the capacity to
learn from on-the-ground experiences with people and animals.

The Institutional System of Wildlife Management: Meeting High Standards,
Serving Common Interests

We often think of wildlife management as doing something good for
animals or their habitats. But as the foregoing examination of human
social process has made clear, actually we are managing not the ani-
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mals, but ourselves. For example, it is people’s behavior that we target
when we decide not to kill carnivores, or log a forest, or run sheep
without herders, or hike or hunt in grizzly country, or leave wilder-
ness areas littered with human food. To understand carnivore man-
agement, then, we need to understand ourselves and how we make
decisions through the institutions of wildlife management. As we dis-
cuss in more depth in chapter 7, an institution is a “well established
and structured pattern of behavior or of relationships that is accepted
as a fundamental part of a culture””” Among other things, institutions
embody and prescribe the norms and rules for our decision making
and actions. The many institutions associated with managing wildlife
constitute a system that we call the “institutional system of wildlife
management.” For better or worse, it is this institutional system that
we must work with to find a balance between people and predators.
If this system fails, we must find ways to restructure it to serve people
and nature better and to ensure a healthy future for ourselves.

The wildlife management process requires us to ask and answer
many questions of ourselves. For example, what should be our goal—
coexistence or elimination of carnivores? If we decide on coexistence,
what do we mean by that, given the context in which we are operat-
ing? Should we limit our own actions that harm carnivores? If so,
which ones, when, where, and how? How can we inspire adequate,
constructive debate about these and other matters among all the
people that matter? Should we work to improve our understanding of
these species? What kind of scientific information—both biological
about the animals, and social about ourselves—should we gather? How
do we integrate this information so that we understand the situation
and the problems realistically? What is the best way to learn about, to
frame, or to define any problems? How can we be sure that we have
tully explored all the options to fix the problems? What management
practices should we carry out to ensure that we overcome the prob-
lems we have identified? How can we fairly distribute the burden of
living with carnivores among all of the people and interests involved?
What kinds of rules, plans, and actions are needed to guide and coor-
dinate our work? How can we ensure that the community’s decisions
will be implemented promptly, fairly, and eftectively? In what ways can
we best monitor our actions and the responses of both people and
carnivores to our decisions and their implementation? How do we re-
veal our own assumptions in all of this to ourselves, so we can take
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these assumptions into account in the entire decision-making and
-implementing process? How should we use the answers from these
questions and the feedback they give us to improve our science, de-
bate, decisions, implementation, and monitoring? If we decide that we
need to change some previous decisions and practices that aren’t help-
ing us to achieve our goals, what is the best way to phase them out and
initiate more effective, justified decisions and practices?

It is self evident from the few questions posed here that a compre-
hensive, fair, and ultimately successful management process must in-
clude a broad range of participants—in fact, anyone who will in any
way be aftected by the decisions that are made. Management must be
a careful, deliberative, lengthy exploration of logistics, ramifications,
justifications, and other considerations. By asking these and numer-
ous other questions, we can ensure that the institutional system of
wildlife management takes advantage of the valuable learning oppor-
tunities that are currently available. We need to examine what we have
done in the past, build on successes, and avoid repeating less success-
tul practices (or continuing to do the same old thing even though cir-
cumstances have changed).

To repeat, the carnivore management process is really about people—
what we believe and value, how we interact, and especially how we set
up and carry out practices to limit harmful impacts on each other, on
wildlife, and on the environment. Because this management process de-
termines what happens to a public resource, it should incorporate the
highest standards in decision making. It should be open, fair, compre-
hensive, reliable, creative, rational, integrative, eftective, constructive,
timely, dependable, independent of special interests, fully contextual, re-
spectful, balanced, prompt, ameliorative, reputable, and honest.® These
standards are ideals, and although they may never be perfectly achiev-
able, we should still make every effort to meet them. They are designed
to ensure that decisions serve the common interest; to strive to meet
them is fundamental to democracy. The challenge for those who are
concerned about large carnivore management is to take a hard look at
whether these ideals are being met in the existing institutions of wildlife
management, and whether they are even being pursued.

At present all kinds of special interests are competing to influence
the carnivore management process. Rather than working toward their
common interests, each of these interests is promoting its own defini-
tion of the problem and its own preferred solution. The concepts of
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“common interest” and “special interest” are familiar to most people.’
Common interests are those widely shared within a community (e.g.,
having safe drinking water and a healthy ecosystem). Special interests
are those that benefit only one group at the expense of others (e.g.,
poaching wildlife in a national park). There are many kinds of special
interests, but all tend to mask their claims in the symbols and language
of the common interest. It is not easy to sort out valid common in-
terest demands from those of special interests, nor is it easy to deter-
mine which types of interests are presently served by the institutions
of wildlife management. Nevertheless, it is only by sorting these things
out that we will be able to find win-win solutions and learn how to
coexist with one another and with large carnivores.

Practice-Based Learning

Grizzly bears, wolves, and mountain lions are the largest carnivores in
the West. They are at the top of the food chain, are wide ranging in
their use of habitats, and are considered to be important indicators of
nature’s responses to change. Predation by this suite of carnivores con-
stitutes a powerful natural process in the ecosystems they occupy. As a
result of years of scientific study, the ecology of these animals is be-
coming better known. For example, we now know more about their
true predatory abilities. Recent research in the Greater Yellowstone re-
gion on these species, as well as coyotes, lynx, wolverines, and black
bears, has contributed substantially to our understanding of natural his-
tory, ecological processes, and human impacts on ecosystems. "’

Even so, we still do not know everything that we would like to
know about large carnivores. Fortunately, we do not have to wait for a
complete picture of the ecology of these animals in order to improve
management, perhaps dramatically. Moreover, as we emphasize through-
out this book, management is as much a response to people’s beliefs
about carnivores, especially about predatory behavior and potential
danger to humans, as it is a response to the animals’ actual ecology.

Focusing on People’s Beliefs

Looking at people’s beliefs is a logical place to start to understand the
ongoing management process and how to make it more realistic and
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consistent with the actual characteristics and behavior of the animals.
The different beliefs that people hold about large carnivores are tied
closely to their basic beliefs about themselves, about appropriate rela-
tionships with nature, about the value and rights of individuals, and
about how decisions should be made within their communities and
the nation. Unfortunately, most people’s beliefs about carnivores in the
West today are based on anecdotal stories and second- or thirdhand
experiences. Very few individuals have had firsthand experiences with
carnivores, and although some of these experiences have been posi-
tive, some of the more sensational experiences have involved threats to
personal or economic security. The diversity of views can be seen in
regional newspapers and in books such as Tales of the Grizzly and Tales
of the Wolf. 1!

Steven Kellert and Carter Smith, sociologists at Yale University’s
School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, have investigated
human attitudes and values toward large mammals.'? According to
their research, national studies suggest that there is a nearly equal split
between Americans who view the wolf with affection and admiration
and those who view it with fear and antagonism. Also, people’s beliefs
vary by gender, geographical location, and socioeconomic group.
Kellert and Smith found that women generally have stronger “hu-
manistic” and “moralistic” values than men. Humanistic values deal
with people’s emotional aftinity for nature. Moralistic values empha-
size a sense of ethical or moral responsibility for conserving, protect-
ing, and treating nature and animals well. Women tend to show greater
affection and emotional attachment to large mammals, whereas men
typically show stronger “utilitarian” values, emphasizing the practical
and material importance of nature, and “dominionistic” values, show-
ing an inclination to subdue and master nature. Farmers, ranchers, log-
gers, miners, and residents of open country tend to hold stronger
utilitarian and dominionistic values than do other people.

More affluent people tend to show stronger “naturalistic” values,
which focus on personal pleasure and satisfaction from direct experi-
ence and contact with animals in their natural habitats. College-
educated people typically value large mammals for “naturalistic,
humanistic, moralistic, and scientific” purposes more strongly than do
people with just a high-school education, who tend to be more “utili-
tarian, dominionistic, and negativistic.” Scientific values emphasize the
empirical study and understanding of these animals and the ecosys-
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tems in which they live. Negativistic values express fears, anxieties, and
awe about nature. Kellert and Smith observed that large mammals
“represent far more than biological realities for people.” They have
“symbolic” values for everyone, even though these differ widely. The
importance of these species “resides more in the peculiar human ca-
pacity to construct a world of meaning stretching far beyond the phys-
ical constraints of empirical reality.”

Our knowledge of how people in Wyoming in the past valued large
carnivores is very limited, although we do know that these animals
were largely eliminated from the landscape. Today many people’s be-
liefs in this region seem to be wrapped up in the frontier/cowboy
myth, tied to convictions about material progress, individualism and
states’ rights, and a strong ideology about power relationships. This
dominant belief system is largely dominionistic, utilitarian, and nega-
tivistic, to use Kellert’s value classification. However, other people who
are involved with carnivore management, operating under difterent
belief systems, emphasize moralistic, humanistic, and naturalistic val-
ues. These values and symbolic meanings are little studied or appreci-
ated in most places.

People’s beliefs and symbols help them to sort through their expe-
rience and what they view as “facts” to find meaning. When people
don’t know the facts they fill in the gaps with images and symbols. Fac-
tual information about large carnivores in the region is difficult to get,
often misused, and actively contested. Yet the limited factual informa-
tion that is available figures directly into how people understand and
participate in the management process. Perceived facts, beliefs, and
symbols are mixed together in thought, advocacy, and interest-based
politics, contributing to the complexity and contentiousness of car-
nivore management.

Focusing on Management

A variety of federal and state agencies hold management authority for
grizzly bears, wolves, and mountain lions. No one agency has com-
plete control; instead management exists in a complex web of inter-
actions.! For grizzlies, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has lead
responsibility because the species is listed as threatened under the fed-
eral Endangered Species Act. However, much of the management of
grizzlies in the state is actually carried out by the Wyoming Game and
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Fish Department. The U.S. Forest Service, especially in its dealings
with livestock permitees, loggers, and recreational users, also manages
grizzly bears. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park
Service, and the states all conduct research on bears. In short, the man-
agement arena for grizzlies is highly segmented.

For wolves, the story is different. The species has only recently been
downlisted from endangered to threatened under the Endangered
Species Act, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conducts all man-
agement. The state of Wyoming—by its own choice—has no direct
involvement, although this may change in the future.

For mountain lions, the situation is difterent again. Because of the
larger numbers of mountain lions, they are not listed under the En-
dangered Species Act. The state has exclusive management authority.

Many other participants are involved in, aftected by, or interested in
management of these large carnivores, including environmental or-
ganizations, the oil and gas industry, loggers, miners, recreationists, sci-
entists, ranchers, governments, and other state and federal agencies
(such as the Wyoming Department of Transportation and the federal
Bureau of Land Management). As this brief overview shows, author-
ity and control are highly fragmented in the large carnivore manage-
ment arena, which makes it especially challenging to establish and run
an effective overall institutional system for management.

We know quite a bit about these three species in Yellowstone Na-
tional Park and the immediate surrounding area. It is unusual to have
this amount of information for an entire “guild” or “suite” of carni-
vores, so this area is quite unique in this regard. But in the southern
reaches of western Wyoming we are not so fortunate. There, available
information about the status of these animals and the direction and
progress of management programs is widely scattered in federal and
state management plans, annual reports, reports of public meetings, sci-
entific and management papers, public education documents, and Web
sites. Although there is a variety of possible sources, information is not
always easy to come by, nor is it always reliable. Moreover, special in-
terest groups sometimes use, emphasize, and distribute information in
selective ways that serve their own partisan demands. This makes it
very difficult to find out what actually is happening, and thus it is
nearly impossible for anyone to make an independent assessment of
the adequacy of management programs. This is especially the case for
grizzly bears.
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Because of all the factors that make carnivore management so com-
plex, we must learn to use the information we already have, together
with new information as it becomes available, and the vast experience
of ranchers, wildlife biologists, and others, to craft better ways of doing
things. We have a monumental task ahead of us: integrating authority
and control as well as information and experience into an effective, ef-
ficient, and equitable institutional system for managing large carnivores
and other wildlife. To determine where best to begin this task, we need
to develop a better understanding of the problem of large carnivore
management.

Being Problem Oriented

How we define a problem determines whether we can solve it or not.
There are good problem definitions, which help people in their search
tor effective, efficient, and equitable solutions, and bad problem defi-
nitions, which encourage “partial solutions” or “the right solution for
the wrong problem.” Bad problem definitions mislead people, confuse
outcomes, discourage participants, and foster chronic conflict. The
trick is to cultivate the ability to distinguish a good problem defini-
tion from a bad one. Creating sound solutions to large carnivore man-
agement must begin with sifting through the competing problem
definitions now in play so that we can define the issues realistically and
comprehensively. '

The tried-and-true way to tease out the best problem definition is
to be problem oriented in our inquiry. This is key to a practice-based
learning approach. Systematically examining what we have actually
done in the past and what the results have been will give us the most
information (and the most practically useful information) about how
we can do better in the future. To conduct such a systematic exami-
nation we must ask five basic questions: (1) What are the goals of large
carnivore management? (2) What are the achievements and shortfalls
to date with respect to these goals? (3) What forces, factors, and con-
ditions influence how management works and lead to these achieve-
ments and shortfalls? (4) Is management likely to continue working
this way in the future or will it change; if it will change, in what ways?
The answers to these first four questions will give us real insight into
how well the present system of wildlife management is working. If we
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find out that it is not working well and our goals are not being
achieved, then a problem exists. This leads us to ask the final ques-
tion: (5) Based on the information we have learned from our inquiry,
what options or alternatives do we have to solve the problems that we
have identitied, by changing the factors that are causing them? Or, op-
erationally, how can we improve or upgrade the present management
process to overcome problems?

What Are the Goals of Large Carnivore Management?

We can judge the success of the present management process only if
we know what we are trying to achieve. In other words, we must state
our goals so that we can measure actual performance against them. We
may decide that the goal is to live in coexistence with large carnivores,
or to keep carnivores at the lowest possible densities and distribution,
or to keep bears and wolves confined to Yellowstone National Park, or
some other state of affairs. In general terms the overall goal is always
to clarify, meet, and sustain our common interests, but the discussions,
debate, information gathering, advocacy, judgments, and wrangling that
must take place among all interested people before we come to a work-
able agreement on more specific goals can be difficult and lengthy.

In the meantime we can take the goals spelled out in existing fed-
eral and state management plans for grizzlies, wolves, and mountain
lions as “working specifications” of the community’s common inter-
ests. These plans give specific objectives for managing the three species
along with a more encompassing (though often not explicitly stated)
goal of restoring large carnivores and carrying out programs for coexisting with
them in ways that will engage the public and benefit from public support. This
overall goal, which certainly appears to be a common interest goal that
serves deliberative democracy and a healthy environment, is likely to
be supported by all or most people, at least in principle. In fact, this
goal is now supported broadly in national, state, and local policy.

Comparing this goal to actual achievements, we can see that the
performance of present management is decidedly mixed. There are
some successes and some failures, as the cases in this volume show.
Only time will tell whether this goal really serves common interests
and whether the means we have chosen to implement it are eftective
or not. In the meantime, though, we can still ask three questions about
the process itself to determine if it at least is working in the common
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interest: Is it inclusive and open to broad participation? Does it meet
the valid expectations of the participants (based on facts)? As man-
agement is implemented or practically tested, is it responsive and
adaptable when errors occur or when the context changes?!®

What Are the Achievements and Shortfalls to Date?

Although the other chapters in this volume examine trends in more
detail, one conspicuous failing of the current management process is
that it often seems to serve special interests at the expense of common
interests. In particular, the overriding goal of carnivore management is
commonly subordinated to the age-old power politics of federal ver-
sus states’ rights, with some interests seeking to achieve their personal
ends by promoting state power, while others turn to the federal level
to impose alternative agendas. The repeated failure to identify and pur-
sue the common interest is substantiated by many letters people have
written to agencies and the press and by numerous reviews of current
management processes (some of which have been cited earlier).

The failure is also demonstrated by people’s responses to manage-
ment. For example, some people have become fierce advocates for spe-
cial interests, some have abandoned the public process and formed
their own decision-making groups, and some, despairing that anything
can be done to improve matters, have dropped out altogether. Others
have gone to the media to pressure government to be more fair, open,
and common-interest-oriented, and still others have turned to the
courts for redress. This overall pattern of participation (or lack thereof)
leads to heightened conflict, and recently, the conflict appears to be in-
tensifying. The federal and state governments largely structure the
management process and control how it unfolds. They largely deter-
mine who participates, how, and with what outcomes. Consequently,
it is the federal and state governments that are responsible for much of
the current state of affairs.

The many forces, factors, and conditions that influence human-
carnivore management problems are not aligned in a simple cause-
and-effect chain. They are instead complexly interconnected in
synergistic ways, perhaps far beyond human understanding. Among the
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more far-removed factors are global forces causing large-scale changes,
such as the development of global markets and national and interna-
tional political realignments. These forces influence local beef prices,
for example. The more drastic the change, the more people struggle
to adapt, and the more firmly they cling to their basic worldviews. Per-
sonal meaning, dignity, and feelings of empowerment are rooted in
these worldviews. Public and personal reaction takes the form of re-
sistance to agencies, government, and anyone who is perceived as the
“opposition,” and even resistance to change in general. Agencies come
to be seen as the enemy, associated with perceived losses of freedom
and self determination and with too much top-down regulation. Out-
siders, even those in adjacent communities, become the enemy too, es-
pecially if they hold different beliefs and values.

There are many reasons why the management process is problem-
atic. Chief among them are (1) the way the process is presently un-
derstood and the ways in which people participate in it, (2) the
diversity of beliefs, values, and knowledge that people hold, which are
often in dramatic opposition to one another, and (3) the structure, or
very “backbone,” of the institutional system of wildlife management,
which significantly limits the discourse through which people inter-
act with one another and resolve their differences. Often this discourse
is not as reasonable, practical, justified, or respectful as it could or
should be, and it does not lead to the buildup of social capital and trust
that is desperately needed.'® All these factors and others come together
to make up the present problem of large carnivore management.

In addition, the management process is problematic because of other
contextual issues. Wyoming is undergoing many rapid changes in de-
mographics, economics, and land uses, including important changes in
ranching and recreational activities. Carnivores themselves are in-
creasing in abundance and distribution. Also, there are few institutions
in the region to help people (on their own terms) to develop eftec-
tive community problem-solving mechanisms for win-win or inte-
grated solutions. Useful examples of people successfully engaging in
deliberative democracy and genuine problem solving are rare, so there
are few models for people to follow as they attempt to resolve difficult
management issues.

Management agencies are trying to keep up with changes in the re-
gion and the public’s diverse demands, but overall, government has not
been fully responsive or adaptive to these trends in an “active learn-
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ing” sense. Government often over-relies on its own authority, the
standard operating procedures of bureaucracy, and the power of tradi-
tional agency professionalism and expertise to understand and solve
problems. This narrow, traditional approach is seen as heavy handed
and coercive by those on the receiving end; it excludes and alienates
people, regardless of where they stand on the carnivore issue. Gener-
ally, the organizational arrangements, cultures, and leadership of the
agencies are not keeping up with the pace and size of the growing
problems in carnivore management, conservation, and natural resource
management policy.

How Will the Carnivore Management Process Likely Work in the Future?

The most likely scenario is that the present management process will
continue as is unless someone proactively intervenes to make it work
better. Change will require leaders who are willing to take risks. If the
current situation continues, things may get much worse as wolves and
grizzlies expand their densities and range and come into contact with
extensive sheep allotments farther south on national Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management lands. Predation on livestock could in-
crease substantially. Furthermore, when the state of Wyoming assumes
responsibility for wolves and perhaps grizzly bears, which will occur
when these species are removed from Endangered Species Act pro-
tection, it will be moving from the frying pan directly into the fire as
it is called on by interest groups to kill more “problem” animals. This
will no doubt bring the Wyoming Game and Fish Department into
acute conflict with the national public, which strongly supports con-
servation and protection of these species.

Alternatives Open to Us

The answers to the four questions in the “Being Problem Oriented”
section provide the information necessary to answer our fifth and final
question, What options or alternatives do we have to solve the prob-
lems we have identified? Despite some obvious successes, carnivore
management remains inadequate in many ways. Getting people and
predators to coexist sustainably has proven to be extremely difficult.
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People have not paid enough attention to the kinds of knowledge that
are needed, they have not measured the quality of the present man-
agement process itself, and finally, the process has not been as inclusive
and collaborative as it should be. In short, the institutional system of
wildlife management has performed suboptimally in many ways. The
challenge or problem, as defined here, seems self evident to a grow-
ing number of people. From a substantive point of view, minimizing
the damage that carnivores cause and changing what carnivores mean
to people are the two immediate targets. The first can be accomplished
relatively easily, in comparison with the complexities of changing the
meaning and symbolic politics involved, but in both cases we must be
adaptive, develop leadership, and learn through practice-based work
on the ground.

Given the information gathered in answer to the above questions,
then, what are the obstacles that stand in the way of achieving the goals
we agree on and what can be done to overcome these obstacles? As
developed in later chapters, we need to follow through on the fol-
lowing strategies.

Emphasize Bottom-up Rather Than Top-down Solutions

Small-scale prototypes, or trial interventions, can be developed with
the cooperation and participation of ranchers, environmentalists, busi-
ness, and government, to test new approaches and methods designed
to reduce carnivore damage and change carnivore meanings. Prototypes
that work can be replicated or adapted in other settings. Those that fail
can be shut down without great cost. Such a prototyping strategy can
build a record of successes without much risk and significantly improve
the management process in the short term. Prototyping is a proven
strategy to address species and ecosystem management problems.!” Sev-
eral chapters in this volume elaborate on this strategy and describe ap-
proaches and methods that could be used.

Build on Past Successes

There is no need to reinvent the wheel to improve carnivore man-
agement. Considerable experience has been gained in other states and
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in Canada from living with, studying, and managing these three
species. Both ranchers and carnivore biologists know a great deal about
minimizing livestock losses to carnivore predation. Getting these
groups to work together to reduce losses and other conflicts is one ob-
vious way to improve management. Examples of this kind of practi-
cal work in the field include the efforts of Mark Bruscino (Wyoming
Game and Fish Department), Mike Jimenez (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service), Barb Franklin (U.S. Forest Service), Timm Kaminski (Moun-
tain Livestock Cooperative) and Steve Primm and Seth Wilson
(Northern Rockies Conservation Cooperative) and their associates.
Some of these eftorts are described in the following chapters. Many
ranchers are currently working cooperatively with government and
conservation groups to improve matters on the ground. Harvesting this
vast experience, building on it, and putting it to work everywhere is
one major way of moving forward toward more successful coexistence.

Improve the Institutional System for Managing Wildlife

The region already has extraordinary resources to address the institu-
tional challenges of carnivore management—wealth, community com-
mitment, extensive protected areas on federal lands, wildlife that draws
visitors from around the world, a powerful set of government agencies
and conservation organizations, and a generally conservation-minded
public. The challenge here is to identify what additional institutional
innovations could improve decision-making processes and secure re-
gionwide coexistence of large carnivores and human communities.
This high-profile region could be an institutional exemplar, setting the
standards for eftective problem solving and democratic governance for
wildlife conservation. This can be accomplished by implementing the
first two strategies outlined above and by bringing in a new kind of
“transformative” leader who is willing to take risks, work hard, and—
like a “maestro”—help people to achieve their common goals. Exist-
ing managers must also become better problem solvers and will need
training and other assistance to develop the necessary skills. Chapter
7 is dedicated to the institutional system of wildlife management and
examines these and other ways to make it more effective.

Points of leverage exist where well-designed interventions could
improve the process for managing wolves, grizzly bears, and mountain
lions. We must determine the most effective levers and apply them in
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the three strategies described above. Each chapter in this volume of-
fers recommendations to accomplish this.

There are many reasons why the management process should be
upgraded to bring about these changes. First, people clearly have a
shared interest in resolving this matter. Second, we already know how
to make things better for both people and carnivores, but have not
been making adequate use of this knowledge. Third, there are suc-
cessful efforts underway in the field today that could be adapted, ex-
panded, and copied.

Conclusion

For decades wolves were absent from western Wyoming, and grizzly
bear and mountain lion populations were very low. All have returned
in recent years. The overall goal is to restore and coexist with these an-
imals as part of viable regional populations that benefit from broad
public support. State and federal legislation is in place or is being de-
veloped that supports this goal, but it needs greater specificity, refine-
ment, and practicality. Much but not all management policy in recent
years also supports this goal, as do many people regionally and na-
tionally. However, there are also people, organized interests, and agen-
cies that do not agree with this goal and have actively worked against
it, and many human practices do not support it (e.g., leaving food and
garbage available to bears, letting children play unsupervised in moun-
tain lion habitat, leaving livestock unattended). The present conventional
problem-solving approaches, inefficient government organizations, and
local governance mechanisms have failed to find a workable balance
tor human-carnivore coexistence. Yet both carnivore (especially wolf)
and human densities are expected to increase in the future, bringing
them into closer and more frequent contact. Most of our contacts with
large carnivores are benign, but a few result in conflicts with human
activities or risks to human safety.

Lack of a fully effective management process leads to many other
problems and considerations. There is considerable uncertainty and
even strong disagreement about the viability of these species’ popula-
tions, the conservation measures needed, and the kind and degree of’
public support present or needed. Some people argue that we need
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to know a lot more about the ecology of these species, about public
attitudes, and about the eftectiveness of management actions before we
can establish successful management programs. Other people argue
that policy goals are too vague and need more realistic specificity to
be practical. Some people feel that implementation of existing man-
agement is biased against these animals and toward historic land uses
and traditional, local, special interests. Some feel that effective means
to resolve disputes among different special interests are lacking and that
relying on governmental power and the courts is a coercive rather than
constructive way to settle differences. Finally, transferring management
from one government agency at the federal level to another at the state
level, as called for by the plans to delist threatened and endangered car-
nivores, is new ground that is full of pitfalls, including the possibility
of endless conflict and failure. This transition must be considered care-
fully to make it work well.

The present management process and the structure of the institu-
tional system of wildlife management also bring out other larger ques-
tions about the adequacy of leadership, capabilities of agencies, and
sufficiency of resources. These and other problems must be defined ac-
curately and resolved successfully if the goal of conserving and coex-
isting with large carnivores is to be achieved.

We hope that our findings, detailed in subsequent chapters, will
stimulate discussion and action, and we hope that our recommenda-
tions are sufficiently pragmatic to open new possibilities for collabo-
ration and cooperative, creative problem solving.
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Chapter 2

Management Context: People,
Animals, and Institutions

Dylan Taylor and Tim W, Clark

Successfully managing large carnivores—mountain lions, wolves, and
grizzly bears—means sustaining viable animal populations and vibrant
human communities at the same time. This requires a thorough un-
derstanding of the context in which the management process is car-
ried out, including human values and practices, and the requirements
of the animals.! Context matters enormously. Regrettably, managers
often neglect to obtain adequate contextual information and use it in
decision making. This leads to failures when overlooked or miscon-
strued aspects of the context end up playing significant roles in deter-
mining management outcomes.

“Context” is the set of conditions that shapes both problems and
solutions.? It includes the people, groups, and organizations who are
involved or affected, their perspectives (including their beliefs and de-
mands), the ecological and other features of the situation, values at
stake, strategies used, outcomes sought, and longer term eftects. In any
context, people typically make claims of one kind or another, which
are often met with counterclaims by those who hold different per-
spectives. Reconciling such competing claims in the common interest
is the principal task of a good management process.

Setting the stage for subsequent chapters, this chapter describes the
context for large carnivore management in the region covered by this
volume (western Wyoming south of Yellowstone National Park—
figure 2.1). It examines the landscape, wildlife, people and their culture,
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and institutional arrangements. [t analyzes key trends, their causes, and
the implications for future relations. Finally, it offers options to improve
decision making for the coexistence and sustainability of carnivore and
human communities. The options focus on improving contextual un-
derstanding, which will guide the entire management process toward
the common interest.

In the context of western Wyoming, the choices that managers have
made about wildlife and land management have often turned out to
be highly contentious. Individuals, groups, and organizations with
competing values have wrestled in court, public meetings, and other
torums, each seeking the outcome that best suits their own interests.
Powerful special interests have made it difficult to clarify, secure, and
sustain the common interest. The resulting conflict has been corrosive
to the management process and to social capital. People are finding it
more and more difficult to work together to achieve acceptable out-
comes, and trust in government and agency managers is plummeting.
This is a highly problematic context in which to achieve successtul
outcomes, especially concerning large carnivores.

The features of this context must be “mapped” and understood as
a basis for more successful management. Such a map is not currently
being used in carnivore management, although established methods
for comprehensively and realistically mapping contexts are well
known. The contextual map sketched out in this chapter is a begin-
ning, which could be refined and expanded to become a reliable ref-
erence that would greatly help managers and all other participants in
carnivore management. The map should be continually updated with
input from citizens, experts, and others. Competing interests should be
involved in its making to the maximum extent practicable, and the
map itself should reflect those various interests. In this way, it might re-
veal more agreement, or common ground, than first appearances sug-
gest and could give people a footing on which to build a cooperative
program for coexisting with carnivores.

The Setting—Landscape, People, and Wildlife
Western Wyoming is indeed a beautiful place. Its vistas are breathtak-

ing. Its mountains and basins, rivers and streams, forests and deserts
make up a landscape unparalleled in grandeur. It has abundant wildlife
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and natural resources (such as timber, minerals, and natural gas), and a
rich human history. This landscape is the setting for the carnivore man-
agement drama examined in this volume. It contains a cast of charac-
ters, both human and animal. Culture and the history of land use are
central to the story. This system behaves as it does in part because of
the institutions of wildlife management that are in place, which set the
conditions and structure how people interact. These institutional
arrangements, which we call the “institutional system of wildlife man-
agement,” are the backbone of the people-carnivore dynamic.

Landscape and Physical Setting

Western Wyoming is a major arena for large carnivore management.?
It is a matrix of federal, state, and privately owned lands, approximately
22,000 square miles in size, including Grand Teton National Park, Na-
tional Elk Refuge, and Bridger-Teton National Forest. Ecologically,
this region contains the southern portion of the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem and adjacent lands; some consider it the southernmost part
of the Yellowstone-to-Yukon bioregion. The Bridger-Teton National
Forest alone is one of the largest national forests in the United States
at 3.4 million acres, including more than 1.2 million acres of desig-
nated wilderness areas—land that is high quality habitat for wildlife.
In human terms, the region includes the four Wyoming counties south
of Yellowstone National Park—Sublette, Fremont, Lincoln, and Teton
(figure 2.1). The main communities are Dubois (pop. 1,000), Pinedale
(pop. 1,500), Afton (pop. 1,700), and Jackson (pop. 8,600).

The climate is characterized by long, cold winters and short, cool
summers with average temperatures ranging from 16°F in January to
61°F in July. Snowfall, which can be substantial in the mountains, is the
source for much of the region’s water supply. Snowmelt recharges the
aquifers and feeds streams and rivers throughout the summer.

The Gros Ventre, Teton, Salt River, Wind River, and Wyoming
mountain ranges dominate the topography, rising to heights of 13,000
feet (figure 2.1). Forests of conifers such as lodgepole pine, Douglas fir,
and Engelmann spruce cover the mountains and higher elevations. As-
pens grow on many slopes. Open valleys of sagebrush, grasslands, and
agricultural fields lie below the mountain ranges.

This region i1s known around the world for its spectacular scenery
and diversity of wildlife. As part of what has been described as one of
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the “last large, nearly intact ecosystems in the northern temperate zone
of the earth,” it is considered “one of the world’s foremost natural lab-
oratories in landscape ecology and geology.”* It is within this arena that
people and carnivores interact in a search for coexistence.

People, Perspectives, and Culture

Humans dominate the landscape. Their practices have modified the
physical and biological setting considerably. Current trends promise
more, perhaps drastic, changes to the land, wildlife, and people in the
future.> Understanding the human participants is essential to under-
standing what has happened, why, and what is likely to happen.

Human Participants
Many individuals and groups have a stake in carnivore management.
Participants include people from all social groups and economic lev-
els. These people have local, regional, national, and even international
identifications. Their interactions drive carnivore management policy.
There are fewer people in Wyoming than in any other state. The
total population of Sublette, Fremont, Lincoln, and Teton counties was
74,548 in 2000, just 1.5 times that of the city of Cheyenne. These four
counties have population densities well below the state average of five
persons per square mile, which is far below the national average of 80
persons per square mile. Only Alaska has a lower average population
density than Wyoming. However, the population of western Wyoming
has been growing greatly in recent decades. From 1990 to 2000 Teton
County’s population grew by 63 percent, while Sublette, Lincoln, and
Fremont counties’ populations grew by 22, 15, and 6 percent, respectively.
This growth increases the pressure on both human and natural systems.

Perspectives and Values

Although most people in Wyoming value living with wildlife, their
values differ greatly in terms of what is an appropriate level of co-
existence and how to reach that level. The participants involved in
large carnivore management in this region generally fall into three
main groups, whom we call localists or the Old West, environmentalists
or the New West, and agency personnel—each with its own viewpoint.
We adopted these labels following Kimberly Byrd of the University of
Minnesota, who used them to describe groups of participants in her
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study of wolf management in Minnesota.® Recent research in the
Northern Rocky Mountains shows very similar groupings, so it seems
helpful to apply Byrd’s generalized profiles here.” Although they closely
capture the main viewpoints of participants in western Wyoming, they
are rough categories and thus are not perfect for describing everyone
involved. Nevertheless, they provide a useful and revealing shorthand
for referring to and understanding the dominant perspectives among
the many and diverse participants. Both the Old West and the New
‘West consider themselves stewards of this land. However, there is often
a dramatic dichotomy in what these two groups value, in what they
believe, in how they want the land and wildlife to be managed, and
in fact, in what they do.

Localists, or the Old West, are those who identify with the traditional
values and culture of old Wyoming. Some of these folks are descen-
dents of families that settled the West in the late 1800s and early 1900s,
who adopted rugged individualism, independence, and a strong sense
of how to endure in a harsh environment. Others are not from origi-
nal Wyoming families, but they identify with and share their “frontier/
cowboy” values.® Generally, these people take pride in making a liv-
ing from the land or being associated with this lifestyle, especially given
Wyoming’s dry summers and long, cold winters. Everything from li-
cense plates to the signs people plant in their front yards demonstrates
that many people are proud of this heritage and image. It is reflected
in the dress, customs, and identities people form and hold for them-
selves, as well as in their political expectations and demands.

Localists dominate the culture of the region and are present in all
four counties. Generally comprising ranchers, politicians, conserva-
tionists, hunters, and outfitters, all living in the region, they control or
influence most of the politics in the region through county commis-
sions and in other ways. Their perspectives and value outlooks trans-
late into actions that have affected the land and its wildlife dramatically
since before statehood. Their use of resources is predominantly utili-
tarian (emphasizing the material benefits to be derived from nature)
and dominionistic (concerned with dominating or controlling nature
and animals), and their outlook results in practices that are often at
odds with sustainable conservation. Today, these people are strongly
tied to a philosophy of individual rights, independence, suspicion of
outsiders, private property rights, local rule, states’ rights, and distrust
of government at all levels, especially the federal government. They see
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large carnivores as threats to their livelihoods and carnivore manage-
ment as an intrusion of government into their lives.

In contrast with the Old West localists are the New West environ-
mentalists, mainly people who have come to the region in the past 30
years with a more positive view of wildlife, especially carnivores.’ People
have been moving to the area in large numbers to live in beautiful set-
tings away from congestion elsewhere. Many of these newcomers have
settled in Teton County, though some reside in Sublette and other
western Wyoming counties. These New West people are often less di-
rectly dependent on the land for their livelihoods and are not cultur-
ally or historically connected to it in the way that many localists are.
Nevertheless, they still tend to have a strong connection to the landscape
and its wildlife for aesthetic, recreational, and ethical reasons. Even those
whose views do not fully align with this perspective share more with the
environmentalist viewpoint than with the Old West localists.

The environmentalist group includes individuals and representatives
of local, statewide, regional, and national conservation organizations
and those who share the environmentally oriented views of these or-
ganizations. Although a clear minority, environmentalists reside in all
four counties, with Teton County containing perhaps the greatest
number of individuals with this viewpoint. People aligned with this
group often value open space, animals, wildfire, wild vistas, undammed
rivers, and nature conservation over exploitive uses of natural re-
sources. They seek ecologistic values (emphasizing the biophysical pat-
terns, structure, and functions of nature). Environmentalists show a
different, more global kind of concern for nature and wildlife than that
of localists. They also often have a more inclusive, universal attitude to-
ward policy making, feeling that wildlife management should be ac-
countable to a national rather than a local constituency.

Agency personnel, whose views represent a third main perspective in
large carnivore management, include diverse people who live and
work locally in district, state, regional, and national offices of wildlife,
land, and resource management agencies. Although they often claim
to be neutral and objective, adhering to the letter of the law in decision
making and management, agency personnel have their own outlook.
They are distinguished by a managerialist approach, that is, bureaucratic
with a technical background. Their views about other aspects of the co-
existence problem, however, may align with either the localist or the
environmentalist camp or may fall somewhere in between. All four
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counties have resident agency personnel, mostly Wyoming Game and
Fish Department (WGFD) and U.S. Forest Service (USES) people, al-
though other agency personnel are present as well. Their identifications
and expectations vary, of course. State agency personnel tend to be in
the localist camp, whereas federal agency people tend to lean toward
environmentalist views, but not always. These distinctions are not al-
ways evident or clear.

These three participant groups are often in conflict and this is re-
flected geographically among the four counties. For example, Teton
County stands in contrast to the other three counties in that many
more environmentalists live in Teton County. Some participants feel
that the region’s resources should be exploited quickly, whereas oth-
ers believe that they should be preserved and protected at any cost.
Other people stand somewhere between these two extremes.

Perspectives as a Function of Education

The region’s average educational levels vary.!” According to 1990 data
from the state and federal governments, education levels in western
Wyoming are on par with those for the state and nation. This means that
about half the residents of Sublette, Fremont, and Lincoln counties have
a high school diploma. Teton County stands out in that it has a higher
than average number of residents with college and graduate degrees, sub-
stantially more than any of the other three counties. According to stud-
ies by Jonathan Schechter of Jackson,!! public school enrollment in
Wyoming is declining in all but two of the state’s 23 counties; in nine
counties it has declined by more than 10 percent since 1991. In Teton
County public school enrollment has increased by 16 percent, and in
Johnson County it grew by 1 percent (eight students) in the same period.

Culture

The culture of Wyoming is unique in many ways, as discussed in the
recent writings of journalist Samuel Western.!> Wyoming’s “Old West”
mythology, captured in popular stories today, tells about the harshness
of the land and the toughness of the mountain men, settlers, cowboys,
and early entrepreneurs, the people who “created” the West. The myth
includes accounts of large carnivores and how to deal with the threats
they pose. Wyoming’s early residents set the mold for how things
should be understood and done in the West, and the state’s culture
strongly adheres to this formula even today.
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This culture demonstrates its hold on people through their practices
—what they say and do. The current culture still operates according
to the formula of the Old West myth, which developed more than a
century ago. These practices are organized into clearly visible patterns
in communities and in people’s lives, and they can be (and have been)
studied and described. These patterns exist in the identities, expecta-
tions, and demands of citizens and are clearly evident in the culture’s
more permanent social, governmental, and political institutions, which
embody the culture and give it structure and stability. They include the
claims people make in public, in the media, and in the courts, and their
use of symbols, including lore, stories, customs, western dress, and even
the design of the state license plate.

Samuel Western described most Wyoming people as showing
deeply rooted views of the type that we label localist, including strong
protectionist policies for the state’s beliefs, economy, and culture. One
rancher in Western’s account said, “Wyoming wants to get ahead but
they want to stay back one hundred years, the way it seems. They don’t
want change.” Western went on to say that Wyoming struggles with
the modern reality that people, not natural resources, bring it wealth.
Yet the culture is committed to a vigorous agricultural and resource
extraction mindset. Wyoming’s culture seems to be convinced that one
more oil or gas well, one more dam, one more logging sale, or one
more ranch or wheat field will bring prosperity. This belief is codi-
fied in a way of life, a mythology that, according to Western, has turned
into a rigid, out-of-date ideology. In his view this unrealistic ideology
has “stripped Wyoming of life-giving vigor.” The author goes on to
say that this ideology is out of touch with the facts of our time. It is a
prison that keeps Wyoming from addressing many important matters,
including change, making it difticult for the state to confront its cow-
boy past in light of its rapidly changing present.

A major part of this ideology is a profound hostility toward the fed-
eral government. Wyoming newspapers are full of articles about how
bad the federal government is, how the “feds” need to be taught a les-
son, or even thrown out of Wyoming. Localists often feel that federal
agencies are not responsive to local needs and requests. They believe
that federal actions violate their rules, their mythology, and their codes
about “how things should be done.” For example, federal managers ac-
commodate wolves and grizzly bears, the very species that localists’
forefathers worked so hard to eliminate. In fact, much of the local lore
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is about early settlers and cowboys overcoming the “cruelty and ma-
rauding ways” of mountain lions, wolves, and grizzlies.!> Many locals
are upset about the federal government “intruding” in their lives and
“dictating” land use policies to them.'* As a consequence, most issues
about natural resource management in Wyoming are scripted in a state
versus feds drama, a stereotype that is played out daily in innumerable
ways. The script characterizes the locals as the good guys (cowboys)
and the feds as the bad guys (rustlers).

A clear example is illustrated in a recent article in Range.'® The ar-
ticle describes the USFS’s intent to implement an order about how
food should be stored in the backcountry of Bridger-Teton National
Forest, and it includes county officials’ summations of the feelings of
many of their localist constituents. Sublette County commissioner Bill
Cramer said that a “lot of what happens with predator conservation
isn’t driven by a concern for the species so much as a desire to elimi-
nate other users of the national forests” and that “those who hold this
view are arrogant and intrusive and have no regard for historic uses
of the West that have occurred for generations.” He claimed that res-
idents of western Wyoming are “modern Indians” suffering govern-
ment persecution, a feeling shared by many in the area. Expressing
feelings of “victimization” and frustration, Stan Cooper, a Lincoln
County commissioner, claimed that “you [i.e., outsiders and govern-
ment]| can’t keep destroying our economic structure” through in-
creased carnivore and land management regulations. Localists feel that
since they are most affected by carnivores, they should have greater in-
fluence in their management. These statements articulate localists’ be-
liefs that they are often not included in the decision process and that
federal managers and agencies ignore their interests and concerns.

Furthermore, there is a widely held belief that Wyoming could
“prosper if the federal government only let us alone,” according to
Western. Wyoming has a love-hate relationship with the federal gov-
ernment. On the one hand, Wyoming blames Washington, D.C., for
everything it sees as wrong, and on the other hand, it seeks maximum
financial help from Washington. Western argued that the longer
Wyoming holds to its current belief structure, the “more embittered
and protracted will be its battles with the federal government.”

Another element in the ideology, said Western, is a belief that “agri-
culture remains a cornerstone in the state’s economy.” It does not seem
to matter what economic and other trend data and statistics say about
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the facts of the matter (see, for example, chapter 6 of this volume).
Wyoming wants to believe that agriculture is central to the future of
the state. Western went on to say that “Wyoming’s ideology requires
presenting agriculture as the only means to achieve prosperity.”

Overall, this ideology permits the state to remain in denial of the
facts about the changing modern world and leads to a victim mind-
set, according to Western. The federal government or someone else—
for example, environmentalists or outsiders—are the tyrants, the ones
oppressing Wyoming, preventing the state from taking its rightful place
in the world. This notion suggests that someone else controls the des-
tiny of Wyoming, a stance that leads to a sense of resentment, hostil-
ity, and powerlessness. Not surprisingly, many young people leave
Wyoming for a life elsewhere. As a result of these ideas and the self-
confirming data selected to support them, Wyoming does not take re-
sponsibility for its policy and cultural future. The state sees itself as
“Wyoming, the way the West was.” Western concluded that Wyoming’s
culture today focuses on the wrong questions, thus inviting ineftective
if not incorrect answers.

Another account of Wyoming’s culture by Annie Proulx said that the
state “is full of contradictions and anomalies. The state thinks small.”“In
its politics Wyoming is belligerently Republican, conservative—even
reactionary—and fulminates against the heavy federal hand, people
from somewhere else, taxes, and environmentalists.” Finally, she said,
“isolation is easy to mistake for independence.”!®

If we hope to develop eftective policy for managing carnivores, we
must acknowledge and understand the full range of perspectives,
values, and subcultures of the residents, especially those of the domi-
nant localist culture. Also, the social landscape of this region is chang-
ing rapidly, as it is throughout much of the American West, and we
must take account of these trends as well. Developing policy that bal-
ances the diversity of these perspectives and values within a complex
cultural milieu—with the goal of sustaining large carnivores and
human communities—is the challenge that must be met by manage-
ment agencies and citizens alike. Not all participants have direct in-
fluence over policy making, yet those who have an interest in how
carnivores are managed may attempt to affect public decisions through
political pressure, speaking at public meetings, writing letters to politi-
cians, agencies, or newspapers, and contributing to organizations that
work to influence policy.
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Wildlife and Large Carnivores

Presently, some people feel that wildlife deserves special protection and
restoration, but others disagree. Differences of opinions about the sta-
tus, importance, and “meaning” of wildlife, especially large carnivores,
are a significant feature of the human community in this region.

The Region’s Wildlife

The region is highly prized by visitors and residents alike for its di-
versity of wildlife.!” Many vertebrates are native, including 178 species
of birds, 49 species of mammals, and numerous species of fish, am-
phibians, and reptiles. Innumerable invertebrates and plants are also
represented. The region is unique in that extensive federal, state, and
private lands comprise vast areas of contiguous, relatively high qual-
ity, wildlife habitat. This is one of the few places in the United States
where there is still enough undeveloped and unfragmented habitat to
support large populations of wild animals within a largely intact
ecosystem. For example, according to the Wyoming Cooperative Fish
and Wildlife Research Unit at the University of Wyoming, ‘“Western
Wyoming is home to the largest, most diverse ungulate populations in
the western states.”!® This considerable prey base and the integrity of
the region’s natural landscape also make this one of the few areas in
the United States that can still support large carnivores.

Large Carnivores

The major large carnivores in this area are mountain lions, wolves, and
grizzly bears, the largest members of the cat, dog, and bear families in
the region. Management of these three species is a high profile issue
and the subject of heated debate. Other large- and medium-sized car-
nivores exist in the region as well, including black bears, lynx and bob-
cats, wolverines and otters, and coyotes and foxes.

Mountain lions (Felis concolor), also known as cougars or pumas, have
always been relatively abundant and widespread. These large cats are
solitary, territorial animals. Elusive by nature, they actively avoid people
and livestock. They are very efficient predators whose diet mainly con-
sists of ungulates. Mountain lions have always been hunted, but un-
like wolves and grizzlies, were never eliminated from the region.

WGEFD administers a mountain lion hunting season, takes responsi-
bility for population monitoring, and controls individual animals that are
thought to threaten people or livestock (see chapter 3). Management
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of mountain lions has received increased interest in recent years. For ex-
ample, in spring 1999 a female lion and three kittens took up residence
on Miller Butte just east of Jackson. Viewed by thousands, the Miller
Butte mountain lions became big news. With unfortunately bad timing,
however, WGFD increased the lion hunting quota that same year. This
sparked outrage from environmentalists and brought into question the
process and data used by WGFD to set hunting quotas. Another recent
concern is that some residents feed deer, possibly attracting mountain
lions to residential areas, habituating them, and endangering humans.!”

Wolves (Canis lupus) are one of the most social carnivores. They
were once distributed across North America. Demonized by the cul-
ture of the Old West, they were eradicated more than 60 years ago
from Greater Yellowstone by bounties, trapping, poisoning, and shoot-
ing (see chapter 5). After much public discussion, wolves were rein-
troduced in 1995 into Yellowstone National Park as an “experimental”
population under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. Since then, the
wolves have thrived, primarily feeding on ungulates. Now this hardy
and adaptable carnivore is recolonizing former habitat to the south of’
Yellowstone Park. In doing so, some wolves have preyed on livestock,
and in these cases lethal control is typically the preferred management
tool. Most of the area’s residents did not want wolves reestablished and
feel that the reintroduction was just another action that the federal gov-
ernment forced upon them. They often use the wolf as a political scape-
goat to protest actions by a federal government with which they do not
agree. Clearly, wolves carry a heavy symbolic and political burden.?’

The success of the introduced wolves led the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) to downlist the species in 2003 from endangered to
threatened status, and the agency is now considering full delisting,
which would remove protection under the Endangered Species Act.
But the federal government and the state have failed to agree on a
process for managing wolves after delisting. Wyoming has resisted as-
suming management authority without substantial funding from the
tfederal government, arguing that it did not ask to have wolves rein-
troduced and should not be burdened with the expense of managing
them. Also, in its proposed wolf management plan, the state classified
wolves as predators outside national parks and wilderness areas, which
would make them targets for unlimited killing. The USFWS rejected
this plan in January 2004. Until such difterences can be resolved, the
wolves continue to be managed under federal jurisdiction.
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Grizzly bears (Ursus arctos) are omnivorous animals, subsisting on a
diet of insects, berries, nuts, and meat, primarily wild ungulates (see
chapter 4). Formerly, they ranged throughout western Wyoming, but
were hunted to near extinction outside the protection of Yellowstone
National Park. Grizzlies have significantly expanded their range in re-
cent decades, moving south as they will continue to do until stopped.
Humans are the only substantial threat to the grizzly, and human-
caused mortality is the main cause of adult grizzly deaths.?!

The grizzly bear is currently a federally protected threatened species
under the Endangered Species Act. Immediately after the bear was
listed as such in 1975, Wyoming began efforts to have the species
delisted. Delisting efforts are quite active today, and many federal man-
agers feel the time has come to delist. However, environmentalists op-
pose delisting. If and when the bear is delisted, WGFD will assume
management responsibility.

The Institutional System of Wildlife Management

Mountain lions, wolves, and grizzly bears are managed through the in-
stitutional system of wildlife management. One reason that people es-
tablish institutions is to carry out complex, cooperative tasks that
require high levels of organization over time. Managing wildlife is one
such task. As a result, an institutional arrangement has been built up
around wildlife that sets out a stable, more or less orderly way in which
species will be managed. The term “management” is somewhat of a
conceit. Management does not act directly on animals. Instead, it con-
trols, mandates, directs, or guides the behavior and actions of humans,
which in turn have consequences for animals. Wildlife management is
about managing ourselves and choosing what we will do to or for
wildlife. Wildlife management institutions provide answers to two key
questions: “How are we going to treat wildlife?” and “Who gets to de-
cide?” Chapter 7 looks at this institutional system in detail, well be-
yond what is presented below.

Values

The practice of wildlife management is a human activity, an institu-
tional arrangement created and used by people to achieve their values.
This institutional system seeks answers to the two basic questions
posed above, how wildlife will be treated and who gets to decide. The
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“treatment” of wildlife appears at first glance to be a technical ques-
tion, but it is really about values, about who will benefit most from
management, monetarily or otherwise. “Who decides” is also clearly
a question of values, and first and foremost about power.

The institutional system largely controls how people interact with
one another as they pursue their values by doing things to and for
wildlife. The concept of an institution is examined in depth in chapter
7, but for the purposes of our discussion here it can be understood
simply as a stable arrangement in the shaping and sharing of values
among people. Note that this includes any group or collection of
individuals that is organized for a central function or purpose, such
as tulfilling the will of members or supporters or enforcing and im-
plementing a government policy, mandate, or statute. Because institu-
tions are human constructs, they directly reflect the perspectives and
values of those who have the most influence over them, such as elites
in the agencies, in politics, and in business.”? The behavior of the in-
stitutional system of wildlife management reflects this fact of life
and the competition for control among localists, environmentalists,
and agency personnel. “Winners” get to answer the two questions in
ways that serve their values and interests. They get to decide what
people do, what happens to animals, and the nature of the institutional
system.

Key organizational participants in the wildlife management system
are introduced below. This is not a complete list or accounting, but
these organizations are principals in carnivore management and are ul-
timately responsible for the creation and implementation of manage-
ment policies. Their behavior also determines much of the behavior
of the institutional system as a whole.

Wyoming Game and Fish Department

WGEFD holds the dominant position regarding wildlife in the state.
Actions by WGFD have significant impact on carnivore management.
WGEFD provides “a system of control, propagation, management, pro-
tection, and regulation of all wildlife in Wyoming.”?> WGFD manages
all the state’s wildlife species that are not federally protected, and it
often participates in the management of those species that are feder-
ally protected. For example, WGFD manages mountain lions and
shares management of grizzlies with the federal government, but
wolves are currently managed by the USFWS (as required by the fed-
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eral Endangered Species Act). However, even the Endangered Species
Act is administered in close cooperation with the states. WGFD may
become the primary manager for wolves and grizzlies in the future if
current efforts to delist are successful. At present the department re-
ceives about two-thirds of its total earned revenues through the sale of’
hunting licenses and thus sees hunters as its main constituency. This
view is strongly reflected in WGFD’s decision making, public relations,
and management. The department’s pro-hunting stance is especially
evident in its approach to carnivore management. For the most part,
WGED is more closely allied to the Old West, localist values, so this
view of wildlife management is the current paradigm under which the
state manages all wildlife.

The Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, a group of seven citi-
zen representatives (lay people), oversees the WGFD and is responsi-
ble for the department’s policy direction. Although no more than four
representatives can be from one political party, most have close ties to
livestock or hunting interests. The commission has the final vote on
state management policy for carnivores. Since the governor appoints
the commission, it often has a political agenda. The commission typ-
ically operates, as does the governor, with a strong localist and states’
rights (i.e., antifederal) ideology. This in turn sets the tone for the de-
partment’s interactions with other participants, including environ-
mentalists, the public, and especially the federal government. Those
with a states’ rights viewpoint feel that, in short, the state should have
all the authority and control over its wildlife (among other things). In
practice this leads to turf wars between Wyoming, the national pub-
lic, and federal agencies over carnivore management and endangered
species restoration.

State management of wildlife is based on the above philosophical
framework and set of practices that originated in the early 1900s and
focused on game animals (i.e., those for which hunting licenses are
sold). Today WGFD has expanded its interests to include many other
species, but the historic framework continues to dominate and drive
management practices. This philosophy and practice are deeply in-
grained in many western state agencies, although the approach has
been modernized somewhat with the aid of scientific methodologies,
professionalization of staff, technologies such as computers, and bu-
reaucratization. The actions of the commission and the department
show that they view carnivores as a threat to ungulates and therefore
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a menace to hunters and to income from license sales. Additionally,
WGEFD sees carnivores as species to be hunted either as predators or
trophy animals and managed lethally. If managed as trophy animals,
large carnivores represent another source of income.

WGED also follows managerialist or bureaucratic models of opera-
tion that enforce top-down views of problems and solutions. WGFD
apparently believes that its experts alone are qualified to render pro-
tessional judgments about wildlife management in the state. The com-
bination of managerialism, top-down management, and the WGFD
culture of expertise gives the agency an autocratic image and a distant,
out-of-touch relationship with the public. In practice, its approach
seems to be that the public should be “informed, consulted, or edu-
cated” as needed on a case-by-case basis. This formula results in an
agency that does not always work productively with allies, much less
opponents, to clarify and secure common interests in managing
Wyoming’s wildlife heritage.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS, an agency within the Department of the Interior, is
charged with managing the nation’s wildlife—including the “key ob-
jective |of] protecting endangered and threatened species and restor-
ing them to a secure status in the wild.”?* This agency works in
coordination with all other federal interests and the states to study and
manage the wildlife for which it is responsible. The federal govern-
ment, directly or indirectly, manages natural resources (including
wildlife) in the West on USES lands, Bureau of Land Management
lands, and other federal lands. In Wyoming, the USFWS is currently
responsible for managing wolves and grizzly bears, because they are
tederally protected species under the Endangered Species Act. The
USFWS will oversee any transfer of management of these animals to
the state if and when they are delisted.

The USFWS operates under a “federalism” philosophy, which is
part of a long-term trend in centralizing decision making in the na-
tional government, a trend that was given boosts following the Civil
War and World War I1.>° The rise of the modern environmental move-
ment across the United States helped to bolster federalism. However,
this trend is now shifting toward greater state and local management.
Currently, the federal government and its agencies are undergoing a
reinvention in their relationship to the states. It is important to
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note that there are actually very few USFWS personnel in western
Wyoming.

U.S. Forest Service

The USFES manages the national forests owned by the federal govern-
ment.?® In western Wyoming, it manages Bridger-Teton, Targhee-
Caribou, and Shoshone National Forests (figure 1.1). Part of the
Department of Agriculture, the USES operates under national legisla-
tion. One piece of guiding legislation, the Multiple Use Sustained
Yield Act of 1960, requires that the USFS “develop and administer the
renewable surface resources of the national forests for multiple use and
sustained yield of the various products and services obtained from
these areas.”?’ In addition, the National Forest Management Act of
1976 mandates that the USFS “maintain viable populations of exist-
ing native and desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning
area” (a viable population is defined as “one which has the estimated
numbers and distribution of reproductive individuals to insure its con-
tinued existence is well distributed in the planning area”).?® These two
mandates, along with other legislative directives, force the USFS to find
some balance among many often conflicting goals. The agency has a
relatively large presence and footprint in western Wyoming; it is clearly
the most visible agent of the federal government in this region.

Other Federal Agencies

The Bureau of Land Management is the second most visible federal
agency in western Wyoming. This organization, a multiple use land
management agency, manages the sagebrush grasslands in the basins
between the forested mountains (figure 1.1). It manages large blocks
of land in Sublette and other counties, much of which is leased for
sheep and cattle grazing. Often it is these livestock animals and those
on adjacent USFS allotments that are attacked by large carnivores.
Currently, the Bureau of Land Management is trying to manage the
impacts of extensive oil and gas development on the region’s mule
deer, pronghorns, elk, and many other species.

Another federal agency with a significant presence in the region
is the National Park Service, which manages Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks and the John D. Rockefeller National
Parkway, which lies between the two parks. This agency is largely ori-
ented toward protection, but at the same time exists to facilitate
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tourism and recreation. This dual mission causes the agency much
consternation.

State and Local Governments

Other state agencies figure into carnivore management, including the
Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT), the Office of
State Lands and Investments, which administers programs pertaining
to resource management, economic development, and quality of life,
and county governments. Roads are notorious corridors of death for
wildlife and are especially disruptive to carnivore populations. Local
governmental entities—such as the county commissions of Sublette,
Fremont, Lincoln, and Teton Counties—play a major role in carnivore
management. Town councils also play a key role. All regulate and man-
age the development of private properties, many of which border fed-
erally managed lands. Since these governmental bodies represent their
communities and thus know what issues their constituents care about,
they can act both as guides for their communities and as voices for the
communities’ concerns. They also attempt to influence large-scale
management decisions through meetings with federal and state ofti-
cials at which they communicate the wishes of their communities.

Nongovernmental Organizations

A broad spectrum of nonprofit and private groups actively work to in-
fluence policy making at all levels. Included are organizations that pro-
mote ranching; outfitting and hunting; recreational uses of public lands;
environmental, wilderness, and wildlife conservation and protection;
education; and other types of resource uses. These groups range in size
and scope from local land trusts and small cattlemen’s associations to
larger organizations such as the Sierra Club and the Farm Bureau.
They represent diverse values, perspectives, and interests and serve
local, state, national, and sometimes international constituencies. They
may act alone or as part of a coalition to influence policy. Because non-
governmental organizations often represent special interests, they have
varying goals and expectations about outcomes.

Associations

Businesses, hunting clubs, and similar groups are associations active in
large carnivore management policy. These often informal groups can
have great influence under certain circumstances. Chambers of Com-
merce and petroleum, livestock, and outfitter associations are all key
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players too. The actual roles of all of these many associations are not
well known. A complete listing and description would be helpful,
given their potential influence.

Interactions among the Players
In conclusion, numerous organizations, associations, and government
agencies influence and decide carnivore management. These many en-
tities function to create a dynamic that is only partly visible. They op-
erate in an arena that is highly fragmented in terms of authority and
control. At least four federal agencies (USFWS, USFES, Bureau of Land
Management, and National Park Service) and five state entities (W GFD,
WYDOT, Office of State Lands and Investments, county commission-
ers, governor) are directly involved in conservation or land management
activities, according to the Wyoming Conservation Directory published
by WGFD in 2001.% The directory also identifies more than 40 non-
governmental conservation organizations that have a strong interest in
how the area’s resources are managed. This tally does not include the
many agricultural and recreational associations, national conservation
groups, and others that vie for a voice in management decisions. The
governor’s office and congressional delegates also often have tremendous
influence over the development and direction of carnivore policy.
This broad spectrum of participants has an equally broad range of
perspectives, roles in carnivore management, and relations to other par-
ticipants. Each participant has distinct interests, biases, allegiances, and
organizational culture, which often conflict with one another, giving
rise to problems that at times seem insurmountable. The depth of pas-
sion, vehemence, and rigidity of positions raises the question of why
people get so involved emotionally and vocally about carnivore man-
agement. As Harold Lasswell, a preeminent social scientist, noted,
“Whenever there is a striking lack of proportion between an act and
the reasons alleged for it, there is a presumption that some unconscious
impulses are involved in the act””*" There is clearly more involved in
large carnivore management than first meets the eye.

Problems in Large Carnivore Management
Three trends are particularly important in the current context—

changes in human use of the region, changes in wildlife populations
and habitat, and changes in the institutional system of wildlife man-
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agement. The combined eftect of these trends and the conditions be-
hind them suggests a future that is both more problematic and, po-
tentially, more open to finding common ground. Currently, people and
the institutional arrangements of wildlife management are struggling
to address onrushing changes. Understanding these changes will be a
first step in finding common interest solutions.

Changes in Human Uses of the Region

Humans have lived in Wyoming for thousands of years, but settlement
of the western part of the state has increased substantially over the last
150 years, especially in the last three decades.?! The original residents,
descendants of peoples who moved south from Alaska after crossing
from Asia, arrived more than 10,000 years prior to the expansion of
settlers from both the east and west coasts in the mid- to late 1800s.
The influx of colonists eager to exploit the mineral wealth, range lands,
and forests began in earnest following the Civil War. During this time
the region experienced increasing exploitation of its natural resources,
a continuing trend (especially for oil and gas in recent years) that is
bringing more people into conflict with one another and has impli-
cations for how large carnivores will be managed—eliminated, re-
duced, or allowed to expand.

Settlement

The history of western Wyoming is fascinating. Early white visitors
were trappers and explorers such as Jim Bridger, who began to pass
through the area after the 1824 “rediscovery” of the Continental Di-
vide crossing at South Pass by Jedediah Smith. Fur trading, one of the
only ways to make a living in this area back then, became unprofitable
by the 1830s, thus ending the era of the mountain men. The Oregon-
California-Utah Trail was developed in the 1840s, as settlers made their
way west. Settlement and organization of the territory increased
greatly after the railroad came to the state in 1869.%

Statehood and States’ Rights

The closing of the frontier was officially declared in 1890, the year
Wyoming became a state. By then the majority of Native Americans
had been moved onto reservations, increasing security and land avail-
ability for settlers, who flocked to the area. Livestock ranching became
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a dominant industry in the last decades of the century, as did logging,
mining, and other forms of resource extraction.

In the four decades after Wyoming achieved statehood, the federal
government took a substantial role in the organization and allocation
of land. In addition to Yellowstone—the first national park, established
in 1872—more federal lands were reserved in the national interest, in-
cluding the Shoshone, Bridger, and Teton National Forests, and the
National Elk Refuge in 1912. Grand Teton National Park was added
in 1929 and expanded in 1949. The counties of western Wyoming
were established during these early years, and resource extraction and
agriculture dominated the culture and economy.

During this time most wildlife management at the state level fo-
cused on ungulates and other species that were hunted for recreation
and food. The WGFD specialized in game management. This agency
came into existence approximately 100 years ago. Large carnivores,
seen as a threat to livestock and game species, were hunted exhaus-
tively. The last wolf in Wyoming was killed in 1944, and grizzly bears
were effectively eliminated outside Yellowstone National Park, where
they had the protection of the 1894 Lacey Act.

The historically rooted states’ rights ideology has strongly domi-
nated all aspects of Wyoming’s relations with other management
participants, whether federal or not, up to the present.’* This ideol-
ogy, which emphasizes domain and control, has been vigorously as-
serted and prosecuted by the state government and its agents since
statehood.

Federalism

In the two decades following the 1960 enactment of the U.S. Multi-
ple Use Sustained Yield Act, a new era of management and conser-
vation policy began in the American West. This law and others that
followed through the early 1970s (e.g., the 1973 Endangered Species
Act) greatly influenced the modern uses of federal lands. Although tra-
ditional activities such as logging and livestock rearing continued to
dominate the economy, other land uses such as extraction of petro-
leum products played an increasingly significant role. At the same time
there was a slow shift toward preservation and conservation of natural
resources. A new national ethic calling for increased conservation
began to make its way into policies and actions of public land man-
agers in the West. This conflicted with traditional philosophies and



50 Coexisting with Large Carnivores

land uses. As noted earlier, this conflict is still being played out today
through issues such as large carnivore management.

Federal management actions that reflect national conservation val-
ues, such as the wolf and grizzly bear restoration actions of the
1980s—1990s, continue to change the way local residents use the re-
gion. Reintroduction of the wolf and federal protection of the griz-
zly bear have been very controversial.>> Decision-making processes
currently underway at the federal and state levels will determine much
about the future management of carnivores in the region. Delisting
both wolves and grizzly bears, now under consideration, and turning
management responsibility over to the state will produce unknown
consequences. The delisting process is proving to be the latest flash-
point in the seemingly endless conflicts over resource use that have be-
come the norm in Wyoming. The conflict usually pits localists and
WGEFD against the federal agencies, although it is sometimes localists
against the state as well, depending on the issue.

Communities

Throughout Wyoming’s history, human cultures, perspectives, and val-
ues have changed dramatically. The social and economic structure of
the western part of the state is still changing. The recent influx of new
residents, many of whom are second homeowners and part-time res-
idents, has led to a less homogeneous culture.’® Many of the region’s
communities are highly polarized, with much posturing and grand-
standing on all sides.*’

Local culture is still dominated by the idea of rugged individualism,
in which each person feels entitled to act as he or she wishes without
having to adjust to outside changes. Allied to this is strong support of
private property rights and states’ rights, which many feel are being
threatened or abridged by federal legislation that protects public land
and wildlife. Many locals distrust the federal government and resent
what they see as efforts to impose outside values on them. Another
concern is that traditional users of the land feel disrespected and mar-
ginalized by current decision processes. Several people we interviewed
expressed the view that outsiders, especially those from the eastern
United States, “have no right” to tell them what decisions to make
about resource use, even on federal lands. Much resistance to carnivore
conservation in this area also stems from the fear that livelihoods and
local control are being undermined.®®

For some, recent change translates into a loss of social capital, real
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and perceived. Feeling that their way of life and security are threat-
ened, people are increasingly responding to the uncertainty that
accompanies change—specifically, the restoration of large carnivores—
with full “heels-in-the-dirt” resistance.

Today

This stubborn dynamic and volatile history has resulted in distinctive
economic and land use patterns. Western Wyoming is a rural place
where localists have traditionally relied on natural resources to make
a living, but this has shifted in recent years, according to the Wyoming
State Economic Analysis Department. Employment data from the U.S.
Bureau of Statistics show that between 1970 and 2000, employment
on farms and in the agricultural sector overall—forestry, fishing, and
mining—remained nearly level, while other sectors such as construc-
tion, services, retail, and government at least doubled in that period.
The region’s economy is coming to depend less and less on agricul-
tural livelihoods.

With the national parks and other vacation opportunities drawing
millions of visitors each year, recreation and tourism are ever more im-
portant to local economies. In the last 30 years, the service economy—
much of which caters to tourism and recreation—has grown substan-
tially, outpacing all other sectors.*’ Nonearned sources of income are
also becoming more important in Wyoming. Because they are not tied
to local job markets, these sources offer some protection against the
region’s boom-and-bust cycles.*!

Numbers of residents and visitors have expanded greatly in recent
decades, as has their influence on local economies. As more people
have moved to Jackson and other desired areas, property values have
increased. Many towns have been feeling growing pains. As one
Pinedale resident quipped in spring 2002, “The billionaires are push-
ing the millionaires out of Jackson and down to Pinedale.” Such basic
human perspectives must be recognized and understood contextually
when looking at the social fabric of the region and identifying reasons
for resistance to large carnivore conservation eftorts.

Changes in Habitats and Wildlife

The preceding trends in human occupancy and land use are intensi-
tying, and this is having profound impacts on wildlife and their habi-
tats.*> Native habitats are being degraded on larger scales than ever
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before. This causes declines in wildlife populations, dramatically so in
some areas. Much of the region is still relatively “wild” land, which
explains why large carnivores can still live there, but many ecological
features are directly influenced by human decisions and activities.
These activities are expected to have an even greater negative effect
on wildlife in the near future.*’

Lands

Land use is changing throughout the region.* Negative trends in land
use include fragmentation of private lands and escalating use of pub-
lic lands. Both have direct and indirect impacts on carnivores and other
wildlife. Local ranchers have left the state with a “priceless gift of open
space, a legacy with profound ramifications on the state’s economy and
character.”* However, economic pressures make it difficult for already
marginal ranching or agricultural operations to continue, causing ranch
land to be sold, split up, and developed as subdivisions and ranchettes.
Such development has social and economic eftects on local commu-
nities and serious implications for wildlife. Increased housing con-
struction and development at the public-private land interface also
heighten the likelihood of large carnivores coming into contact—and
conflict—with people.*® Landscape fragmentation, development, and
split ownership (surface vs. subsurface) ultimately diminish available
wildlife habitat. The complex matrix of land ownership (figure 1.1)
makes large carnivore management even more difficult.

A related problem is the increasing recreational use of public lands.*’
As more people travel the backcountry, it is not only more likely that
they will meet up with large carnivores, but also that they will disturb
or displace them. Associated trends, such as more roads and other in-
frastructure (e.g., power lines) have additional negative impacts on
wildlife and habitats.

Elk and Mule Deer

Trends in management of elk are also leading to increased conflict. There
is no doubt that large carnivores, particularly mountain lions, benefit
from the abundance of prey, especially mule deer, in the region. The “ar-
tificially” high elk populations maintained by WGFD on the National
Elk Refuge and on the winter feed grounds that they operate for elk
provide an abundant prey base for wolves. The high ungulate popula-
tions facilitate continued expansion of large carnivore ranges to the
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south and east. Wolves have already visited several feed grounds, caus-
ing problems from the WGFD’s point of view. Conflicts arise as both
wolves and grizzly bears move south from the Yellowstone area onto
Bridger-Teton National Forest, Bureau of Land Management, and pri-
vate lands and into proximity of the feed grounds and private livestock.

Livestock

Abundant livestock also serve as prey. Bridger-Teton National Forest
permits grazing of numerous cattle and sheep on forest lands. Sheep
are more abundant at the southern end of the forest, and cattle are
more numerous on northern allotments. Conflict arises when carni-
vores kill livestock that are grazed on legal allotments leased within the
national forest from the federal government. Ranchers, who have been
used to operating without large carnivores in the region for decades,
now resent this assault on their livelihood and husbandry. This is an af-
front to both their wealth and skill.

Increasing changes in the landscape, reduction of wildlife habitat,
and growing carnivore impacts on livestock and wildlife promise to
bring even more conflict in the future unless something is done. Today,
outside of a very few individuals, no one among community leaders,
agency ofticials, or carnivore managers seems to have adequate knowl-
edge of these trends or practical knowledge about eftective actions that
can be taken. Cooperative methods for directing and managing com-
munity growth, as well as livestock management, to avoid evident
problems are known and used elsewhere. The highly conflictual con-
text of western Wyoming makes it difficult to put these methods into
practice effectively, in large part because of the institutions used to
manage carnivores, wildlife, and other community matters.

Changes in the Institutional System of Wildlife Management

The institutional system for managing wildlife has changed dramati-
cally since early trappers, explorers, and settlers appeared on the scene
more than 150 years ago. Today this institutional arrangement com-
prises many individual and organizational participants, each of which
takes part in both separate and shared actions and “decision streams”
that affect large carnivores as well as people. Each individual and
organizational actor, whether federal, state, or local, has special interests
and capacities that may or may not be compatible or complementary
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with those of others. When contradictory interests collide, the system
does not function to find common ground.

Functioning

The structure and function of institutions determines what happens
to wildlife in the region. The institutional participants that have pri-
mary responsibility over carnivore management are the USFS,
USFWS, and Bureau of Land Management at the federal level and
WGEFD at the state level. All tend to be reactive rather than proactive
in their problem solving, an approach that forces them into a nearly
constant state of crisis management and almost ensures continued con-
flict. Longer term challenges are not well anticipated, so little is done
to avoid, prevent, minimize, or mitigate them.

Problems

Problems that hinder performance are clearly evident within the agen-
cies. First, limited “institutional memory” results in repeating past mis-
takes. Second, internal review processes, which could steer the agencies
in new, more effective directions, seem to be minimal. Third, there is
a lack of leadership, specifically, a lack of strategic policy vision. Fourth,
existing leaders seem reluctant to support innovative employees. These
problems cause frustration, low morale, and in the worst cases, the loss
of valuable employees.*

A case in point: WGFD embodies the localist, states’ rights culture
and considers hunters and ranchers the department’s only true con-
stituents. Ideologically, WGEFD resents and rejects federal jurisdiction
over certain aspects of large carnivore management, yet it is very will-
ing to accept federal money to carry out wildlife management pro-
grams. The department portrays itself as a victim, typically blaming
monetary or manpower limitations for its shortfalls, while ignoring
its own internal cultural, structural, and operational shortcomings. As
one anonymous WGFD employee stated in March 2002, the depart-
ment’s view of scientific data is that “less is best” because more data
might force the department to change and adapt.

Consequences

Overall, the institutional system shows muddled leadership, goal con-
fusion, and weak implementation in the field. There is little evidence
that corrective evaluation or systematic learning from experience is
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used to upgrade problem solving. There are reasons for this under-
performance. As noted earlier, the arena is highly fragmented in terms
of authority and control. The many decisions and actions involved take
place at different social and political levels. This creates competition,
lack of coordination (and even antagonism), and weak overall decision
making and management. This basic problem is especially evident
when the agencies try to implement controversial policies, such as the
USES’s food storage order described earlier. These observations raise
serious questions about how to allocate authority and control for
wildlife management among agencies and how to create a framework
—an institutional system—for their interaction that is efficient, effec-
tive, and equitable. At present, there is little recognition within the
agencies that this institutional problem exists, much less an awareness
or an active search for ways to improve and perform more effectively.
Since this institutional system shapes present and future policy, it is in-
cumbent on everyone to make it work well to serve common inter-
ests to the maximum extent practicable.

To summarize, the rapidly changing human and ecological land-
scape affects people and wildlife often in harmful ways. The current
institutional system of wildlife management is basically unable to keep
up with both the rate of change and demands for better performance.
It is unable or unwilling actively to clarify and secure common inter-
est solutions for managing carnivores. Improving management will re-
quire participating organizations to recognize these weaknesses and
amend their approach to policy making.

Recommendations

Managing large carnivores at present is less a problem of animal biol-
ogy or control and more a problem of cultural perception, decision
process, and institutional dilemma. This becomes inescapably evident
when the full context of management is appreciated and considered.

Before offering recommendations, a tentative problem definition (a
refinement of the problem) is needed. To be sure, there are real con-
flicts between people and wolves, bears, and mountain lions, and we
must find answers to the very real questions about how to control an-
imals and under what circumstances large carnivores should be killed.
Lethal actions make great headlines. However, stepping back from the
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headlines and the immediate conflict and taking a larger, contextual
view can help us to focus our attention on other questions, such as,
What do carnivores mean, factually and symbolically, to people? The
current institutional system and its processes of decision making do
not seem inclined to ask or answer such questions systematically or ef-
fectively. Both issues—the actual problems caused by carnivores and
the meaning of carnivores to people—must be addressed if we are to
live with these animals. Lingering, destructive conflict and mistrust in-
dicate that the current management system is not as effective as it needs
to be in understanding and addressing these matters. As noted in chap-
ter 1, coexisting with large carnivores is problematic precisely because
of people and their polarized perspectives on these questions. The basic
problem is about how we interact with one another over troubling
public issues and collectively decide how we want to live.

If this problem definition is accurate, then the next step is to invent,
evaluate, and select solutions on the ground, the only place that really
matters. This requires creativity. Solutions will mean changes in per-
ceptions, institutions, and decision making. We believe that successful
solution strategies can be developed given the context. We recommend
that all participants (1) use reliable knowledge of the context to make
decisions and carry out actions, (2) increase the basic structural ca-
pacity of wildlife management institutions, and thus (3) improve the
quality of decision-making (management) processes.

Increasing and Using Contextual Knowledge

Carnivore managers, agency leaders, citizens, scientists, activists, ranch-
ers, and others must ground their problem definitions and their search
for solutions in the entire management context, not selective parts of
it that give an advantage to their special interests. Trying to solve this
complex problem with a limited map of the context—that is, the op-
erational environment—is like trying to traverse Teton Wilderness
with little knowledge of the landscape, animals, and dangers, and with-
out food, trails, or compass. To the extent that we fail to create and use
a reliable contextual map, we are “traveling blind.” We all tend to un-
dervalue the significance of knowledge we don’t have, yet a good map
can help everyone, and especially officials, avoid biases, favoritism, or
selectivity in understanding the situation and in making decisions. De-
spite the obvious need to design policy that is contextually realistic,



Management Context: People, Animals, and Institutions 57

too often management decisions are made with little regard explicitly
for human social factors—essential elements of the context. This fail-
ure to identify all of the relevant information seems to be caused by
limited time, skills, and resources, policy preferences that ignore the
context, and political and other biases that blind participants to im-
portant aspects of their operating environment. We all have biases, such
as loyalties to our employers, professions, and friends. These too are
part of the context and must be mapped and accounted for in deci-
sion making and management. This requires substantial self reflection.

In this chapter we have introduced these concepts and sketched out
a preliminary contextual map that should be useful to all participants
in large carnivore management in the region. The map must be re-
fined over time and detailed on a case-by-case basis. To do this realis-
tically requires data. The agencies, in particular, must broaden their
fact-gathering activities about the context, including themselves as
players in management. The results will give everyone more reliable
and comprehensive information for decision making. It will help all
parties to set practical goals and realistically identify points of lever-
age and potential pitfalls in their collective efforts to improve man-
agement. A better contextual understanding will enable managers and
others to develop policy that effectively addresses problematic situa-
tional variables. For example, agencies can focus their efforts on situa-
tions that are already high in conflict or most likely to become
contentious. This will help to reduce existing conflict and prevent ad-
ditional conflict (real or perceived) from occurring. Overall, increas-
ing contextual knowledge will provide all of us with a better
operational map that can be used to negotiate the difficult terrain
through which we are traveling.

Increasing Institutional Capacity

Institutions are the means through which people work to achieve their
common goals. Institutional capacity must be upgraded on many lev-
els in carnivore management. One reason that a reliable contextual
map does not exist at present is that the people who most influence
decision making either do not see the need for one or do not know
how to build one in an inclusive, participatory way. We recommend,
first, that leaders use their positions to encourage people to experi-
ment and challenge themselves and their views in relation to carnivore
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management in a constructive manner. This means that leaders should
skillfully lead respectful, genuine discussions and problem-solving ac-
tivities. It is their responsibility to provide a supportive environment
for learning and positive change as well as methods and incentives to
do so. We must find better ways to incorporate new knowledge, ideas,
and practices into management. Through active leadership, institutions
can be transformed and made more effective. Chapter 7 expands on
ways to improve the institutional system of wildlife management.

Second, the skills of individual managers could be strengthened and
better used so that their actions will be problem-oriented and contex-
tual in a real-world, practical way.* This may require some people to
“unlearn” the less effective approaches they currently use. Presently in
short supply are managers with the skills to understand and sympathize
with, work with, and earn the respect of a broad range of constituents,
who may hold different and conflicting views, without sacrificing their
integrity or professional commitment to common interest goals. Civic-
minded managers who assume “coordinating” or “bridge-building”
roles can go a long way toward improving trust and cooperation as well
as resolving legitimate people-carnivore conflicts. The special skills re-
quired by these roles can be taught, learned, and applied.

Third, institutions should be more involved in “prototyping,” or
what we might also call “practice-based” problem solving. This strategy,
which should be inclusive and respectful of everyone involved, calls for
informed invention, trying new practices, and learning as we go. Co-
operative programs can be set up to address conflicts between carni-
vores and livestock, or carnivores and recreational forest users, or other
on-the-ground problems. Better leadership, stronger worker skills, and
prototyping will all allow the institutional system to be more respon-
sive to the context and the needs of people living with and most af-
fected by the presence of large carnivores. These “tools” are perhaps
our best options. They can provide guidance and feedback that can
be used to promote dialogue and understanding, and most importantly,
improve actual management practices.

Improving Decision Making

The quality of the processes by which decisions are made greatly in-
fluences the likelihood of successtul policies. To define and solve prob-
lems effectively, decision processes must function in a realistic and
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timely way. Management agencies need to reevaluate how they inter-
act with the public and how they create and implement their poli-
cies. They will likely need outside help in performing such an
evaluation. The best kind of evaluation is ongoing and independent.
The results will likely reveal that more effective, more inclusive, and
more cooperative problem-solving means are available to them than
those they currently employ. An evaluation is also likely to show that
better, more contextual approaches are possible and indeed desirable.
Decision making must be initiated at the right time, informed by nec-
essary and sufficient information, and discussed in open debate. Man-
agement decisions must be realistically formulated, adequately enforced
and implemented, fairly evaluated, and terminated as appropriate. This
entire process must have sufficient staft and resources.

We recommend using a tried-and-true way to improve decision
making: find and build on existing models that people agree are suc-
cessful. For example, the statewide Sage Grouse Working Group that
was active from 1999 to 2002 was reported to fit many of these cri-
teria.”” This group was formed to help management agencies deter-
mine how to protect sage grouse while actively managing and, in some
cases, developing the species’ habitat. With representatives from agen-
cies, the private sector, and the community, the team worked together
to come up with management guidelines that would likely be eftec-
tive and palatable to all the participants. This example may well be a
case in which the common interest was clarified and eventually se-
cured. Many other examples exist, according to Ron Brunner and col-
leagues, who recently looked at examples throughout the American
West.>!

We also recommend that decision making be improved by striving
to meet well-known standards. That is, decision making must be open,
fair, comprehensive, reliable, creative, rational, integrative, effective, con-
structive, timely, dependable, independent of special interests, fully con-
textual, respectful, balanced, prompt, ameliorative, reputable, and
honest.>? Overall, the process should aim for a reputation of honesty
and public service. It is important for leaders to recognize that many
individuals would be willing to engage in productive conversations and
problem solving if they were approached respectfully by someone who
1s willing, in their estimation, to give them a fair hearing. A process
that strives to meet these standards offers the best means to engage
people in addressing common interest problems.
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Lastly, we recommend that decision making should avoid common
pitfalls. These include biased problem definitions, inadequate analysis
of problems and limited search for solutions, poor coordination and
overcontrol by government and powerful players, weak implementa-
tion, insensitivity to constructive criticism, and pressure to continue
unsuccessful policy, to mention only a few.>> High quality decision-
making processes promote trust and the buildup of social capital.

Conclusion

Large carnivore management takes place in a complex and dynamic
context. Many people in this context, including residents of western
Wyoming as well as the national public, have made it very clear that
they want large carnivores to be part of their environment. They want
people and carnivores to coexist. The management problem is how
to bring this goal into reality, given the context, which also includes
people who reject and oppose that goal. As large carnivores disperse
south from the Yellowstone region onto both public and private lands,
carnivore conservation moves from an abstract vision to a very real,
on-the-ground management challenge. Legitimate problems arise from
living with carnivores. Large carnivores kill livestock and cause prob-
lems for human safety and well-being. As well, harmful conflict stems
from incompatible, competing worldviews, values, and symbolic mean-
ings. Finally, the unproductive conflict persists because of weak insti-
tutions and decision making. The present decision processes and the
institutional system of wildlife management have failed to clarify or
secure the common interest. Perpetuating these management practices
and processes will not result in the resolution of people’s difterences
nor in progress. Instead, it will likely cause more negative eftects for
both people and carnivores in the future.

Not only are improvements desirable, they are possible. Realistically
understanding the context, mapping it in a timely, comprehensive fash-
ion, and using this knowledge are essential to improve management
and guide it toward balancing people and carnivores. This requires
skillful, civic-minded leadership and citizen involvement in all aspects
of the management process. To foster such a process, enhance the
prospects for constructive dialogue, and build toward a successful out-
come, individuals, groups, and the overall system of wildlife manage-
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ment must function better. Specifically, this requires increasing the
availability of contextual information, upgrading institutional capac-
ity, and bringing about better decision making. We cannot achieve sus-
tainable human communities or viable carnivore populations, much
less coexistence, if we choose to do nothing. The other choice—to do
something about the problem—requires us to ground our decisions in
realistic knowledge about the full context. This means improving in-
formation gathering, processing data, and disseminating it widely to all
interests. This strategy must be integrated fully into management as
part of an overall problem-oriented, contextual, multimethod effort to
understand problems and find realistic, enduring solutions. Such an ap-
proach would be acceptable to a majority of citizens and result in long-
term coexistence of people and large carnivores.

Our analysis and recommendations are meant to aid the search for
common interest outcomes. It is through open dialogue and genuine
problem solving that people’s common interests can best be clarified
and secured. Those responsible by law for ensuring the conservation
of large carnivores—agency employees, administrators, and elected
officials—must find better ways to manage these species and human
interactions with them. They must build support across interest groups
to find integrated, “win-win”’ outcomes.
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Chapter 3

Mountain Lion Management:
Resolving Public Conflict

Tim W, Clark and Lyn Munno

In February 1999 a female mountain lion and three kittens took up resi-
dence on Miller Butte on the National Elk Refuge barely a mile from
the Jackson, Wyoming, town limits (figure 3.1). Over the next 42 days
nearly 15,000 people came to see them. This mountain lion family be-
came the focus of great public interest, and its brief tenure in this highly
visible location tapped a huge latent interest in wildlife watching and,
subsequently, in the welfare of mountain lions. The media covered the
story for months and continues to report on mountain lion manage-
ment, a subject given little attention in the past. Many photographs
were taken and a book was written on the refuge’s mountain lions.
Following closely on this unprecedented public expression of won-
derment and delight in the lion family, in June 1999 Wyoming Game
and Fish Department (WGFD) announced that it intended to increase
the mountain lion harvest for the hunting area encompassing Jackson
from five lions the previous year to twelve. Within the wider area cov-
ered by this book (about 22,000 square miles in western Wyoming,
south of Yellowstone National Park—see figure 1.1), the quota in-
creased from 20 to 36 mountain lions along with an unlimited quota
for males in Star Valley (36 miles south of Jackson). The department
gave little explanation or justification for increasing the hunting num-
bers so significantly in one step. Newspaper editorial and article head-
lines over the next couple of years tell the rest of the story: “Public
weighs state plan to increase cougar hunting,” “Lions should be
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Figure 3.1a
Female mountain lion and her three large cubs on Miller Butte, National Elk

Refuge, near Jackson, Wyoming, March 1999 (photo by Tom Mangelsen).

subject to better management,” “36-lion hunting season sought,”
“Lion-hunting opponents attack Game & Fish,”“Lion hunt justified,”’
“Game and Fish hears lion policy criticism,” and “Game and Fish ig-
nores mountain lion science.”! The magnitude and timing of this man-
agement policy change, coupled with the department’s failure to
involve the public meaningfully, created a rift between WGFD and
many citizens, particularly in Teton County. This incident set the con-
tentious tone for mountain lion management that persists today.

In this chapter we examine the causes and consequences of conflict
over how to manage mountain lions in Wyoming, and we offer ways
to find common ground. This chapter (1) briefly describes the natu-
ral history, populations, and management of mountain lions, (2) ana-
lyzes how the management process became politicized, and (3) ofters
options to improve management. We have followed the mountain lion
management issue since 1999. We attended WGFD public meetings
in Jackson, talked with people on all sides of the issue at these meet-
ings, continued discussion outside meetings, followed the issue in
newspapers, surveyed the scientific and management literature, and
talked with mountain lion researchers in Wyoming and Idaho. In
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Figure 3.1b

Citizens and photographers viewing the Miller Butte mountain lions on National
Elk Refuge near Jackson, Wyoming, March 1999. Nearly 15,000 people came to
see the lions in a 42-day period (photo by Tom Mangelsen).

March 2002 we interviewed approximately 40 people from WGFD,
the U.S. Forest Service, the ranching community, hunting outfitters,
and conservation groups.

Natural History, Population Dynamics, and Management History

Mountain lions have not received as much attention from the public
as wolves and grizzly bears, in large part because of their natural his-
tory. To appreciate the species’ conservation needs and to understand
the conflict as well as the options for improving management, it is im-
portant first to look briefly at lion ecology.

Natural History?

Mountain lions (Puma concolor) are the second largest felid in North
America, slightly smaller than the jaguar (Panthera onca). Mountain lions
are muscular and slender with a long tail that is one-third of the animal’s
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total length. Males are larger than females, though size difterences are
often difficult to distinguish except at close range. Although males tend
to weigh more than females, there is usually little difference in length.
Males weigh between 115 and 150 pounds and stand 22—-31 inches
high at the shoulders. Females weigh 75—-110 pounds and stand 21-30
inches high at the shoulders.

Mountain lions have a large range across western North America
and extend from Panama to Canada. There is also an endangered sub-
species, the Florida panther, present only in Florida. After the near
elimination of mountain lions from the United States in the first half
of the 20th century, protective laws beginning in the mid-1960s al-
lowed them to reestablish or increase their populations across the West.

Mountain lions typically occur in topographically varied habitats.
Their rugged habitat is one of the main reasons that lions are seldom
seen. They live in areas with high prey densities and enough vegeta-
tion and topography for good hunting cover. Maternal females usually
select dens in rock outcrops, dense shrubs, or under conifers well out
of sight of people.

Mountain lions spend most of their time alone. Scientists classify
them as noncooperative rather than solitary hunters. Their social
organization is a territorial “land tenure system” wherein resident
adults hold exclusive dominance. Adult males actively defend their
territories, and thus the territories are mutually exclusive. Females do
not defend their home ranges, so their use areas typically overlap.
Independent subadults still too young to breed usually emigrate out of
their natal areas and establish residency elsewhere. Subadults usu-
ally disperse when 10-22 months old. Male offspring disperse from
their maternal home range, whereas the behavior of young females is
more variable; sometimes they emigrate and sometimes they set up
ranges on the edge of their mother’s range. This dispersal pattern of
young lions has important adaptive purposes, including maintaining
genetic diversity and replacing populations that have been disrupted
or diminished.

Mountain lions are both polygamous and promiscuous, that is,
adult males breed with a number of different females. Females reach
sexual maturity at 24 months and breed with more than one male dur-
ing an estrous cycle. Gestation ranges from 82 to 103 days and litters
average 2.6 cubs (range 1-6) with an interbirth interval of 17-24
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months if the mother has successfully raised her cubs to at least 1 year.
Cubs (or kittens) are born at any time of year, but there are different
birth pulses ranging from June to September in the southwestern states
and from August to November in Wyoming. Female lions are solely
responsible for rearing cubs. Cubs rely on mother’s milk for the first
2 months and then begin to accompany their mother on hunts. They
remain with their mother until they are about 1 year old.

Population Dynamics

Mountain lions occur throughout western Wyoming, but little is
known about their populations in scientific terms. Because of their elu-
sive nature, they have been very difticult to study in the field. The only
data in northwestern Wyoming come from long-term studies done in
northern Yellowstone National Park by scientists at the Hornocker In-
stitute. In addition, John Laundré and his colleagues have been work-
ing on another long-term study in a nonprotected area in south central
Idaho, and Kenneth Logan worked on population dynamics in both
the Big Horn Mountains and in New Mexico. Mountain lion research
is underway in Teton County, originally undertaken by the Wildlife
Conservation Society and more recently by Beringia South researchers.

The scientific literature gives us our current picture of lion popu-
lation dynamics. Mountain lions typically show “density dependence”
and occur at fairly low densities. The reason for this is their territorial
behavior, particularly in males, and required prey density. It is unclear
which of these factors has a stronger influence on determining re-
gional carrying capacity.

There are three age classes—cubs or juveniles (birth to 12 months),
subadults, and adults. Once mountain lions reach 1 year old, they begin
to disperse; this dispersal period between 12 and 24 months is con-
sidered the subadult class. Mountain lions live on average until 10 years
of age. Survival rates seem to be constant during these years. Taking
survivorship into account, a female has an average of three to four fe-
male offspring in her lifetime.

Based on mark/recapture and radio telemetry studies, mountain
lions exist in densities of 0.6—2.2 resident adults or 1.4—4.7 total moun-
tain lions per 100 km? (about 63 square miles) in nonhunted popula-
tions. In Idaho the average minimum density of mountain lions was
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0.77 resident lions per 100 km? over an 11-year period, and the den-
sities fluctuated widely over that time.?

In almost all populations, human-caused mortality is the leading
cause of death. Legal hunting accounts for the majority of deaths in
most populations. However, even in protected populations, predator
control, illegal hunting, and vehicle collisions cause many lion deaths.
Survival rates for mountain lions vary depending on habitat quality
and hunting pressure.

Mountain lion populations fluctuate based on prey availability as
well. According to both WGFD and John Beecham (formerly of Idaho
Fish and Game Department and later the Wildlife Conservation So-
ciety), healthy mountain lion populations in the 1990s were largely the
result of healthy elk and mule deer populations during that time. Elk
numbers currently are quite high in western Wyoming and provide
abundant prey. Elk are fed on state-operated feedlots during winter and
are concentrated in much higher densities than under natural condi-
tions, making herds very susceptible to disease, including chronic wast-
ing disease and brucellosis. These herds already have brucellosis, and
there is currently considerable public concern that an outbreak of
chronic wasting disease could drastically decrease herd sizes. Mule deer
populations were high in the early 1990s, but have been decreasing for
a variety of causes. If the elk population does decline and mule deer
numbers continue to go down, the lions’ food base will be much re-
duced, which will affect survival rates for all ages and sexes. Moun-
tain lions also consume other ungulates occasionally, including moose
and livestock. They are primarily carnivores, although at times they
scavenge animals that have died from other causes. On rare occasions
they eat grass to get roughage to remove parasites or to expel ingested
hair.

Management History

Mountain lion management is solely the responsibility of the State of
Wyoming, specifically WGFD. They have been managed by the state
since statehood in 1890, even though many mountain lions live on
federal lands. Current management policy is a product of history, the
perceived status of lions, the values of managers and citizens, and state
policy preferences. In Wyoming today mountain lions are classified as
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trophy game animals, and hunting quotas establish the number that can
be killed in a given year and location.

Prior to colonization, mountain lions had the widest distribution of
any carnivore in the Western Hemisphere, throughout both North and
South America.* As nonnative people began to settle the West in the
1860s, mountain lions, along with other carnivores, were considered
a threat to safety and livestock, and people sought to eliminate them
from the landscape. A bounty was placed on them. As a result, thou-
sands of mountain lions were killed across the West, including in
Wyoming. In the eastern United States, they were eliminated from
their entire range except for a small population in southern Florida.

In the 1970s Americans’ attitudes toward wildlife and carnivores
greatly changed. More people began to view carnivores as an asset and
part of the country’s cultural and natural heritage. In 1973 the En-
dangered Species Act was enacted, and that same year Wyoming in-
stituted the first mountain lion hunting season for which a license was
required. In the 1970s hunting harvest limits for mountain lions were
set in all states except Texas (where an unlimited hunt still exists). Cal-
ifornia is currently the only state in the West that has banned the hunt-
ing of mountain lions.

As a result of these policy changes mountain lion numbers have
been increasing in most areas across the West. There are few data avail-
able on the actual number of mountain lions in western Wyoming. All
estimates are based on anecdotal sightings and hunting success rates.
Although there is certainly disagreement as to the magnitude of popu-
lation increases in the area, it is likely that lion numbers have increased
since historic lows in the 1970s. As mentioned earlier, mountain lions
are density-dependent and will eventually stabilize at a carrying ca-
pacity for the region. However, because of past human influences,
mountain lions were most likely kept far below that capacity in west-
ern Wyoming. The regulated hunting since the 1970s has likely al-
lowed the populations to begin rebounding. However, current hunting
quotas are suspected by some in the public to be too large. Recent data
from the entire western United States suggest that lion populations
fluctuate on a cyclical basis in response to deer numbers, which are
largely regulated by weather conditions.’

This natural rebounding, coupled with high prey densities in the
1990s and more people using the backcountry, is most likely the reason
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that people have sighted more mountain lions in the last two decades.
In 1999 WGEFD decided that the increase in sightings justified higher
hunting quotas across the state. They doubled the quotas in most areas
and raised the number of mountain lions that could be hunted in
Teton County (Hunt Area 2) from 5 to 12.° This hunt area was sub-
divided in 2003 and the quota was increased further, with the harvest
apportioned equally over both areas.” The total mortality quota for
Area 2 and the newly created Area 29 increased by four in 2003 com-
pared to the original Area 2 in 2002, although the female quota re-
mained the same. During this time, public hearings were held to hear
testimony from proponents and opponents of the quotas. The Wyoming
Game and Fish Commission voted nevertheless to maintain the quo-
tas. Mortality quotas established for 2004 will remain in effect through
2007 unless conditions warrant a change in the view of the department.

Since there are few data on mountain lion population densities and
numbers or the impact of increased hunting, it is unclear how these
policy changes have aftected the populations. Representatives from
WGED feel that the populations are healthy and can easily tolerate in-
creased hunting mortality. In its 2001 annual report the agency states
that “annual harvest estimates have also been increasing, which appears
to indicate healthy and expanding mountain lion populations in
Wyoming and other western states.” This view was also expressed
during our interviews with state officials in 2002 and 2003 and at pub-
lic meetings. Mountain lion harvest data are reported for the entire
state and by region.® For the state, total take was 173 in 1998, 208 in
1999, 186 in 2000, 214 in 2001, and 201 in 2002. In the western part
of the state, 56 lions were taken in 1998, 85 in 1999, 84 in 2000, 85
in 2001, and 89 in 2002. The number of hunter days for this same re-
gion was 181 in 1998, 388 in 1999, 269 in 2000, 262 in 2001, and 358
in 2002. Within our area of focus, which includes Hunt Area 2, hunt-
ing quotas have been met each year. The same is true for hunt areas
to the south. The number of illegally killed or poached mountain lions
is unknown.

The exact impact of hunting and how management can and should
respond to fluctuating population numbers is still in dispute. In a June
2001 article in the Jackson Hole Guide, Bernie Holz, wildlife supervi-
sor of WGFD for the Jackson-Pinedale district, stated that “the past
two hunting seasons have stabilized or reduced lion populations in



Mountain Lion Management: Resolving Public Conflict 79

Jackson and Star Valley. The agency has seen a shift in hunter kills from
large adult cats to smaller younger lions which is a sign of an ‘exploited’
population.” For the 2001/2002 hunting season, WGFD placed fe-
male subquotas in many regions and eliminated the unlimited hunt in
Star Valley.!" For the 2002/2003 hunting season, once six females were
killed in Hunt Area 2, the hunting season was over for the year. How-
ever, this quota was actually higher than the number of females hunted
in the previous several years, giving many the impression that this was
a disingenuous change. Some researchers and local citizens feel that
mountain lions are being overhunted throughout the American West.!"!

Managing mountain lions is a matter of human safety as well. News
articles attest to people’s fear of lions and their concerns about safety.
For example, in Hoback Junction at the southern end of Jackson Hole,
a woman shot and killed a mountain lion that had killed her cat.'? She
blamed her neighbors’ feeding of mule deer for drawing the lion into
the area. A few articles in the Casper Star Tribune tried to address con-
cerns about safety after mountain lions were sighted in that city in
1999.13 Cat Attacks is a compilation of stories of people who have been
killed by mountain lions." The truth is that no mountain lion has ever
killed a person in the state of Wyoming, and in general, the risks are
very small. In Montana a survey was conducted to assess people’s tol-
erance of mountain lions and the perceived risk to personal safety.!®
It was found that people’s perceptions of risk were far higher than the
actual risk. However, it is still an important management issue that
should not be left out of the policy discussion.

Politicization of Management

The mountain lion management process is thoroughly politicized. Cit-
izens have expressed a wide range of concerns at public meetings and
in newspapers. Some people support current management approaches,
whereas others want decision making and quota setting to be changed
or made more rational by basing them on scientific data. People who
oppose WGFD policies point to the lack of data supporting WGFD
management policies, the hunting of females which may leave de-
pendent young abandoned to die, and the lack of meaningful public in-
volvement in the management decision process.'® At least three factors
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have led to the ongoing controversy—the values at stake, the goals of
management, and the role of the public in the management process.

Values at Stake

Values are at the heart of the conflict over mountain lion management.
A good example of this is described in a letter written by Lloyd
Dorsey, then the Jackson field representative of the Wyoming Wildlife
Federation, to the director of WGFD in 2001 complaining about the
political maneuvering in lion management. Dorsey’s letter supported
Joe Bohne, a WGFD wildlife management coordinator whom the de-
partment had abruptly transferred from the Jackson/Pinedale region
to another part of the state. Dorsey wrote: “[He] has fallen victim to
the eftective lobbying from livestock producers, big game outfitters,
and Department politics and been transferred to Lander. This was a
completely unexpected and unwilling transfer. One of the allegations
against [him| was that he was too friendly with the enemy, meaning
the conservation community [including his| stance and willingness to
discuss responsible management alternatives [and to] tell the truth
about predator control and mountain lion hunting.”’

Another example of values and politics is evident in WGED’s jus-
tification of the financial dimension of mountain lion management. A
common argument heard from hunting outfitters and WGFD em-
ployees is that the hunting community should have more say in moun-
tain lion management because it bears the cost of the state’s wildlife
management through the purchase of hunting licenses. This rationale
favors hunters over all other people. That buying hunting licenses
should privilege hunters in decision making within public agencies is
disputed by many people. In addition, according to the WGFD 2001
report, mountain lion hunting licenses brought in $68,450 to the
agency in 2000 (although this does not include additional benefits that
accrue to the state from lion hunting, such as tourist revenues from
hunters), but maintaining the lion management program cost
$540,901.'"® Hunting mountain lions is clearly diseconomic, if these
data are representative. Hunting is an important part of the state’s cul-
tural heritage, and in this case a commitment to continued hunting
seems to override economic and other legitimate considerations.

These value difterences and how they come together in mountain
lion management have led to conflict. The clash of values is clear in
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newspaper headlines, such as: “Lion hunters display the courage of
Pooh,” “Lion hunt justified,” and “Game and Fish ignores mountain
lion science.”"”

How did lion management become so politicized and why? It is
reasonable to assume that people will behave in ways that they per-
ceive will leave them better off than if they had behaved in other ways.
Sometimes, in fact, people’s actions seek to satisty personal needs that
are unconscious even to themselves. It is the competition over whose
values will dominate that has politicized the process. In this competi-
tion, values such as power, respect, and rectitude are requisitioned by
people on all sides to advance their demands. WGFED has made deci-
sions that ally it with localist values over those of the New West, cre-
ating a decision process that appears to be driven by special interests
and excluding legitimate interests that disagree with the state’s man-
agement policy. Whereas WGFD benefits from the current manage-
ment regime in terms of power and rectitude, the agency has lost
respect from many in the community, not to mention monetary losses.
The way the department has gone about its decision making has pre-
vented it from achieving a broadly supported, common interest outcome.

The value dynamics play themselves out through the institutional
system of wildlife management, which has a certain structure and rules
of engagement (see chapter 7). The present institutional system of
wildlife management did not just spring up spontaneously. It reflects
the views of the most powerful interests, in this case WGFD, which
largely controls the institution and sets many of the boundaries and
content of the public discourse about mountain lion management. It
determines who will be heard and taken seriously at public meetings,
for example. This history of the issue shows that present institutional
arrangements are ill equipped to take both groups—OId West local-
ists and New West environmentalists—into account simultaneously in
setting lion management goals and implementing programs. The in-
stitutional system, its structure, operation, and leadership, is unable to
clarify, secure, and sustain a common interest in lion management pol-
icy. That the mountain lion issue is mired in conflict is one measure of
how this system functions to manage the politics and find common
ground. The politicized situation leaves many citizens feeling that they
have no meaningful role or ability to effect change in the management
process. Alienation of significant segments of the public only politi-
cizes management further and draws down any trust or good will.
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Goals of Management

Because mountain lions were never extirpated from the area and be-
cause of their secretiveness, these carnivores have kept out of the lime-
light and out of high stakes politics until recently. This situation
contrasts dramatically with grizzly bear and wolf management, which
has received intense public attention since their return to parts of the
southern Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. This pattern changed for
mountain lions in 1999 when the lion family appeared on Miller
Butte, creating enthusiastic fans and, ultimately, conservation-minded
supporters, both locally and nationally. As Ines Rukovskis of Jackson
stated, “Every day people would wait for hours in the cold to catch a
glimpse of the mother and her cubs in all their aliveness and beauty.”
Years later, people from all sides of the issue still talk about the Miller
Butte mountain lions as an amazing, once-in-a-lifetime experience.

Goals establish targets for action. They reflect what we value. Often
they represent the dominant interests at stake. In Wyoming the au-
thoritative, strategic goals of mountain lion management are unclear,
as are the instrumental goals. Nevertheless, management carries on and
harvests continue. In 1992 a committee was set up to write a man-
agement plan. Fourteen coauthors from WGFD and the University of
Wyoming produced a draft plan in 1996, which began by noting that
public interest in lion management has steadily increased in the last 20
years. The draft plan identified five public viewpoints on mountain
lions: (1) as rare and in need of protection, (2) as a prized hunting tro-
phy, (3) as useful for training hounds, (4) as a magnificent wild preda-
tor, and (5) as a threat to livestock and big game herds. The draft plan
did not, however, commit the state to the overriding goal of finding
common ground among these five interests or meeting the standards
of “best” lion management. In addition the draft plan focused more on
designing a planning means for the future than on setting goals and
priorities for the present.’!

Although this draft plan was not comprehensive in terms of an over-
all management goal for mountain lions, it did establish specific, con-
crete ways that the agency planned to approach mountain lion
management in the future. Its first recommendations were to estab-
lish an effective public input process to involve a “broader base of con-
stituents at the local level regarding mountain lion management” and
to “conduct periodic statewide and regional surveys of Wyoming res-
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idents to determine broad-scale and local public attitudes to assist fu-
ture mountain lion management decisions.”?
were not effectively implemented. The draft plan called for improve-
ments in tracking the status of the species as well as more systematic
population projections to gain a better understanding of population
dynamics. Based on WGFD’s failure to provide evidence of its track-
ing activities or population models, we can assume that effective ac-
tion was not taken on this recommendation either.

The draft plan was never adopted because soon after it was written
WGFD decided that mountain lion numbers were increasing and
therefore the agency did not need a plan.?> Now, some years later,
WGED is managing mountain lions without a formal, written agency
plan. This lack of clear goals and a publicly acceptable plan or a means
to get them leads to distrust about the agency’s decisions on lion hunt-
ing quotas, population viability, and other issues. It also means that
mountain lions are being managed on a short-term basis without any
overall, long-term strategy that can be justified to the public.

Although mountain lions are resilient animals, their population
numbers may fluctuate over years based on variations in management
policy and ecological conditions, and it is unclear how officials take
this variability into consideration. If they are overhunted, if disease in
the elk herds increases, or if mule deer numbers continue to decline,
the public’s concern for the mountain lion’s future will be heightened.
Although WGED has stated that it would reduce hunting quotas if
problems arise, there is currently no policy to establish a target popu-
lation size for the southern Yellowstone region. Because WGFD man-
agement is vague and there are few data on population dynamics in
the region, it is unclear how the agency’s management policy might
change in the future as conditions change.

Furthermore, mountain lions prey on game animals that are im-
portant to the state. For example, elk hunting is an important food
source for people and an important source of funds for WGFD. Elk
management—ifrom hunting quotas to maintaining elk on feedlots—
is widely discussed and debated. Currently, elk numbers in Wyoming
are quite high, and WGFD has been trying to lower the numbers over
the past few years. Some people, outfitters and hunters in particular,
feel that predators are reducing elk populations. Predator-prey rela-
tionships are very complicated, and it is therefore understandable that
it is difficult for WGFD, through its management policies, to “balance”

These recommendations
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predator numbers with prey numbers to the extent that may be de-
sirable. However, it seems that the department uses this predator-prey
dynamic as a justification for measures designed to appease the dom-
inant elk hunting public, but not other interests, including lion con-
servation. According to WGFD ofticials, the increase of mountain lion
hunting quotas was not intended to increase numbers of elk. As stated
in its public announcement in the Jackson Hole Guide, “The Wyoming
Game and Fish does not believe that our prey species are being sup-
pressed by the current mountain lion populations and consequently,
does not support raising mortality quotas to bolster big game popula-
tions.”?* At the same time,a WGFD official stated during an interview
that the agency does raise mountain lion hunting quotas if outfitters
in a region indicate that they are concerned about mountain lion im-
pacts on elk. He stated that it usually only takes a marginal increase in
harvest numbers to satisfy the hunting outfitters.” The contextual basis
for goals and plans is complex, extending beyond the biology of the an-
imals and resting firmly on the human values at stake and other factors.

The Role of the Public

In the case of grizzly bears and wolves, there are multiple agencies in-
volved with many different agendas, which sometimes coincide and
sometimes compete with one another. Since mountain lions are man-
aged by WGFD alone and because there is no federal mandate for their
protection, the number of participants involved in the process is much
lower than in management of grizzly bears and wolves. It seems that
WGEFD’s approach to lion management is to be unwavering in its pol-
icy making and always to favor hunting interests. This gives the im-
pression to many that public input, especially from those who question
WGFD’s management, will not influence state policy. As WGFD stated
in its 2001 newspaper announcement, policy is not based on “public
opinion.”?® WGFD’s actions provide evidence of the agency’s strong
support for states’ rights and for its sole jurisdiction over policy mak-
ing. The institutional system for managing carnivores also embodies
the agency’s interests.

The public became concerned over the state’s lion quota increase
in June 1999. The most vocal opponents of the policy were Tom Man-
gelsen, a world-renowned wildlife photographer, and Cara Blessley
Lowe, a filmmaker and author. They were concerned about the lack
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of data on mountain lion numbers, the hunting of females when de-
pendent young may be abandoned, the lack of knowledge about
potential long-term effects of WGFD policy, and the lack of public
involvement in decision making.?” Mangelsen became interested in
mountain lion management, in part, after filming the lion family on
Miller Butte. He went on to coauthor a book with Lowe about these
lions called Spirit of the Rockies: The Mountain Lions of Jackson Hole.?® Oth-
ers in the community have also spoken out against WGFD management
policy in numerous letters published in Jackson Hole newspapers.?’

As a result of this discord, WGFD convened a public meeting in
April 2000 in Jackson.®” It was an “open house” where people could
express their opinions about the current policy; all were given an op-
portunity to speak. But many people were frustrated because they be-
lieved that the state’s management decision was a forgone conclusion.
Many also felt that the meeting was merely “window dressing” to ap-
pease vocal opponents in the public, that WGFD conducted the meet-
ing merely as a formality for people to vent their opinions. Finally, as
indicated by newspaper letters and opinion pieces, in general people
telt that they did not have a chance to be heard, to be taken seriously,
or to make a difference. This public sentiment only added to the
disharmony.

Later, in the spring of 2000, Mangelsen attended a meeting of the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission to ofter verbal and written tes-
timony. Identifying himself as a hunter and long-term Wyoming res-
ident, he called into question the quality of the science the state was
using to set quotas. He also questioned the anecdotal accounts of con-
flict with humans unsubstantiated by scientific data, the relations to
prey species, the accidental killing of females with cubs, the ethics of
methods used to “tree” mountain lions, and other aspects of the state’s
plan. He was later told by a state official that his comments were dis-
regarded because he was not representing the hunting interest.*!

In a newspaper opinion piece, “Mountain lion hunters show the
courage of Pooh,” Jack Turner, an elk hunter and long-term Jackson
Hole resident, stated that mountain lion hunting is “condescending,
self-serving, shametul, cowardly, unmanly, unsporting and chicken.
Why do we hunt lions? That’s a no-brainer—money.”?

At a second WGFD public meeting in June 2001, the department
only allowed people to write comments on flip charts scattered around
the room. There was no opportunity for a public airing or public
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discussion of management in general or the hunting issue in particu-
lar. This led to more public criticism. As Tom Mangelsen wrote after
this meeting, “I again learned the extent to which Game and Fish
management is insular, not based in science and genuinely uncon-
cerned about public opinion. Even though the public was invited to
write down comments, the agency is not required to consider all these
comments. Rather, it takes into consideration only those ideas or opin-
ions that are aligned with its current approach to management.”

WGEFD ofticials also viewed these public meetings as unsatisfactory
because they felt that the public showed up simply to berate the
agency’s actions. The agency seemed to view the meetings as a op-
portunity to justify its current policy to the public, not as a way to en-
gage the public to help shape current and future policies. As one
official said, WGFD wanted to “lay out on the table for folks the how
and why of mountain lion management” and “simply show people
how we approach lion management in Wyoming and here locally.*
This meeting’s design was a combination of what is called “passive par-
ticipation” and “participation in information giving,”>> wherein people
are told what has happened and what is going to happen. Communi-
cation was predominantly unidirectional from state officials to the pub-
lic audience. The public resented this arrangement.

Another critic of WGFD policy and its public meetings was Rebecca
Rundquist, a lawyer living in Jackson. “[WGFD’s] most recent June
18th public meeting . . . evidenced a regression in any move towards
public dialogue. One can not have a public conversation with a magic
marker and a large pad of paper on an easel. Physically, the tenor of this
meeting was set up to be divisive. I quickly realized this was not going
to fit any typical, democratic definition of a public meeting. . . . The
agency’s explanation of 10 identified issues surrounding mountain lion
management focused primarily on self fulfillment of its preexisting
standpoint instead of thoroughly examining alternatives that may bet-
ter address species recovery in its current context.”*® Other people in
attendance voiced the same concerns both to WGEFD and to each
other. Although Mangelsen, Lowe, and Rundquist were the most
vocal, they were not the only members of the public who viewed the
WGFD meetings and management policy with suspicion.

Both meetings were destined to fail because the expectation of the
public was to influence and help guide mountain lion management,
while the expectation of the state was to stick strongly to its own
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course and preserve its autonomy while at the same time making the
public better understand and support its decisions. Many people
learned from this experience. For some it was their first involvement
in a wildlife management issue. They learned that the process is highly
political and that public input, especially from people with values and
interests different from those institutionalized in the state, does not in-
fluence WGFD management policy. It is not only the public that has
been disappointed in these exchanges. The agency also recognized that
mountain lion management was a public relations nightmare. As a re-
sult, WGFD has been disinclined to hold more public meetings on
lions. The state felt that it had spent considerable effort trying to
explain its position on the issue, for example, with its full-page ad ex-
plaining its rationale in June 2001 in the local Jackson paper.’” Yet the
agency'’s efforts to assuage its opponents were unsuccessful. WGFD
treated the controversy as though the problem were the public’s lack
of information. The agency’s solution was to explain its policy to the
public, assuming that once people had this information they would
support the state’s policy. But the problem was, in fact, not lack of in-
formation, but strongly diftering human values. People wanted their
concerns to be taken seriously in deliberations on mountain lion man-
agement, not summarily dismissed. After years of trying to be heard,
Mangelsen felt there was no way to effect change in the state’s policy.
He and Lowe formed a nonprofit organization, The Cougar Fund, to
promote mountain lion conservation on a national scale and to work
with people on lion conservation in the West.

In 2003 a similar drama played out over the subdivision of Hunt
Area 2 into two units and the increase of the quota from 12 to 16
mountain lions annually. This policy change was enacted by the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission in Sheridan at their late July
meeting. The commission approved the new season and a change in
the management review period from once a year to once every 3 years
“with almost no discussion and [it] did not publicly address cougar
supporters’ concerns.”*® Franz Camenzind, executive director of the
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, one of several Teton County cit-
izens who drove nearly 6 hours one way to address the commission,
said, “This whole thing is being driven by hunters and outfitters that
cash in on killing cougars.”** Tom Mangelsen said, “[The Commis-
sioners’] minds are made up long before anybody enters the door.”*’
John Emmerich, a WGFD staff member, agreed with Mangelsen,
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adding, “We don’t know how many lions we have,” and noting that
agency staff are, nevertheless, confident that lions are thriving in the
state and can sustain increased hunting.*! After returning from the
meeting, Jackson resident and lion photographer Tim Mayo wrote in
a letter to the editor,“The ‘public hearing’ was insincere, horribly dis-
organized, exhibited a constantly changing agenda and an outcome ar-
rogantly and unquestionably predetermined.”*?

The ranching community has been very vocal in its opinions about
the management of wolves and bears, but it has not been nearly as in-
volved in the debate on lion hunting quotas or lion management over-
all in the state. After interviewing members of eight ranching families
in the region, we discovered that these ranchers do not hold as strong
views about mountain lions as they do about other carnivores. Al-
though some ranches have experienced livestock losses from moun-
tain lions, they are much less concerned by these depredations, in part
because mountain lions have always been a part of the landscape, and
in part because of the elusive and infrequent manner in which lions
prey on livestock. In addition, because mountain lions are a hunted
species, ranchers feel that they have control over lion problems. Also,
if they sufter losses, they can claim damages from the state.

Hunting outfitters receive around $3,000-3,500 per hunted moun-
tain lion, so the financial benefits to them of doubling hunting quo-
tas in the state were quite high.* Also, some hunters favor the lion
hunt because they feel that it reduces predation on elk and deer. How-
ever, many oppose the use of radio-collared dogs to track mountain
lions and even the hunting of carnivores in general. Interest in hunt-
ing mountain lions has increased since the quotas were raised, and at
this point if quotas are decreased significantly it is likely to cause more
conflict. Smaller, incremental changes are more likely to be accepted
in the community rather than large year-to-year shifts.

Although all these people have difterent values and viewpoints about
how mountain lions should be managed, the differences are not nec-
essarily irreconcilable. Although conflict currently exists between
WGED and some citizens, in Teton County especially, in general the
public across the region are relatively neutral about mountain lion man-
agement. One interesting point is that both hunters and nonhunters
and both proponents and opponents of the current policy consistently
express a lack of understanding of how and why WGEFD sets its hunt-
ing quotas and its management policies in general. The situation could
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be significantly improved if contending parties would discuss the basis
for adequate management policy, and agree on that basis, appropriate
goals, and the kind of adaptive management needed. What was and is
still needed is a WGFD management decision-making process that is
genuinely inclusive, one that invites participation in discussion, prob-
lem solving, analysis, and production of a publicly acceptable action
plan. A new approach, an upgraded version of the public participation
called for in the draft mountain lion plan, is needed.

Management Options

We have two goals in recommending alternatives to improve mountain
lion management. The first is to alleviate conflict and create a decision-
making process for management that is clear, fair, justifiable, and based
on responsible public and agency input. The second goal is to man-
age for mountain lion viability over the long term and to establish con-
sistent management policies that serve common interests. We believe
that it is possible to develop a policy that is acceptable to most par-
ties. The problem at present is the lack of an eftective decision-making
process that might clarify and secure the common interest. WGFD’s
approach has alienated many people and left others feeling uncertain
about the integrity of the state’s policy decisions.

If the status quo continues, we project that tensions and open con-
flict will persist and mountain lion populations will perhaps sufter. We
recommend four alternatives that should be addressed simultaneously:
(1) establish a formal mountain lion management plan, (2) produce
that plan through an effective, public, problem-solving process, (3)
work together with all interests to protect habitat and prohibit wildlife
feeding, and (4) use a metapopulation approach to mountain lion man-
agement and hunting. All of these will require that WGFD improve its
interactions with the public and use state-of-the-art management tools.

Adopt an Official Management Plan

We recommend that WGFD establish a formal management plan for
mountain lions, clearly establishing goals for population sizes, habitats,
and harvests, as well as public input and education, for the short and
long terms. The plan needs to substantiate how the department will



90 Coexisting with Large Carnivores

establish quotas, including how it will collect data on population abun-
dance and distribution, and if information is lacking, on what basis it
will decide on acceptable quotas. The plan should also establish how
the agency will manage mountain lion populations, in cases when
numbers are increasing as well as when they appear to be decreasing.
A management plan will not only clarify goals for the public, but it
will also be very helpful for the agency itself. A formal plan supported
by a broad public would allow WGED to give a clearer message about
its intentions and allow it to make better on-the-ground management
decisions over the long term.

Genuinely Involve the Public

For mountain lion management to be successful, it needs broad-based
public understanding and support. We recommend that WGEFD initi-
ate small, well-crafted, cooperative, problem-solving meetings with a
wide variety of people to build common ground. The process should
demonstrate high standards in order to develop a reputation for hon-
esty and fairness. Personal diplomacy will be needed to bridge the hos-
tility, resentment, and ill will spawned during past conflicts. This new
process should exhibit what is called “interactive participation,” that is,
it should include genuinely cooperative, joint goal setting, analysis, fact
finding, interpretation of data, and recommendations. It should be
problem-oriented and contextual. Finally, it should involve interdis-
ciplinary methods that seek multiple perspectives, draw on both nat-
ural and social sciences in an integrated way, and make use of
systematic and structured learning processes.** This in turn can lead to
action plans and the formation of working relations that are scientifi-
cally rational, politically practical, and morally justifiable.

Community-based problem-solving approaches are popular, but
they must be well organized and they must seek common interest out-
comes.® Finding responsible people to participate in community-
based problem solving should be an open and fair process. Self-selected
participation should also be permitted. Participants should be com-
mitted to improving the rationality of the process rather than vying to
control the outcome to achieve their special interests. Their interests
should be both valid and appropriate. Many authors have described
community-based problem solving, its pitfalls and benefits, and oftered
practical designs (see chapter 6).
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Overcoming any WGFD resistance is essential to this recommen-
dation. After public meetings in 2000 and 2001 that the agency itself
considered unsuccessful, the state concluded that it would not hold fu-
ture meetings. This decision makes it difficult to implement our rec-
ommendation. Some people in WGFD are aware that the mountain
lion case was not handled well, but there appears to be no formal ef-
fort to seek creative, workable alternatives that might move the process
beyond the current impasse. Since lack of an adequate public process
has led to the highly politicized situation that exists currently, getting
the process turned around and operating effectively would to do much
to defuse the politicization. We urge the state to reconsider holding
public meetings and to strive for genuinely participatory forums that
engage people’s interest and good will and build trust.

A new lion management process that genuinely involves the pub-
lic in interactive participation should strive to meet widely recognized
standards of public policy making, such as timeliness, inclusivity, and
respect. Timeliness, for example, is critical for obvious reasons. Plan-
ning, decision making, or information gathering (including scientific
research) should not drag on for years without taking action to solve
problems. Delays lead to resentment, anxiety, fear, and exacerbation
of existing problems. Inclusivity is a fundamental principle of democ-
racy. The people who are affected in any way by an agency’s decisions
or anyone who has something to contribute should have a say in the
process. Respect means being taken seriously as though one’s views mat-
tered. And mutual respect—a pattern of deference that takes the form
of listening, participating in dialogue, and fully and genuinely engag-
ing one another in problem solving—between government agency
workers and the public will go a long way in developing a successful
process. Other standards to be achieved include reliability (factual), fair-
ness, and amelioration (reducing hostility).

Protect Habitat and Prohibit Feeding

Currently, there is such animosity between WGFD and concerned cit-
izens of Teton County that it is difficult for either side to see that there
are opportunities for cooperation. Although citizens should eventually
work with WGFD on hunting quota issues, starting with issues that
are less contentious may be a better way to create a successful pattern
of interaction and to build trust. Both WGFD and people outside the
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agency share an interest in reducing the number of “management re-
movals,” that is, mountain lions that are killed because they have got-
ten into trouble with people. As development in Teton County and
elsewhere has moved into prime wildlife habitat and as more people
teed deer and thus draw lions into populated areas, there have been
more conflicts. A citizens’ group as well as the Teton County Com-
mission worked on this issue, and in 2003 the commission passed a
feeding ban. This is an issue on which the citizens who are concerned
about mountain lion protection could work side by side with WGFD
and other groups on a common goal and begin to develop trust.

Manage Mountain Lions as Metapopulations

Management of mountain lions, including lion hunting, should be ap-
proached on a “metapopulation” basis. John Laundré and Tim Clark,
based on 16 years of research in Idaho, have outlined how such an ap-
proach could work across the western United States.*® Cara Blessley
Lowe, one of the citizen activists, has also recommended a metapop-
ulation approach to mountain lion hunting in western Wyoming.*’

The metapopulation approach to lion management, based on the
“source/sink” concept in population ecology, would designate some
areas as “sources” closed to hunting and some areas as “sinks” open to
hunting.* Mountain lions can disperse over large areas and, therefore,
except where isolated by habitat constraints, the lions in distinct areas
often act as one population. Protecting some areas as sources, then,
would help to protect populations of mountain lions in the long term,
despite the difficulties of counting the number of lions present in an
area or the threats of random events such as drought or prey decline.
These source areas would need to produce enough mountain lions so
that dispersal would continue to replenish the sink areas. Dispersal can
greatly improve the population projections for heavily hunted, or sink,
populations.

There are likely to be different perspectives on which particular
areas should be open or closed to hunting. To minimize conflicts we
suggest a multiple stage decision process. First is for WGFD, working
closely with the U.S. Forest Service, the National Park Service, and the
public, to determine what areas might already be acting as reservoir
populations by default and might be likely to continue to function as
such. Some county and national forest lands are already closed to hunt-
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ing. Although county commissioners have been working hard to pro-
tect wildlife areas, there are limitations to what they can do. Bridger-
Teton National Forest has also made strides to protect larger tracts of
winter range for deer and elk.

The agencies should determine if existing winter closure areas pro-
vide adequate habitat for mountain lions and if they provide good cor-
ridors into sink areas. WGFD believes at present that even without
additional winter closures there are enough closed areas in Grand Teton
National Park, the National Elk Refuge, and some partially closed
wilderness areas to protect mountain lions.*” This remains unsubstan-
tiated. Full closures account for only 902 square miles out of 4,916
square miles in Jackson Hunt Area 2.>° These areas do not contain a
large year-round population of mountain lions.! To establish additional
source and sink zones, both biological and sociopolitical contextual fac-
tors will need to be examined.>? Habitat quality and lion numbers will
need to be analyzed. Estimates of the number of resident animals in
each protected area can then be calculated, representing what the state
currently has as a baseline number of protected animals. One option
might be to designate all of Teton County as a source area, creating a
buffer for the national parks and a source population for the rest of the
state, and establishing a policy that matches the views of the people in
the region. Problematic animals can be removed on a case-by-case basis.
The next step is to determine “bufter” areas that may be more accessi-
ble but still remote enough that they receive little hunting pressure.>

All this information would give managers some idea of which sub-
populations are currently fully or partially protected. Population den-
sities for each area can be derived either from field efforts or (at least
initially) estimates based on current literature. The sum of these estimates
will give managers and citizens an idea of how many mountain lions are
currently protected, and the cooperative plotting of these areas on a map
will show their proximity to one another and allow estimates of lion
numbers protected on a regional basis. Disagreement is to be expected,
and the process will require time, patience, diplomacy, reliable data, and
possibly conflict management, including facilitation or mediation.

With this baseline information, managers and citizens can begin
the next step of identifying population gaps (insufficient numbers of
lions being protected in a region) or area gaps (inadequate configura-
tion of subpopulations to allow the metapopulation dynamics to op-
erate). In some regions sufficient mountain lion numbers and adequate
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configurations of protected areas already exist, and management of lion
hunting will require only formalizing the setups that already exist. For
other areas, decisions will need to be made regarding which areas to
close and which to leave open for hunting. Some areas will require
only a few modifications, such as closing some hunting units to pro-
vide corridors for the metapopulation dynamics to operate or to boost
subpopulations in reservoir areas.

Using the metapopulation approach or not, the hunting quotas
post-1999 may be too high to maintain viable populations in the long
term. Although there is currently a dearth of population data, empir-
ical data from other areas and population modeling can be used to
project populations. High adult mortality, particularly of females with
cubs, can cause mountain lion populations to decline significantly.
Nevertheless, a WGFD official stated that the state had experimented
in Star Valley by hunting mountain lions until the population was cut
in half, and yet the population still rebounded.>* The goal of any
wildlife management process should be to maintain healthy, viable
populations over time. Although modifications can be made on a year-
to-year basis in case of drought or disease, in general, the quotas should
be based on long-term goals.

Management based on a metapopulation approach should satisty
both hunters and conservationists and reduce conflict among oppo-
nents since it allows hunting while at the same time ensures long-term
viability of mountain lions based on biologically sound methods. There
are two key advantages to such an approach. First, given reasonable
minimum and maximum estimates of resident lion densities, sufficient
numbers of subpopulations can be maintained free of hunting pres-
sure, thus ensuring long-term survival of the regional (or meta-) popu-
lation, regardless of the hunting pressure exerted in the open areas.
Second, since the designation of the amount of protected areas is based
on the historic minimum density of resident animals, this eliminates
the need for annual estimates of mountain lion densities.

Conclusion
Mountain lion management can be difticult, as the situation in west-

ern Wyoming so well illustrates. WGFD’s management decision
process has become politicized because of complex, interactive factors
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that reflect the values at stake and the nature of the institutions of de-
cision making. Three of the primary issues raised by the current man-
agement difficulties are distinguishing and identifying the values that
people have at stake, clarifying the goals of management, and includ-
ing a role for the public in management. We recommend that WGFD
create a formal management plan based on meaningful public input
and broad-based public support. People need to be able to understand
the basis of the agency’s lion management policy. As well, the agency’s
decisions need to be open, fair, factual, timely, and justified. Improving
public education and protecting wildlife habitat and corridors can have
a significant influence on mountain lion protection, particularly in
Teton County. Finally, a metapopulation approach to mountain lion
hunting that establishes unhunted subpopulations and sets reasonable
hunting quotas, based on both empirical data and population model-
ing, can secure viable mountain lion populations for the future. This
combination of actions can help reduce the politicization that has
dominated mountain lion management in recent years and help con-
serve Wyoming’s cultural and natural heritage.
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Chapter 4

Grizzly Bear Recovery:
Living with Success?

Steve Primm and Karen Murray

Grizzly bears have long been a part of life and lore in the American
West. Historical accounts, myths, and art celebrate grizzlies as revered
warriors, fearsome adversaries, or the walking embodiment of the
frontier.! Grizzly Basin, Silvertip Gulch, Grizzly Peak, and scores of
other place names attest to the powerful symbolic hold of grizzlies on
the imagination and identity of the West.> Having these rugged, in-
dependent creatures as neighbors is a point of pride for many people.
Among other things, grizzlies may remind Westerners of the frontier
era, indicating that they live in a minimally domesticated place, far from
the safety and strictures of civilization.?

Such positive and inspiring symbolic images of bears may quickly
tade, however, when a person has to deal with an actual grizzly killing
cattle or tearing into a backcountry camp. Conflicts like these between
grizzlies and people have fostered portrayals of bears in quite a differ-
ent light: as dangerous killers that are unacceptable threats to the safety
and livelihoods of hardworking American citizens. Rather than taking
pride in the presence of bears, some people have responded by de-
manding that bears be eradicated from areas used by humans.

Unfortunately, conflicts between grizzly bears and humans have es-
calated over the past decade in the region covered by this book (west-
ern Wyoming south of Yellowstone National Park—see figure 1.1).*
This increase is in part a reflection of the proliferation of grizzly bears
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throughout Greater Yellowstone, but, as we shall see, other parts of the
ecosystem have not experienced such a dramatic increase in bear-
human conflicts. It is unclear exactly why this region has a dispropor-
tionately high number of these conflicts. It is clear, though, that the
rise in grizzly conflicts, in tandem with the emergence of wolf con-
flicts since 1995, has created significant and intransigent sociopolitical
strife in the region. This sociopolitical climate is highly problematic
for grizzly conservation, as well as intrinsically undesirable.”

In this chapter we examine the conservation implications of grizzly-
human conflicts in western Wyoming. One might characterize grizzly
bear recovery in Greater Yellowstone as “a victim of its own success,’
in that there are now enough bears to cause significant amounts of
trouble. Recovery efforts have reestablished grizzlies not only in Yel-
lowstone National Park, but more broadly in the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem, a development that appears to have taken many individu-
als and institutions by surprise.® No one interested in successful wildlife
conservation should be sanguine about the current level of grizzly-
human trouble. On a biological level, unmitigated conflicts between
bears and people will ultimately lead to bear deaths, either on a case-
by-case basis or through the wholesale removal of grizzlies from vast
areas. Social and political feedback from these superficially “biologi-
cal” problems may do far more than merely halt further grizzly bear
expansion in the West. Anticonservation politicians may use grizzly-
human conflicts as ammunition to block unrelated initiatives or pun-
ish resource agencies by slashing budgets. In a worst case scenario,
grizzly and wolf “horror stories” could be used to rationalize the evis-
ceration of environmental laws such as the Endangered Species Act.
On a more fundamental level, these conflicts, if not resolved in a fair
and equitable manner, can lead to treacherous schisms within our so-
ciety. These reasons provide sufficient justification for improving co-
existence between grizzlies and people.

We begin the chapter with an overview of relevant natural history
and ecological information about grizzly bears. Then we review the
early management history of Greater Yellowstone grizzlies, highlight-
ing factors that have led to the current level of conflict. This leads into
a discussion of the increasing politicization of grizzly management over
the last three decades. We argue that grizzlies have become a focal
symbol in a larger cultural conflict throughout the American West.
Pro- and anticonservation interests alike may be willing to manipulate
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grizzly-human conflicts to their own ends, rather than working to-
gether to mitigate or resolve conflicts. Improving practices for coex-
istence between people and bears is a critical task for conservation, but
it is a task that is well beyond straightforward technical solutions. The
chapter concludes, then, with practical recommendations for making
progress in such a polarized context.

Natural History, Population Dynamics,
and Early Management History

To understand grizzly-human conflicts, it 1s necessary to have some un-
derstanding of grizzly bears as a species. Fortunately, modern wildlife
research has produced an impressive body of knowledge about these
bears. We briefly review grizzlies’ natural history, population dynamics,
and early efforts to manage the relationship between them and us.

Natural History

Grizzly or brown bears belong to the single species Ursus arctos.” This
species spans much of Earth’s north temperate and arctic zones. U. arc-
fos ranges from the Pyrenees Mountains of Spain eastward across Eura-
sia to the Wind River Range of western Wyoming. Across their range,
grizzly/brown bears occupy boreal forests, arctic tundra, mountainous
regions, and even some deserts. Their distribution is the widest of all
bear species and among the greatest of all terrestrial mammals, re-
flecting the species’ adaptability and omnivorous feeding habits.®
Worldwide, U. arctos numbers approximately 200,000 individuals, with
the bulk of these occurring in Russia.” Among the eight bear species
of the world, grizzly/brown bears rank a distant second in numbers to
the American black bear (U. americanus).'”

Grizzly bears apparently evolved in Eurasia in the early to middle
Pleistocene, or approximately 1-1.5 million years ago. Fossil records in-
dicate that U. arctos migrated to North America between 50,000 and
70,000 years ago. Recent genetic analysis indicates that U. arctos in
North America exists as four geographically separated genetic lineages,
one of which is the Rocky Mountain grizzly bear. These lineages evi-
dently diverged long before U. arctos migrated from Eurasia, suggesting
that the different phylogeographic groups entered North America at
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difterent times. Geographic barriers such as major ice sheets could have
minimized contact among these groups.'!

Geneticists refer to these groups as “evolutionarily significant units,”
which are themselves a worthwhile focus of conservation efforts.!? These
genetically distinct groups represent both past and future adaptability
within a species and may offer a rare opportunity to conserve evolu-
tionary potential in a large carnivore. Adaptability allows a species to
survive changing conditions, whereas evolutionary potential allows a
species to evolve into a separate species over time.!? Critics of En-
dangered Species Act protection for grizzlies in the contiguous United
States argue that the relatively high numbers of U. arctos worldwide
demonstrate that the species is not threatened or endangered.
Geneticist Lisette Waits and colleagues counter that “genetic distinc-
tiveness . . . highlights the importance of listing U. arctos populations
in the lower 48 states [under the act] despite the fact that brown bears
are thriving in Alaska.”’!*

Grizzlies are intelligent, adaptive omnivores, capable of using diverse
food sources. This adaptability allowed them to colonize habitats
throughout the Rocky Mountains, eastward into the Great Plains, and
westward through much of what is now California. Grizzlies feed on
fish, ungulates, rodents, grasses, sedges, forbs, berries, mushrooms, in-
sects, and mast crops such as acorns and pine seeds. Compared to
wolves and big cats, grizzlies are relatively inefticient predators. Very
young elk and moose calves are vulnerable to grizzly predation, as are
mature male ungulates weakened by the breeding season. Grizzlies
scavenge much of the meat they consume from carcasses of ungulates
dead from other causes. In some habitats, grizzlies are largely vegetar-
ian, even though they are unable to digest plant fiber fully. They are
able to use plant foods by selectively consuming plants at the pheno-
logic stage that offers the most nutrition. !>

Grizzlies and brown bears have also demonstrated a marked propen-
sity for exploiting foods associated with humans. Grizzlies readily adapt
to eating crops, livestock, garbage, and other anthropogenic foods. Un-
fortunately, once a grizzly discovers high-quality foods associated with
humans, lethal control of the bear is the most likely outcome. This is
because bears are powerful, persistent, and willing to use aggression
against competitors. Once exposed, there is a good possibility that griz-
zlies will damage property and potentially injure people in their efforts
to acquire human foods.
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Prior to the arrival of Euro-American settlers, who possessed
firearms and other technologies, the consequences to grizzlies for these
behaviors would have been relatively minor.'® Once these settlers ar-
rived, however, the full array of lethal technologies (e.g., traps, poisons,
and firearms) was set against grizzlies. Depletion of natural food
sources by humans and their livestock likely exacerbated conflicts with
grizzlies and other predators. Because they are omnivorous, wide-
ranging, large-bodied, and aggressive when threatened, grizzlies in the
West were rapidly extirpated by Euro-American people.

The nature of contemporary conflicts and resultant bear mortalities
indicates that North American grizzlies, in their two centuries of ex-
perience with technologically advanced people, have not evolved
many behaviors that would foster coexistence. In recent decades, for-
tunately, people have managed to adopt certain behaviors that do allow
some degree of coexistence. Preventing bears from getting human
foods, providing bears with temporal and spatial refugia, and the de-
velopment of nonlethal deterrents such as pepper spray all contribute
to coexistence between people and bears.!’

Population Dynamics

The high likelihood of conflicts between people and grizzlies makes
conservation challenging. Compounding these difficulties, grizzly
populations grow slowly, so they cannot recover quickly from declines.
This attribute stems from inherently low reproductive rates. Female
grizzlies may be 5 years old before giving birth and then may give
birth only once every 3 years thereafter. Cubs stay with their mothers
for 2 or 3 years. During this rearing time, the female must keep the
cubs away from male grizzlies, who will kill the cubs given the op-
portunity, either as food or to eliminate a competitor’s offspring. As a
result, female grizzlies often end up in lower quality habitat (i.e., with
poor food sources or in close proximity to people) to avoid encoun-
ters with mature males, who evidently have primacy over better habi-
tat. The segment of the population that has the greatest effect on
population growth may also be the segment that is most at risk for en-
counters with, and mortalities caused by, people.®

Thus, thriving grizzly populations require a good deal of habitat that
is remote from people. Several studies have helped quantify what is re-
quired for secure habitat for grizzlies. Bear researcher David Mattson
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and colleagues found that during fall, when grizzlies are foraging in-
tensively to develop fat reserves for denning, many bears did not come
closer than 1.86 miles to primary roads and developments in Yellow-
stone National Park. Foraging patterns were disrupted at a distance of’
2.5 miles from roads and developments.!” Canadian scientists Bruce
McLellan and David Shackleton found similar responses to roads in
other areas, finding that “even a little traffic [on gravel, secondary roads]
is sufficient to displace” grizzly bears from otherwise productive habi-
tat.> These disruptive factors have had a major impact on female griz-
zlies (since they are more likely to have to forage near roads) and,
consequently, negative impacts on reproductive rates.

Grizzlies that do not avoid roads and developed areas run into dif-
ferent problems. Bears that are unafraid of being near people and
infrastructure are considered habituated, meaning they exhibit a neu-
tral response—mneither fleeing nor approaching—these stimuli. Habit-
uated grizzlies can be dangerous to people, especially in a national park
setting with large numbers of inexperienced, unarmed people. One of
the main risks of habituated bears is that they will take the next step
and begin to perceive that people or developed areas are sources of’
food. These “food-conditioned” bears are extremely dangerous because
they are even bolder around people than habituated bears and may re-
sort to aggression to obtain and defend anthropogenic foods.?! Because
they routinely end up in less secure habitats, female grizzlies with cubs
are more likely than other bears to end up food-conditioned and thus
are more likely to be killed or otherwise removed from the popula-
tion. Roads and developments thus tend to render nearby habitat in-
effective by causing bears to abandon it or by facilitating habituation
and food conditioning, which may cause bears to be killed or relo-
cated.?? Although the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem comprises some
of the largest roadless areas in the contiguous United States, it still con-
tains many roads and developments. Fifty percent of Yellowstone Na-
tional Park, the ecosystem’s protected core, is within 5 miles of a paved
road and within 8 miles of a major development or village. Much of
the region’s occupied grizzly habitat is open to road building and other
development activities.?

Even areas without roads pose challenges for grizzly conservation.
Greater Yellowstone’s extensive wilderness areas support a thriving big-
game outfitting industry. Every fall, hunters, guides, and outfitters move
into these areas in significant numbers to hunt elk and other big game.
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Fall is also the time when grizzlies are busy consuming calories for
their winter sleep. The hunting parties are associated with numerous
attractants, including foodstuffs, livestock feed, and big game carcasses.
Moreover, these people are armed and are moving quietly in search of
game. In recent years, this juxtaposition of armed, stealthy people, sig-
nificant attractants, and hungry bears has resulted in a number of vi-
olent encounters that have ended with dead grizzlies.?* The dead
grizzlies are often females with cubs, since they tend to be the most
food-stressed and also more inclined to defensive aggression against
perceived threats.?

Conservation of grizzlies in a landscape dominated by people, then,
can be quite challenging. In the next sections, we review the trajec-
tory of grizzly conservation in western Wyoming over roughly the last
century.

Early Management History

Grizzlies once ranged throughout Wyoming, even seasonally occupy-
ing the state’s arid Red Desert region.?® By the 1920s, though, griz-
zly range had contracted severely throughout the West. The bears were
first extirpated from open country and persisted in rugged mountain
ranges.”’ Western Wyoming in particular served as a stronghold for
grizzlies, because of its vast expanses of mountainous terrain with a
large protected area, Yellowstone, as core habitat. Through the middle
decades of the 20th century, grizzlies survived in this region while they
became extinct throughout most of the West.?

In addition to its rugged terrain and low numbers of resident
people, Yellowstone functioned as a grizzly refuge in two other ways.
First, Yellowstone began protecting bears from unregulated killing in
1886, whereas killing outside park boundaries went unchecked until
the 1970s. Second, from the park’s earliest days, grizzlies and black
bears had unfettered access to open garbage dumps within the park.?
Hotels, administrative sites, and work camps all provided a steady and
abundant supply of food scraps and other edibles. These reliable, con-
centrated sources of high-quality food tended to hold aggregations of
bears inside Yellowstone, where they were safe from hunters, poach-
ers, and stockmen. Also, the garbage dumps served as a source of
entertainment for park visitors, who would gather on bleachers to
watch bears congregate and eat garbage.® The grizzly population in



106  Coexisting with Large Carnivores

Yellowstone apparently remained stable up to the 1960s. Park histo-
rian Paul Schullery summarized annual population counts from 1920
to 1970; censuses ranged from 75 to 335 grizzlies during that period,
with most counts falling between 200 and 300.3!

There were evidently numerous grizzlies in much of the rest of
western Wyoming for the first half of the century as well. For example,
biologist Adolph Murie reported frequent predation on cattle by griz-
zlies on the Blackrock-Spread Creek grazing allotment northeast of
Jackson Hole on the Teton National Forest.*> Biologist Sanjay Pyare
and colleagues reported that grizzlies persisted even in the southern
extremities of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem through the 1930s.%
By the late 1950s, however, many observers were concerned that griz-
zlies were on their way out. In 1956 Yellowstone’s chief naturalist
David Condin warned, “The future for this species is dark unless atti-
tudes, policies and regulations change so the animal can re-establish it-
self on some former range areas and in addition, unless it is afforded
greater protection in those ranges where it is now found.”?*

George Reynolds estimated in 1959 that only 25-50 grizzlies re-
mained in Wyoming outside Yellowstone. Yet they were still being ac-
tively hunted. At the time, Wyoming elk hunting licenses included an
entitlement to kill grizzlies. In effect, Wyoming was issuing 85,000
grizzly hunting permits annually.’®> Although some hunters voluntar-
ily reported that they had killed grizzlies, there was no mandatory re-
porting until 1970, so total legal take was unknown.*® Hunting
regulations in Montana and Idaho were similarly liberal. Additionally,
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem’s grizzlies were freely killed in re-
sponse to predation on livestock, especially domestic sheep. The ex-
tent of indiscriminate control kills (that is, killing grizzlies on sight or
with poison baits without targeting a known problem bear) by stock-
men is undocumented but was surely a factor in the population de-
cline. Grizzlies and black bears were also routinely killed inside
Yellowstone because of conflicts with visitors, such as injuries to
tourists or damage to property. The park’s control kills, however, were
more selective.®’

Thus, by the 1960s the grizzly bear population had largely con-
tracted to the park and the immediately surrounding mountainous
country. With the garbage dumps as a reliable, high-quality food
source, Yellowstone’s “carrying capacity” was artificially high, which
kept the bear population concentrated safely within the park. Much
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of the area covered by this book was devoid of grizzlies.*® Yellowstone
National Park provided enough high-quality food—in the form of
garbage—to maintain a stable source population of grizzlies, some of’
which would occasionally disperse into areas outside park boundaries.
This dispersal would likely account for the continued presence of griz-
zlies outside the park in spite of low survival rates in such areas.*’

Politicization of Management

As the 1960s arrived, grizzly populations in Yellowstone were appar-
ently fairly stable, although concerns were mounting. Before the
decade was out, however, major events would place grizzlies at the
center of a national political controversy. Paradoxically, this era yielded
vast new knowledge about grizzlies and increased public awareness,
yet also pushed them near the brink of extirpation from the region.

Yellowstone Dump Controversy

In 1959 wildlife biologists Frank and John Craighead initiated a pio-
neering study of the grizzlies of Yellowstone National Park. This study
ran until 1970 and focused heavily on grizzlies using garbage dumps
in the middle of Yellowstone, though the Craigheads also monitored
bears far from the dumps. From their groundbreaking use of radio
telemetry to improved methods of immobilizing bears for research and
management purposes, the Craighead study made monumental con-
tributions to grizzly conservation and wildlife science. The study be-
came globally known through articles in popular magazines and
National Geographic films.*

Concurrently, the National Park Service embarked on an ambitious
program to move the national parks toward more natural conditions.
In Yellowstone the new policy meant that garbage would be made un-
available to bears. In addition to the move toward a more “primitive”
state, the National Park Service was also responding to two grizzly-
caused human fatalities in Glacier National Park on a single night in
1967. Both grizzlies implicated in the Glacier Park fatalities routinely
ate garbage and other anthropogenic foods. Yellowstone began reduc-
ing the amount of garbage at the largest dump in 1968 and completely
closed the dumps by 1971.
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Cutting off the garbage was controversial. The Craigheads openly
disagreed with the Park Service over how to implement the closures,
maintaining that bears should be slowly weaned from garbage over a
10-year period with careful monitoring of the responses of marked an-
imals.*> The National Park Service chose a much faster dump closure
schedule and failed to monitor bear responses. According to the Craig-
heads, the National Park Service not only failed to monitor bears
themselves, but also impeded the Craigheads’ research eftorts by re-
moving artificial markings (e.g., ear tags) from grizzlies, inadequately
documenting management actions and lethally controlled bears, and
eventually bulldozing a Yellowstone building that the Craigheads had
used as their field headquarters.*® The Craighead study, though
tremendously productive and world renowned, ended in acrimony.
The Craigheads severed their relationship with Yellowstone National
Park in 1970 and terminated their study.

The Park Service’s decision to phase out the dumps rapidly initi-
ated a period of unsustainably high grizzly mortality in Yellowstone
and surrounding areas. Figure 4.1 illustrates the mortality that occurred
from 1959 to 1975, when grizzlies were protected under the 1973 En-
dangered Species Act. The pronounced mortality spike in 1967 (40
grizzlies killed) was largely the result of legal hunting kills in Wyoming;
apparently the Wyoming Game & Fish Department’s (WGFD) an-
nouncement that the grizzly season would be closed the following year
(1968) led to this upsurge.** As noted above, Wyoming hunters were
not required to report killed grizzlies until 1970, so the legal take in
Wyoming may have been higher than shown. Wyoming resumed its
grizzly bear hunt in 1970 on a far more limited basis.*

Recorded control kills inside Yellowstone increased rapidly from
1968, when the reductions in garbage at the dumps began, and reached
a peak in 1970. That year 23 grizzlies were killed inside the park and
31 in the states surrounding it. With no formal research and moni-
toring program after the Craigheads departed, these numbers are de-
batable. Thereafter, mortality appears to have shifted outside the park,
perhaps because grizzlies were dispersing in search of new food
sources. These grizzlies may have been unaccustomed to foraging for
natural foods and were thus highly prone to trouble with people as
they sought garbage, camp foods, and livestock. For example, the slight
rise in Idaho conflicts in 1971-1972 was largely the result of grizzlies
killed for preying on domestic sheep.*® By 1973 it is likely that most
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Figure 4.1

Human-caused grizzly bear mortalities in the Greater Yellowstone region by
jurisdiction, 1959-1975 (data source: Craighead et al. 1988). YNP = Yellowstone
National Park.

potential “problem” grizzlies were already removed from Yellowstone.
The previous 4 years (1969-1972) saw a total of 156 recorded grizzly
mortalities. The continued overall decline in mortality thereafter may
reflect improved management practices, but it may also reflect the fact
that the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem was simply running out of
grizzlies.

This catastrophic period was marked by public disputes between the
park and the Craigheads and may partially explain the level of distrust
and conflict that marks grizzly conservation today. The agencies re-
sponded to the crisis by creating the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study
Team in 1973 to pick up the research and monitoring that had lapsed
when the Craigheads left Yellowstone. The agencies also established
the Grizzly Bear Steering Committee, a management counterpart to
the Study Team.*” Concurrently, the U.S. Department of the Interior
(which oversees the National Park Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service) responded to the ongoing controversy by commissioning a
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National Academy of Sciences committee to study the Yellowstone
grizzly situation. This panel, the Committee on Yellowstone Grizzlies,
issued its final report in July 1974. The report concluded that Yellow-
stone’s policies had initiated a period of high grizzly bear mortality
and criticized the park for failing to maintain adequate research and
monitoring. The report also concluded that the grizzly population was
not in “immediate danger of extinction,” but strongly recommended
intensive efforts to minimize mortality.*

Protection under the Endangered Species Act

In 1975 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protected griz-
zlies under the Endangered Species Act as a “threatened” species. The
act directs agencies “to use . . . all methods and procedures which are
necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened species to the
point at which the measures provided pursuant to this Act are no
longer necessary.”*’ Sport hunting of grizzlies immediately ended, and
land management agencies began efforts to protect grizzly habitat and
reduce conflicts.

Listing grizzlies under the Endangered Species Act was extremely
controversial. Stockmen claimed that if grizzly numbers expanded and
they were not allowed to kill problem individuals, ranching would be-
come unprofitable. Hunters and outfitters did not want to lose val-
ued hunting opportunities. Other interests were alarmed at the
prospect of designating “critical habitat” for grizzlies—estimated by
some to be around 20,000 square miles. The USFWS held more pub-
lic hearings for grizzly bear critical habitat designation than for any
other species. In late 1976 the U.S. Senate even held a special hearing
in Wyoming—the only legislative review of a proposed critical habi-
tat designation prior to the hearing for the northern spotted owl in
1991.%" In the end, the USFWS did not formally designate critical
habitat for grizzlies. Instead, the agency adopted a stratified zoning sys-
tem that established grizzly conservation as the top priority in some
areas and gave progressively higher priority to other goals in other
places. The areas where grizzlies receive top priority became known
as the Recovery Zone. Designating these areas was the responsibility
of the relevant land management agency, in most cases the U.S. Forest
Service (USES). In some places the Recovery Zone boundary follows
existing wilderness boundaries.!
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With Endangered Species Act protection, an acute crisis for Yel-
lowstone grizzlies had apparently ended, although an appreciable re-
bound from this close brush with extirpation would be more than a
decade away. The population had dropped precipitously from a Craighead-
era estimate of approximately 300 to fewer than 200.%2 Despite the act’s
shield, the grizzly population remained in dire trouble through the
1970s. “Garbage bears” remaining from the open-dump era and oft-
spring that probably learned such behavior from their mothers con-
tinued with their old behaviors.>® People in the area had not adopted
behaviors that would reduce bear mortality and promote coexistence;
thus, grizzlies continued to die in unsustainable numbers. In addition,
tecundity may have declined as female bears went through a period of
low nutrition while they learned to depend on natural foods.>*

A leaked National Park Service memo in 1982 raised the alarm
about the continuing precarious state of grizzlies. Park Service biolo-
gist Roland Wauer’s memo detailed recent bear mortalities, noting that
adult females had dropped to approximately 30 and that the total
population was less than 200 and dropping. He asserted that “we no
longer have the luxury of time to research the remaining parts of the
puzzle. The Yellowstone grizzly bear picture is presently sufticiently
clear enough! . . . It is imperative that highest priority be given to
eliminating grizzly bear mortality.”>> The memo attracted national at-
tention. Richard Knight, leader of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study
Team, told the New York Times, “We're looking at the end of the griz-
zly bear population in 20 to 30 years . . . something drastic needs to
be done.”®® Also in 1982 the USFWS released the first version of its
Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. Generally, the plan identified causes of
the decline in grizzly numbers, factors limiting population growth, and
actions necessary to reach recovery goals. The plan expressed recovery
goals in terms of grizzly bear natality and mortality, calling for exten-
sive and expensive monitoring efforts. These goals were revised with
the 1993 Recovery Plan, which relied on parameters that were more
easily estimated.”’

In 1983 the agencies revamped their grizzly conservation efforts
with a new coordinating body called the Interagency Grizzly Bear
Committee (IGBC), including representatives from the National Park
Service, USFS, USFWS, and state wildlife agencies. This committee
replaced and greatly expanded the old Grizzly Bear Steering Com-
mittee. The IGBC later expanded to include representatives from
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the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and
the provinces of British Columbia and Alberta.’® The creation of the
IGBC is noteworthy in its recognition that grizzly conservation and
management is inherently a multijurisdictional task. The IGBC coor-
dinates research and management of grizzlies in the contiguous United
States. Since 1983 the IGBC has made significant progress in reduc-
ing grizzly mortality. This effort includes programs to prevent bears
from accessing garbage as well as regulations mandating proper stor-
age of human foods in the backcountry.>

Meanwhile, throughout the 1980s grizzlies were learning to rely al-
most exclusively on natural foods.®” Lacking any single concentrated
major food source such as salmon runs, a return to natural foraging
may have dispersed the Yellowstone grizzly population throughout re-
mote wilderness areas. Moreover, since they were no longer seeking
foods associated with humans, encounters and conflicts between
people and grizzlies declined in comparison to the 1960s and 1970s.°!
These developments also coincided with a period of high productiv-
ity for key natural foods, especially whitebark pine seeds.®?

Whitebark pine seeds are a very important food for Yellowstone
grizzlies. The seeds are high in fat, which is important for bears going
into hibernation. Consumption of whitebark seeds is also associated
with an increased likelihood of a female giving birth to cubs and with
an increased likelihood of a large litter.®® Furthermore, whitebark pine
grows at higher elevations (above 8,000 feet); when bears are eating
whitebark seeds, they are obtaining a high-quality food in a place
where they are unlikely to encounter people.®*

Thus, a series of years with abundant whitebark seed crops, along
with intensive efforts to minimize grizzly mortality, combined to help
the population of bears rebound during the 1980s and early 1990s.%
In 1988 major forest fires burned through the region, including sig-
nificant portions of Yellowstone’s grizzly habitat. Although the 1988
fires eventually led to increased production of certain bear plant foods
by opening up forested areas, in the short term the fires apparently
reduced abundance of many bear foods. As a result, grizzlies may have
shifted distribution away from these burned areas in search of more
productive food sources.®® Combined with an increased population
size, this shift in distribution set the stage for some surprising devel-
opments in western Wyoming.



Grizzly Bear Recovery: Living with Success? 113

Range Expansion and Conflicts in the 1990s

In 1992 cowboy Terry Schramm began discovering dead cattle on the
Blackrock-Spread Creek cattle allotment, the same area Adolph Murie
studied in the 1940s. Blackrock-Spread Creek abuts the southern edge
of the vast Teton Wilderness Area, which is contiguous with the re-
mote backcountry of Yellowstone. Much of this 137-square-mile
USES grazing allotment lies inside the designated Grizzly Bear Re-
covery Zone under the USFS Recovery Plan. Schramm worked as a
range rider for Jackson, Wyoming, rancher Paul Walton. Jackson Hole
newspapers carried photographs of dead, mostly consumed calves.
Schramm noted that “in the 13 years that I've been up there, I've never
had a problem like this [grizzly predation] before.”®” Grizzlies had long
been present on the allotment, but the extent of the conflicts was ap-
parently a new development.®®

Schramm documented seven grizzly-killed cattle in 1992, although
other cattle went missing without any evidence of their fate. In ac-
cordance with state law, WGFD compensated the Walton Ranch for
the documented losses.®” Compensation for the projected market value
of dead livestock is important but not satisfactory to many ranchers.”’
Predation by large carnivores carries other costs to ranchers. Ranch
personnel must spend time seeking missing livestock and then addi-
tional time to document predator kills adequately to receive compen-
sation. These activities take time away from other responsibilities, such
as providing veterinary care to sick or injured livestock, maintaining
fences, or any number of routine chores. Predation episodes also tend
to panic livestock. The stress and the effort expended to flee preda-
tors causes livestock to lose weight and perhaps become susceptible to
disease. Also, panicked livestock are more difficult to keep in desig-
nated grazing areas, which can lead to range damage if stock concen-
trate in certain areas to avoid predators. Schramm summed it up in the
vernacular, “The difference between a bear walking through a bunch
of cattle and one running out there and grabbing one and having it go
squalling and bawling as it’s dying is a whole different ballgame”’! The
problem temporarily went away in fall 1992 when the ranchers moved
the cattle back to winter pastures and the bears went into their dens.

In July 1993 the cattle and the bears were back on the Blackrock-
Spread Creek allotment with the same result. Local newspapers ran
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headlines like “Rogue grizzly bear attacks again.”’? By the end of the
grazing season, the ranchers were seeking compensation for 46 calves,
and at least ten more were unaccounted for. Paul Walton expressed his
frustration to the Jackson Hole News, “We could have killed a dozen
bears. We haven’t even shot at one. We’ve been just squeaky clean. For
the sake of the bears, they ought to do something. Grizzlies will run
into other ranchers’ stock, and these other people won’t be like me.””?

Schramm expressed similar sentiments, “I’'m just a cowboy and I just
started out to try and get the government agencies to help me out, and
it’s turned into a public lands issue. Now we have to decide whether
we want to turn this into a grizzly bear park or we want to deal with
the bears on a problem basis. My conflicts aren’t going to be the last
conflicts.””*

Schramm’s comments allude to a central point in the Blackrock-
Spread Creek situation. Because the allotment was partly inside the
Recovery Zone, pro-grizzly conservation organizations felt they had
to “hold the line” and assert the needs of grizzly bears over livestock.”
But because this was a long-existing grazing allotment, pro-livestock
groups saw the situation as a case of callous bureaucrats and unfeeling
environmentalists refusing to allow ranchers to protect their livestock.
Those who favored delisting grizzlies cited the emergence of these
conflicts as evidence that grizzlies were doing fine and needed to be
controlled.”® The case had become an important symbol in the broader
fight over public land management.

The early- to mid-1990s were particularly tense years, as then-
President Bill Clinton’s Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt attempted
sweeping changes in public land use policies in the West. These re-
forms included reintroduction of wolves and changes in grazing pol-
icy and mining law. The Washakie County, Wyoming, board of
commissioners represented the sentiments of many when they im-
plored President Clinton to fire Babbitt, saying that his policies were
“nothing less than bigotry carried out under Color of Law . . . that
would decimate the custom and culture of the West through radical
and unreasonable water and land-use policy change.””’ In this climate,
it is easy to see how a story involving large, dangerous predators like
grizzlies, heroic hardworking cowboys, and mutilated Hereford calves
could become a focal point for various frustrations.

Schramm and Walton also proved to be prophetic. After 1993
grizzly-human conflicts began to escalate. Figure 4.2 shows the dra-
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Grizzly-human conflicts in the Greater Yellowstone region, 1992-2001 (data
source: IGBC annual conflict summaries, 1993—2001). YNP = Yellowstone
National Park.

matic increase in grizzly conflicts (including livestock predation, bears
damaging other property, and bears accessing human foods) in parts of
Wyoming outside the Recovery Zone from 1992 to 2001.78

As the graph indicates, there were virtually no grizzly-human con-
flicts outside the Recovery Zone in Wyoming in 1992 (the first year
of unified record keeping). The numbers began to climb from there.
The general decline in 1996 is attributable largely to a bumper crop
of whitebark pine seeds throughout the region. After 1996 conflicts
outside the Recovery Zone began to increase again, while conflicts
elsewhere leveled oft. The decline in conflicts in areas within the Re-
covery Zone is largely the result of the translocation (in 1995) and then
killing (in 1996) of a single stock-killing grizzly that had been active
on the Blackrock-Spread Creek allotment. In 1999 ranchers vacated
Blackrock-Spread Creek, which further reduced conflicts inside the
Recovery Zone.” In 2003 a coalition of conservation organizations
purchased the rights to the Blackrock-Spread Creek grazing permits,
permanently retiring the allotment from livestock use.®

From 1997 through 2001, areas of Wyoming outside the Recovery
Zone accounted for 60 percent of all grizzly-human conflicts in the
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entire three-state region. Spatially, these areas represent only about 17
percent of all occupied grizzly range in the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem. Although it is impossible to determine conclusively the
reasons for these disproportionately high levels of conflict, there are
several likely factors. First, a pronounced shift in distribution of griz-
zlies has put the bears in places where people are not used to taking
proactive steps to avoid conflicts. Second, grizzlies are moving into
these historic habitats at the same time that the number of people in
the same places is increasing dramatically. Areas such as the Shoshone
River drainage near Cody, for instance, have experienced major booms
in rural residential development in the past 15 years.®!

Third, grizzlies are now occupying areas of relatively intense live-
stock grazing, including domestic sheep grazing.*> Much of the core
Recovery Zone has no livestock grazing, since it is either within Yel-
lowstone National Park or remote wilderness areas. The livestock op-
erations that do exist in or immediately surrounding the Recovery
Zone are mainly cattle operations (there is one domestic sheep op-
eration inside the Recovery Zone, near Gardiner, Montana; the rest
have been phased out). Grizzlies and other large predators cause may-
hem in domestic sheep bands, as the sheep panic and excite predators
to even more killing. Sheep individually are easy for predators to kill
and may end up dying en masse by stampeding off cliffs, into bodies
of water, or into obstructed areas where they pile onto one another
and suffocate. In short, many of the new conflicts are the result of griz-
zlies and other large predators expanding outward from the Recov-
ery Zone and encountering sheep. Cattle predation continues to be a
problem as well.®

In July 1999 the USFWS approved new guidelines for dealing with
stock-killing grizzlies, particularly in the Upper Green River drainage
near Pinedale, Wyoming. The guidelines allow stock-killing grizzlies
to be killed if nonlethal measures fail and predation on livestock per-
sists. Shortly after the USFWS issued the new guidelines, a large male
grizzly was trapped and euthanized for killing calves on the Upper
Green grazing allotment. In response, eight regional conservation or-
ganizations demanded that WGFD and the USFWS rescind the new
guidelines and take a more lenient approach to stock-killing bears.
Stepped up management eftforts—such as removal of livestock carcasses
to reduce attractants and increased human presence—and the removal
of the known stock killer may have contributed to a temporary decline
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in livestock incidents.®* Through 2003, however, grizzlies continued
to kill cattle in the Upper Green.®

It is clear, then, that there has been a major change in the relation-
ship between people and grizzlies in the past decade. For many years,
there were few grizzlies at all outside Yellowstone National Park and
its immediate surroundings. Most grizzlies were deep inside the areas
that became the Recovery Zone. When the Recovery Zone was de-
clared, it established expectations about where bears would exist and,
more importantly, where they would have priority. The significance of
these expectations was evident in the stance of environmentalists con-
cerning the conflicts at Blackrock-Spread Creek. They felt that they
had to “hold the line” because to do anything other than advocate for
bears over cattle would erode expectations about grizzlies inside the
Recovery Zone, with serious consequences for the bears.®

A clear set of expectations may be important, but the Recovery
Zone also may have fostered a rigidly dichotomous way of looking at
grizzly habitat. That is, people began to expect grizzlies inside the Re-
covery Zone and expect them not to be outside it. If grizzlies were
outside the Recovery Zone, the expectation might be that they do not
need to be there (i.e., if they have filled up the Recovery Zone, they
must be recovered and doing fine) and that they should be removed
(translocated or killed) at the first sign of trouble. Combine these vio-
lated expectations with the symbolism of grizzlies and perceptions of
a “War on the West,” and we have a formula for high levels of socio-
political strife.

The controversy over grizzlies in western Wyoming is, as we have
seen, partly an on-the-ground, ecological phenomenon that has been
taking shape for nearly 40 years. Grizzlies really are in more places than
they used to be, and they are in places where people were not prepared
to deal with them. A conventional approach to such problems would
treat this as a matter of designing and applying technical solutions. For
instance, the problem of keeping grizzlies out of anthropogenic foods
in the backcountry may be easily solved with proper bear-resistant
containers and other equipment. Although such measures are neces-
sary, the polarized context of grizzly expansion in Wyoming makes
them insufticient. The problems we face are far more than technical
problems; we face a conflict of values and must use tools that are ap-
propriate for this kind of problem. In the next section we examine this
polarized context in more detail and draw the connections between
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disputes over grizzly conservation and larger conflicts about the future
of the American West.

Polarized Sociopolitical Context

It is difficult to ascertain the number of people whose day-to-day lives
have been affected by grizzly expansion into long-vacant habitat. The
list would include several ranching families, their employees, some
backcountry outfitters, and a few dozen agency employees. An un-
known number of recreationists and hunters now need to take pre-
cautions while afield, but their activities are seasonal and not related to
making a living. Very rarely, someone is injured or killed by a grizzly
bear. No one has been killed by a grizzly since 1986, although some
people have been gravely injured since then. However, the odds of
being injured by a grizzly are quite low, as data from Yellowstone Na-
tional Park indicate: “From 1980-2002, over 62 million people visited
[the park]. During the same period, thirty-two people were injured by
bears. The chance of being injured by a bear while in the park is ap-
proximately 1 in 1.9 million.”®’

Nonetheless, one might get the impression that hundreds if not
thousands of people are very upset about the return of grizzlies to their
area. Three counties in western Wyoming—Fremont, Sublette, and
Lincoln—have passed resolutions opposing grizzlies and wolves, along
with legally impotent ordinances banning the big predators from their
counties.®® The ordinances are unenforceable because states, not coun-
ties, have jurisdiction over wildlife, and the federal government has ju-
risdiction over species protected by the Endangered Species Act.

It is not that the counties were unaware of the limits of their juris-
diction. The counties’ resolutions and ordinances were clearly sym-
bolic, as Lincoln County Commissioner Stan Cooper told the IGBC:
“We’re not a bunch of renegades and rednecks. We’re just trying to get
your attention.”® These actions were apparently triggered by USFS
plans to expand regulations requiring proper storage of anthropogenic
foods into national forest areas far south of the Recovery Zone. The
regulatory expansion was part of an agencywide effort to reduce
human conflicts with both grizzlies and black bears, in part because of
concerns about litigation should a known problem bear harm a per-
son. Although it is apparent that the USFS made several strategic blun-
ders in attempting these changes—for example, by expanding the
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regulations to a very large area in a short time, rather than phasing in
the changes—it is equally apparent that certain factions in the three
counties exploited the effort to foment hysteria about grizzlies.

These political factions found fertile ground for cultivating anger.
Grizzlies are a powerful and often negative symbol for many people.
These people see the protection of bears as a surrogate being used by
conservationists and others to accomplish a much larger and more sin-
ister agenda, as explained by Fremont County rancher and historian
Lois Herbst: “It’s [the larger agenda] called the Wildlands Project, Wild-
lands Recovery, or Wild Again. . . . They give it different names. It
speaks about using the grizzly bears, the wolves and the lynx—the
Canadian lynx—to end multiple use on the public lands. They want
to make these lands wild again, and the states that have so much pub-
lic land are the ones being hit the hardest, because they know they can
get rid of us””"

The increase in conflicts provides people with more evidence of this
supposed scheme, since it seems like one of the few plausible expla-
nations for such puzzling events. Sheep rancher Mary Thoman’s dif-
ficulties fit this narrative: “So we’re just caught here; we can’t do
anything to defend ourselves. We have to sit here and helplessly watch
it [a grizzly| kill our animals. And wait for them [game wardens] to get
their act together enough to get it out of here, and by then some more
animals sufter. And you gotta go back and see the walking dead; I
mean, that’s even worse. There’s a sheep down in there with her udder
eaten off, and here’s the little lamb following her, and there’s nothing
we can do—nothing—just sit here and wait. And then hope that we
can find them all to submit the [compensation] claim. That’s the hard-
est part for us. It seems something’s gone wrong in this country.””!

Thoman’s comments touch on several important themes: being de-
prived of property, being prevented from defending one’s livestock, bu-
reaucratic entanglements, logistical difficulties of getting compensation,
lack of control over any of these events, and a generalized disappoint-
ment that such things could happen in America.

The symbolic connection between grizzlies and the idea of a con-
spiracy to “get rid of us” is another indication of the high level of so-
ciopolitical conflict in the West. Politicians can exploit this conflict
by encouraging this kind of worldview and then stepping to the fore
to defend everyone against the menace. There are numerous examples
of politicians—at the federal, state, and county levels—exerting
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pressure in overt and covert ways to lessen grizzly recovery efforts. Sen-
ator Craig Thomas (R-WY) has a steady record of advocating weaker
protection for grizzlies. He has argued for delisting for several years,
stating that “by any reasonable measure, the grizzly bears in and around
Yellowstone have reached the goals established under the recovery plan
and the delisting process should begin.”? Senator Mike Enzi (R-WY)
meets with USES staft to convey his wishes, including more timber
harvest and no expansion of food storage policies.”® At the state level,
a joint committee of the Wyoming legislature sponsored a bill in 1998
to end compensation to ranchers who lost livestock to grizzlies, with
the apparent intent of making the situation bad enough to bring about
delisting.”* In 2000 the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission planned
to cut in half WGFD’s budget for grizzly recovery and management
efforts.”

On the other side in the polarized sociopolitical context of grizzly
bear management are the conservationists. Although many people in
western Wyoming apparently believe grizzly bear recovery has gone
entirely too far, conservationists believe it has only begun. Many or-
ganized conservation interests are not satisfied with the current state
of grizzly bear recovery. Their concerns are at least partly fueled by sci-
entific disputes over many aspects of grizzly conservation. For example,
methods used to estimate the size of the grizzly population have
caused great controversy, leading to an interesting exchange of arti-
cles in the academic journals.”® Prominent grizzly researchers such as
John Craighead have weighed in against current management policy
in journal articles, opinion pieces, and books.”’

These concerns led to a lawsuit filed in early 1994 by regional and
national conservation organizations against the U.S. Department of the
Interior (which oversees the USFWS) over the 1993 Grizzly Bear Re-
covery Plan.”® Conservationists challenged the plan on several points,
including population goals, protection of habitat, and provisions for re-
connecting Yellowstone grizzlies to other grizzly populations. Popu-
lation goals stated in the 1993 plan include numbers of females with
cubs-of-the-year (with a goal of at least 15 over a running 6-year av-
erage); the distribution of females with cubs-of-the-year throughout
the Recovery Zone; and limiting human-caused mortality of grizzlies
to no more than 4 percent of the estimated total population.”” Fif-
teen females with cubs-of-the-year correspond to an estimated mini-
mum of 158 bears total in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (in
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2001, for comparison, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team iden-
tified 42 unique female grizzlies with cubs-of-the year; the team
counted 50 unique females with cubs in 2002).!%

In 1995 a federal judge handed down a mixed decision on the Re-
covery Plan lawsuit. The decision left USFWS’s population goals un-
changed, because the Endangered Species Act does not mandate any
particular set of quantitative objectives. The decision also found that
the act does not require that populations be connected to one another.
It did rule against USFWS on habitat protection, finding that the Re-
covery Plan lacked specificity on how it would conserve grizzly habi-
tat. The decision stated that “the promise of habitat based recovery
criteria some time in the future is simply not good enough.”!%!

The dispute over population goals, although ostensibly settled in the
lawsuit, continues to trouble grizzly recovery today. Many conserva-
tionists argue that the current recovery goals are too low and that Yel-
lowstone grizzlies should be reconnected with other grizzly
populations farther north. They base these arguments on the long-
term genetic and demographic health of the grizzly population.!'??
However, “long-term” is a subjective determination and is not defined
in the Endangered Species Act. Without an authoritative mandate
from Congress, the USFWS has no clear basis to select a particular
time horizon for conservation planning. Thus, we may end up with
population goals that correspond to a much shorter planning horizon.

Habitat concerns also are a durable source of controversy. Leaving
aside disputes over how large a grizzly population we should aim for,
conservationists point out that current threats to key grizzly foods in
Greater Yellowstone make it unlikely that we can sustain grizzlies at
their present level. For example, whitebark pine faces several threats
and may be largely eliminated in coming decades. An imported fun-
gus, white pine blister rust, is attacking and killing whitebark pines
across the region. Only a small percentage of the trees are resistant to
the disease. Compounding this threat, fire exclusion has allowed com-
peting tree species such as subalpine fir to move into whitebark stands
and occupy all available space, preventing those few trees surviving blis-
ter rust from reproducing. Finally, recent drought conditions have led
to a massive outbreak of mountain pine beetles, which bore into the
trees’ bark to rear young, killing the tree in the process.'"

As discussed above and as outlined thoroughly in the research of
David Mattson, the grizzly population is extraordinarily dependent on
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whitebark pine.'™ How to treat this threat to the population is a matter
of considerable disagreement between conservationists and those who
think grizzlies are recovered and should be delisted. Grizzlies are intel-
ligent and adaptive, and individual bears will be able to adjust their feed-
ing habits if whitebark seeds are no longer available. As other researchers
point out, some of the ecosystem’s grizzlies never eat whitebark seeds
anyway. % Taken at the population level, however, there is great cause
for concern. Overall, many grizzlies may “adapt” to the loss of white-
bark pine by foraging at lower elevations, where they are likely to en-
counter people. Some may “adapt” by moving into human-dominated
areas and eating unnatural foods, which would lead to their deaths.

An alternative course is to begin now, before whitebark is devas-
tated, to give bears access to more habitat where they can roam and
have minimal conflicts with people. For this reason, many conserva-
tionists believe that it is necessary to allow grizzlies to expand into his-
toric range wherever possible. For the most part, this appears to be the
rationale for advocating protection of grizzlies. This motive is in sharp
contrast to Lois Herbst’s claim that grizzly conservation is part of an
effort to rid the landscape of rural people. Communication between
these two poles appears to be lacking, although there have been some
noteworthy efforts. Compounding the problem, there are in fact con-
servationists whose express mission is to eliminate western public lands
grazing. These advocates point to conflicts with grizzlies and other
predators as part of the reason for their position.'%

In summary, grizzly conservation is highly politicized in that vari-
ous interests see the real, on-the-ground conflicts as part of a much
larger political fight. In such a situation, wholesale sweeping improve-
ments seem unlikely. Decision makers who could initiate such im-
provements may either fear the controversy or actively exploit it for
their own ends.

Management Options: A Participatory Strategy for
Improving Grizzly Conservation

Grizzly conservation is a formidable technical challenge, considering
the vast area, rough terrain, and secretive nature of the bears them-
selves. The challenge seems to be utterly overwhelming when we take
into account the complexity of the larger sociopolitical context. His-
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tory shows that our ability to devise large-scale, comprehensive solu-
tions to messy, value-laden, and symbolically charged problems like
grizzly conservation is severely limited. We simply are not cognitively
capable of dealing with this amount of complexity. Moreover, even if
an appropriate broad-scale strategy could be designed, decision mak-
ers would be unlikely to bring it into effect. Rather than ignoring
these limitations and constraints with ill-fated attempts at compre-
hensive problem solving, we should instead frame problems in a way
and at a scale that we can grapple with them practically.!"” We rec-
ommend a strategy of site-specific problem-solving initiatives that use
“dialogue,” or reasoning together among local citizens, to deal with the
challenges of grizzly conservation and create opportunities for
progress. The objectives of this strategy are to alleviate immediate
grizzly-human conflicts while building social capacity and discon-
necting the symbolic ties between grizzly conservation and broader
sociopolitical issues.

Concentrating efforts at the local level takes advantage of on-the-
ground opportunities to solve problems. It also offers a way to man-
age the cultural and political complexity of grizzly conservation by
dealing with a manageably sized portion of participants in the policy
process. Substantive issues such as public safety and land use regula-
tions can be addressed through participatory processes that, in them-
selves, mitigate sociopolitical conflict by giving people an active role
in problem solving.!"®

These small-scale problem-solving eftorts should not be atomistic
or disjointed. A network of site-specific grizzly conservation programs
would facilitate development and testing of innovative ideas in differ-
ent locations. With built-in flexibility and multivariate monitoring,
feedback from multiple, concurrent, localized conservation projects
would emerge rapidly, allowing replication of successes and course cor-
rections when necessary. Problem-solving innovations from one area
could then be applied to other areas. The alternatives to such an ap-
proach are unpromising attempts at large-scale, comprehensive plan-
ning, or disjointed responses to localized problems, making no use of
learning networks or experience in similar cases.!"”

As we outlined above, grizzly conservation carries a heavy symbolic
burden. Many citizens apparently view the issue as an “us versus them”
struggle, pitting the people of the West against a hostile, alien culture.
Senator Thomas captured this view: “You hear quite a different tune
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from the people who live in the area than from the people who live
in Maryland and think grizzly bears ought to be everywhere.”!? If
people view grizzlies as foot soldiers sent by a distant enemy, it seems
unlikely that these people will welcome efforts to keep grizzlies around
in quiet coexistence. In the following sections we describe what we
mean by dialogue, why this approach is well suited to grizzly conser-
vation, and how a strategy built on dialogue could be structured.

Dialogue as a Specific Practice

We recommend dialogue as both a first step and as a mechanism for
continuous guidance. Daniel Yankelovich provides a succinct and ac-
cessible overview of dialogue as a particular procedure, and not as a
colloquial synonym for collaboration, negotiation, or consensus. Dia-
logue, in Yankelovich’s account, is a process of reasoning together. Its
features include equality among participants, empathetic listening and
respect for others, and an obligation to make one’s reasoning and as-
sumptions as clear as possible. If we explain and explore the assump-
tions behind our opinions, we may discover that we have clung to
beliefs and positions that have little factual basis. Empathetic listening
and treating each other as equals may allow reason-based collective
opinions to be formed. Yankelovich stated, “In genuine dialogue, there
1s no arm-twisting, no pulling of rank, no hint of sanctions for hold-
ing politically incorrect attitudes, no coercive influences of any sort,
whether overt or indirect.”!!"!

Although the concept of dialogue may seem idealistic, there are
compelling reasons to employ dialogue to solve complex sociopolitical
problems. Beliefs and values cannot be readily and reliably measured
and used to craft effective technical solutions. Even if these variables
could be used in this way, technical-rational solutions imposed from
above only perpetuate a lack of involvement and sense of powerless-
ness among citizens, which can block implementation. For example,
in a review of agency land management planning processes, the USFS
Policy Analysis staff concluded that attempts to “resolve social and po-
litical problems solely with technical solutions . . . [alienated] many
whose continued participation we needed in the future.”!'?

The solution to these difficulties is to engage citizens actively so that
they have the opportunity to represent their own opinions accurately
and integrate their values with those of others. Working collaboratively
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with relevant specialists and skilled facilitators, citizens could be in-
volved directly in designing technical solutions while resolving value
conflicts among themselves. This process seeks reason through inter-
subjective communication, as opposed to the subject-object reason
pursued by technical-rational problem solvers. That is, reason regard-
ing social problems is a collective endeavor. Processes of this sort seek
to form reason-based public opinions, as opposed to merely measur-
ing baseline opinions in survey projects.'!?

Citizen-driven processes for developing reason-based opinion have
many advantages. They offer the prospect of developing an empow-
ered, engaged, and informed citizenry. They also represent a promis-
ing alternative to dysfunctional mechanisms for solving complex
problems in which scientific uncertainty is combined with value con-
flicts. But it is important to acknowledge the challenges and limita-
tions of such approaches and to evaluate their applicability on a
case-by-case basis. Thus, it is appropriate to ask whether these processes
would actually improve grizzly conservation.

Abpplicability of Dialogue to Grizzly Conservation

There are several reasons that grizzly conservation is amenable to di-
alogue processes. First, successful coexistence between people and griz-
zlies requires many individuals to integrate bear-safe behaviors into
their everyday lives. People will have to change their behavior while
camping, hiking, hunting, and in many cases around their homes. Un-
less there is political support and resources for intensive monitoring
and stringent enforcement, implementing coexistence practices must
rely in good part on voluntary compliance and public goodwill. Vol-
untary compliance and informal enforcement (e.g., peer pressure) are
more likely if citizens are actively involved in developing programs.
Second, grizzly conservation is highly polarized at broader scales, as
we discussed above. At these scales, people are unlikely to have the time
or attention to analyze and solve specific, localized grizzly conflicts.
Instead, they are more likely to emphasize the divisive, symbolic di-
mensions of grizzly conservation.

Third, it is not clear that pursuing improved grizzly conservation
through national-scale initiatives makes sense. Political scientist
Stephen Meyer described the general problem: “Although the public
clearly has signed onto the agenda of protecting biodiversity the issue
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has—much to the chagrin of environmentalists—very low political
salience. It does not mobilize the electorate to political action.”!!* Lo-
cals, on the other hand, have both the motivation and the knowledge
to tackle site-specific management challenges. A small, cohesive group
(e.g., ranchers) that stands to suffer clear costs is much more likely to
mobilize than diffuse, nominal groups (e.g., suburbanites on either
coast) that may be only fleetingly concerned with grizzly conserva-
tion.'!® Yet it is possible and practical to structure local dialogue
processes to incorporate national interests. Many national environ-
mental groups have staff in the Yellowstone area, and regional groups
have offices there too. Paid staff members could participate in dia-
logues, or local residents who belong to such organizations could play
a role. National interests are also represented through the provisions of
applicable federal legislation such as the Endangered Species Act.
Additionally, local processes have many practical benefits. Site-
specific programs that have diverse funding bases and strong local sup-
port would be resilient in the face of systemic changes in politics and
budgets, such as those we are experiencing now. These programs are
also far less expensive to maintain and monitor than “top down,” reg-
ulatory approaches. Successful projects would demonstrate that co-
operation is possible, changing the behavior of reluctant allies and
strident opponents. Demonstrated success could in turn attract more
funding and other resources, making the next projects easier.!!®

Practical Recommendations for Making Progress

Dialogue-driven processes for resolving grizzly conservation problems
must develop on a case-by-case basis. Policy researchers Ron Brun-
ner and Christy Colburn pointed out that such efforts “proceed within
the distinctive opportunities and constraints of a place-based commu-
nity.”!'"” One promising structure would be for a relatively uncontro-
versial nongovernmental organization to convene meetings on a trial
basis in areas that experience grizzly-human conflicts. The organiza-
tion would need to have the appropriate financial and political resources
to initiate such a process. These resources would include meeting space,
travel costs, information resources, and skilled facilitators.!!®

As a first step, efforts should concentrate on readily identifiable
problem areas.!'” Annual reports on grizzly-human conflicts in the
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem provide clear information about where



Grizzly Bear Recovery: Living with Success? 127

problem areas are and should provide some ability to forecast future
conflicts.!?” Although forecasting movements of individual grizzlies
is unrealistic, the human contribution to these conflicts is similar across
cases. With predictive models of where bears are likely to expand to
next (based on current distribution of bears, terrain features, and avail-
able natural foods) and information about the distribution and habits
of people, it is feasible to identify areas where new conflicts are likely
to erupt. Problem areas tend to be relatively localized, involving dis-
tinct human communities.

Localized problem-solving groups in such communities would
identity their own priorities and focal points. Some possible roles
would include designing and implementing effective, cross-
jurisdictional food storage and sanitation programs. Keeping bears out
of garbage and anthropogenic foods is a straightforward way of mini-
mizing conflicts. Yet, such programs must be thorough—it takes very
few experiences with human foods or garbage for a wild bear to be-
come a problem bear. Coordinating systemic eftorts across federal,
state, local, and private jurisdictions is a major challenge. Local citizens,
having a network of social relationships and detailed knowledge of the
area, may be uniquely well suited to this task.

Ideally, all affected or interested local citizens would become in-
volved. However, there is only a limited pool of citizens who have the
time, inclination, and disposition to participate constructively. Many of
these people are already involved in all the civic activities they can han-
dle. Many agricultural people, whose involvement would be crucial,
have little discretionary time. Expecting citizens themselves to be the
sole “keepers” of a process is unrealistic, thus the need for a non-
governmental organization or other entity to perform this role.

Local groups might be able to find points of entry into broader scale
policy making as well. For example, WGFD has proposed developing
a public-private endowment to provide permanent funding for large
predator conservation.'! This endowment remains in a conceptual
stage, but may well be worth pursuing. Localized groups could iden-
tify funding needs, help persuade decision makers to allocate public
tunds to the endowment, and also assist with raising private funds. An
endowment funded by an allocation from the U.S. Treasury would en-
sure an operational minimum of funding for grizzly conservation
every year, reducing programmatic vulnerabilities to politically moti-
vated budget cuts and maintaining consistent efforts. Moreover, such
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a fund would help spread the burdens of predator conservation to the
nation at large, instead of imposing them primarily on residents of the
rural West.'??

A second focus of broader policy-making activity would be to im-
prove livestock compensation efforts. As we described earlier, existing
compensation programs are better than nothing, but could work far
better than they do. The logistical and administrative hurdles of doc-
umenting predator-killed livestock and then getting compensation can
be daunting. Many kills go undetected because of rough terrain and
consumption of all evidence. Recognizing this, the Wyoming Game
and Fish Commission revised its grizzly predation compensation pro-
gram in 2003 to reimburse for missing livestock, as long as a rancher
has suffered some documented losses to grizzlies.'?® Further, livestock
operations are not reimbursed for the time they spend in document-
ing kills, nor are they compensated for the stress and weight loss that
predators may impose on livestock that are not directly attacked. Some
have proposed insurance pools that would pay for losses without di-
rect documentation of each predator kill.'"** Citizens’ problem-solving
groups could try out these new ideas on a limited basis.

These efforts, spread out over large areas and involving many citi-
zens, may yield many effective solutions and problem-solving models.
Although diverse efforts on small scales offer many advantages, it will
be important to ensure communication and coordination among
them. On the scale of individual projects, coordination with others is
vital for several reasons. First, people undertaking a project should avail
themselves of the trial-and-error lessons from similar projects to avoid
needlessly repeating mistakes or wasting resources. Examples of this
abound in grizzly conservation, whether it is finding reliable suppli-
ers of bear-resistant garbage cans or properly constructing an electric
tence around sheep pasture. Second, grizzlies often range over consid-
erable distances. A community may take extensive precautions to keep
bears out of anthropogenic foods, yet neighboring communities in the
next watershed may fail to take such measures. The range of local griz-
zly bears may span both communities. The result could be that the
community that took the effort to avoid problems may still be plagued
by dangerous bears that learned bad habits elsewhere.!?

On a broader scale, coordination is a “force multiplier” for improv-
ing practices throughout grizzly range. On a functional level, coor-
dination can ensure uniformly effective programs over appropriately
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large scales for successful grizzly conservation. Coordinated efforts can
also help to identify those areas in need of additional attention and
funds and then help to supply those resources. On the level of sym-
bolic politics, the ability to publicize successtul projects will be key in
helping weaken the connection between negative symbols and the ac-
tual grizzlies that live in the region. Successful models would demon-
strate that traditional Westerners can cooperate with proponents of
grizzly conservation, rather than being locked in an “us-versus-them”
struggle of identity politics. Reluctant allies and strident opponents
may then change their behavior. Demonstrated successes could in turn
attract more funding and other resources, making the next projects eas-
ier to implement.'?® Coordination across projects, then, is a vital task.
It will be necessary for some organization to take responsibility for this
function, rather than just assuming that it will happen spontaneously.
Web sites, annual symposia, active outreach, and other methods of
communication will ensure that communication, coordination, and
learning will take place.

Conclusion

Grizzlies have made a remarkable comeback in Greater Yellowstone.
The challenge now will be managing this success for long-term sus-
tainability. Grizzlies in this region are important ecologically and cul-
turally. These bears are an integral part of the Yellowstone experience
for many Americans. For many years, we apparently valued the park’s
grizzlies as a source of entertainment, evidenced by the bear feeding
shows that continued up to the 1940s.1>” As our ecological knowledge
has expanded and our environmental ethics have matured, our culture
has perhaps grown to value wild, self-perpetuating populations of
wildlife. With this value comes the realization that to be a wild popu-
lation Yellowstone’s grizzlies must be regarded as Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem grizzlies. They must have access to an area much larger than
the park’s 2.2 million acres if they are to survive and thrive through
the coming centuries. The present dire condition of whitebark pine
underscores this imperative.

As we have seen, however, giving grizzlies access to a larger portion
of the region is no simple matter. Perhaps the most important aspect
to recognize in the current conflicts is the degree to which grizzly
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conservation is burdened by symbolic linkages to larger, sometimes
unrelated issues. It is clear that there are real, practical problems that
come with recolonizing grizzlies and that people are right to be
alarmed at these problems. Unfortunately, the metamorphosis of U. arc-
fos into a potent political symbol has dramatically impaired our col-
lective ability to talk about, reason through, and deal with the practical
problems of grizzly-human coexistence.

In this chapter, then, we have outlined the challenges that we see
in Greater Yellowstone grizzly conservation. Having a clear under-
standing of the problem to be solved is essential if we are to choose the
proper tools and techniques. We believe that problem-solving structures
should be put in place to deal with both the practical problems and with
the symbolic problems. Small-scale, yet well-coordinated processes for
collective reasoning and practical progress are the foundation of our ap-
proach. There are many details remaining to be worked out—for ex-
ample, who will take the lead in initiating and coordinating these
processes—but we believe this direction is well worth pursuing.
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Chapterr 5

Wolf Restoration: A Battle in the
War over the West

Jason Wilmot and Tim W, Clark

On October 28,2002, the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission held
a public comment forum in Jackson, Wyoming, regarding its draft wolf
management plan. Assuming that the state would manage the species
after its removal from federal protection under the Endangered Species
Act, the plan designated wolves as predators throughout most of the
state. This classification would allow unregulated killing of wolves out-
side the national parks and the wilderness areas adjacent to Yellow-
stone. In response to this plan, the public voiced a wide range of
opinions regarding how the state should manage wolves. Wolf advo-
cate Pete Barry said it is only “a tiny minority of people, mainly
hunters and ranchers,” who don’t want wolves.“Let’s not cater to a tiny
minority and represent the broad spectrum of America,” he said. Out-
fitter Maury Jones, on the other hand, supported the state’s position,
saying, “[The federal government has been| cramming things down
our throats for too long. We need a Commission and Legislature with
a backbone”! Comments like these exemplify the contentious nature
of wolf recovery and management in the Northern Rockies, and they
show the difticulty wildlife managers have in meeting entrenched and
opposing demands.

Following the public comment period, Wyoming wildlife officials
voted to classify the wolf as a predator in most of the state, despite a
statement from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that the
plan might not meet the criteria for delisting wolves. Wildlife offi-
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cials from Montana and Idaho urged Wyoming to avoid this classifi-
cation, claiming that it would delay action to delist the wolf.

Further events showed the reluctance of Wyoming to undertake
reasonable management of this controversial animal. State lawmakers
in recent years passed three bills challenging the authority of the fed-
eral government to define the criteria for managing wolves.? In addi-
tion, Dave Moody, large predator coordinator for Wyoming Game and
Fish Department (WGFD), was placed on administrative leave in April
2003 following critical comments he made about his agency’s wolf
plan.> Concerned about particulars of the state’s plan, he said that it
“does not provide long-term, adequate protection [for wolves].”* Al-
though managerial control over wolves may eventually pass to the
state, the willingness, ability, and underlying motives of Wyoming’s
wildlife management agency differ significantly from those of the
USFWS, which spearheaded wolf recovery in this area. Conflict within
Wyoming as well as between state and federal managers over a species
that has national symbolic significance 1s both inevitable and prob-
lematic. Although the road ahead for wolves remains uncertain, the
human drama surrounding the issue continues to unfold along well es-
tablished lines.

In this chapter we examine wolf restoration in western Wyoming
south of Yellowstone National Park (see figure 1.1.) since 1995. De-
scendants of the wolves reintroduced to Yellowstone in 1995 and 1996
have moved south and east into areas from which they were eliminated
about 80 years ago. Wolves are now part of the political and social land-
scape. Ranchers, hunters, and others are concerned about these ani-
mals and their effects on livestock, wildlife, and issues such as local
self-determination and decision making. As a practical matter, wolf
management is difficult at best, and wildlife managers must make every
effort to involve those who will have to coexist with wolves. Ulti-
mately, without local and state acceptance or tolerance, wolf recovery
is impossible.> Much has been written on the wolf restoration effort,
and the wolf story has received excellent overviews by policy re-
searchers Roberta Klein and Martin Nie, and by agency biologists and
managers Doug Smith, Wayne Brewster, and Ed Bangs.® This chapter
complements and extends their work.

We describe the natural history, populations, and management of
these wolves, then analyze how the management process became politi-
cized, and offer options to improve management. We have followed the



140  Coexisting with Large Carnivores

wolf issue since the late 1970s, throughout reintroduction up to the
present. We have also had numerous discussions with diverse people,
attended many meetings, and read key documents about wolves over
the last 25 years. Wolves first appeared in Jackson Hole in 1999 and
later spread to areas farther south; this expansion enlarged the human
dynamics surrounding wolf restoration. We began a formal effort to
understand issues of wolf restoration in 2001, including conference
calls and interviews with agency personnel, wildlife managers, livestock
producers, hunters, environmentalists, wolf advocates, wolf opponents,
and others. Newspaper, magazine, and journal articles provided infor-
mation about wolves in general, wolf dispersal and conflict, and
specifics of the social and decision-making processes that make up this
case. Government documents, such as the USFWS Rocky Mountain
Wolf Recovery Annual Reports, Gray Wolf Recovery Weekly Status
Reports, and the Wyoming Gray Wolf Management Plan, were ex-
amined. Various Web sites were reviewed for the most current infor-
mation available. Discussions with academics and colleagues who have
worked on this and related issues helped us to refine our understand-
ing of nuances in this very complex management policy problem.

Natural History, Population Dynamics, and Management History

People find wolves fascinating for different reasons. Wolves bring with
them both substantive biological issues and much symbolic politics.
These interact to shape management policy.

Natural History

Gray wolves (Canis lupus) are some of the wildest and shyest creatures
in the Rockies. They generally stand 2636 inches in height. Average
length for an adult male wolf is 5—6 feet, whereas females range
from 4 to 6 feet. Males typically weigh from 95 to 100 pounds and
females 80 to 85 pounds. A gray coat is the most common pelage, al-
though it may vary from black to white.” Wolves have blunt muzzles
and carry their tails straight out when traveling, features that distin-
guish them from coyotes.® Wolves’ olfactory senses are up to 100 times
more sensitive than humans, and they can run up to 35—40 miles per
hour.”
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Historically, wolves ranged throughout most of North America.!”

Most people today associate these carnivores with heavily forested
country, but wolves worldwide are adapted to live in a variety of land-
scapes and gradients of cover. They prefer low-lying and flat country
and use landscape features that facilitate their movement and access
to prey.!! Wolves tend to choose areas with a low road density.!?

Wild wolves breed at about 22 months, and typically only the dom-
inant alpha female and male of a pack breed.!® Female wolves come into
estrus each February and March. Gestation usually lasts 63 days, and pups
are born in late April or early May. Typical litter size is five pups.'* Pups
remain in the natal den for about 8 weeks, and then over the summer
months the pack moves between established rendezvous sites, which
are typically located in areas with abundant prey.!> Wolves have a high
reproductive rate where prey is abundant, as in Greater Yellowstone with
its high densities of ungulate prey.'® On rare occasions, subordinate fe-
males will produce pups, resulting in more than one litter per pack.

Wolves are highly adapted to hunt moose, deer, and elk. They are
opportunistic and will feed on carrion and even eat vegetation if un-
gulates are scarce. In a Montana study, 83 percent of wolf kills were of’
white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), whereas elk (Cervus elaphus)
and moose (Alces alces) composed 14 percent.!” Wolves also consume
beavers (Castor canadensis), coyotes (Canis latrans), porcupines (Erethi-
zon dorsatum), ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus), snowshoe hares (Lepus
americanus), ground squirrels (Spermophilus sp.), and other small mam-
mals.!® Wolves will also prey on domestic livestock, including cattle,
sheep, llamas, horses, and goats.!” A single wolf requires about 2.5
pounds of food per day, and their requirements double for reproduc-
tive needs. Wolves often focus their predation on the young, old, and
sick animals in a prey group.?’

Population Dynamics and Community Relations

Wolves hunt and socialize in packs.?! Pack size typically ranges from
two to eight individuals, though packs as large as 37 have been docu-
mented in Yellowstone National Park.?* Survival of pups and recruit-
ment into the adult population depend on predation success, lack of
disease, and adequate nutrition.?® Dispersal rates increase as average
pack size and overall density increase, in effect stabilizing resident
population sizes. It is possible that wolf density, rather than simply prey
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abundance, may be a major regulatory factor in population growth
outside of human influence.?*

Causes of wolf mortality include disease, old age, starvation, acci-
dents, territorial disputes in which wolves kill one another, and humans.
In a population of wolves mostly protected from human influence, the
primary cause of mortality is territorial disputes.? In the Northern Rock-
ies, the primary cause of death is humans.?® Vehicle collisions, illegal and
legal shootings, and control actions in response to livestock depredations
all contribute to wolf deaths. Wolves tend to disperse over long dis-
tances.”’ Dispersing individuals are at a higher risk of death than res-
idents, particularly when individuals move through a complex mosaic
of cover and land management types, as in the Northern Rockies.?

Wolves exhibit territorial behavior, and a pack will defend portions
of a home range against other wolves. Average territory size per pack
ranges from 344 square miles in the Yellowstone region to 360 square
miles in central Idaho. The density of wolf packs can lead to a tremen-
dous variation in pack home ranges. For instance, pack territories in
Montana have been documented to vary from 24 to 614 square miles.>

When considering the ecological role of predators, the impacts on
an ecological system are often hidden from the view of a casual ob-
server. Through a top-down trophic cascade, wolves alter the numbers
and behavior of their prey, and this in turn alters other aspects of the
system. For example, wolf predation changes elk behavior, including
browsing patterns, foraging behavior, and overall movement patterns.
The change in elk feeding habits may change the spatial composition
of aspen regeneration.’’ The ecological implications of the presence
of carnivores in this case are indirect but significant.

Management History

Wolf management is highly controversial. Historically, wolves have
nearly always been seen as a problem. Livestock newly imported to the
West in the 1870s were believed to be at great risk, so wolves were
hunted, trapped, and poisoned in subsequent decades. Cattlemen and
sheep producers tried hard to eradicate wolves. A 1905 article in the
Pinedale Roundup reported that “sights now to be witnessed on the
range are such as to take all the heart away from the sturdy ranchman
who has worked for the upbuilding of this country. The damnable ter-
rorists of the timber—the wolves—are sweeping down on the range
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and playing havoc with the cattle””*! With pressure from livestock pro-
ducers, state and federal agencies entered the wolf eradication business:
20,819 wolves were killed in Wyoming between 1896 and 1907.%2 The
Wyoming wolf population became functionally extinct when the last
wolf was killed in Yellowstone National Park in 1924, and by the 1930s
wolves had been virtually exterminated from the Rocky Mountain
West.?® The last living wild wolf in the Yellowstone region was killed
in 1944 on the Wind River Reservation in Wyoming.** Wolves were
absent from the U.S. Northern Rockies until 1986, when a den was
found in northwestern Montana.>

The Rocky Mountain wolf was listed as an endangered species
under the Endangered Species Act in 1973.%° This law called for the
federal government to do everything in its power to reestablish sus-
tainable wolf populations. In 1974 a study team was assigned to de-
velop a wolf recovery plan, which was approved in 1980.%7 Shortly
thereafter in 1982, the Endangered Species Act was amended to in-
clude section 10(j), which stated that animals reintroduced to histori-
cal range could be classified as “experimental”*® This classification gave
wildlife managers flexibility in management activities, in eftect allow-
ing the removal of nuisance animals that would otherwise be protected
as an endangered species. In 1987 the Department of the Interior rec-
ommended that wolves be returned to the Yellowstone ecosystem, and
in 1988 a study was formalized.*’

In response to strong public opposition to possible reintroduction,
in 1990 the Department of the Interior developed a Wolf Manage-
ment Committee of state and federal officials and representatives of
conservation groups, livestock groups, and hunting groups to draft a
new compromise wolf recovery plan.*’ After many public scoping
meetings, this advisory committee recommended that wolves be rein-
troduced into Yellowstone National Park and possibly central Idaho.
This plan recommended that management become the responsibility
of the states. The U.S. Congress rejected this proposal and directed the
USFWS, in coordination with the National Park Service, to develop
an Environmental Impact Statement for wolves. The USFWS pro-
duced a draft environmental impact statement on gray wolf recovery
in the Northern Rockies in 1993. This document oftered alternatives
tor wolf reintroduction, ranging from no reintroduction to reintro-
duction of wolves with varying degrees of protection.*! This draft
statement received more than 160,000 public comments, the majority
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of which showed support for wolf restoration. In 1994 the USFWS
final environmental impact statement was approved, and the selected
alternative was to reintroduce wolves. Opponents of the reintroduc-
tion challenged this decision in court. Ultimately, a federal appeals
court in Denver ruled that wolves would be reintroduced and deemed
a “non-essential, experimental” population.*?

Wolf recovery in the Northern Rockies is centered on three main
areas—the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area, the Central Idaho Re-
covery Area, and the Northwest Recovery Area in Montana. Wolves
were reintroduced to Yellowstone and central Idaho in 1995 and 1996,
through cooperation with the National Park Service and the Cana-
dian government. Wolves captured in Alberta and British Columbia
were translocated to Yellowstone. A total of 31 wolves was released into
Yellowstone National Park in three releases, and these served as the
source for future wolf dispersal to the south and east of the park.* In
1999 a member of the Jackson Hole pair gave birth to the first litter
of wolves to be born in the Jackson Hole area in 60 years.** As of the
beginning of 2004, 13 separate packs had formed outside of Yellow-
stone National Park in Wyoming, consisting of a total of 82 individual
wolves. The overall wolf population in the Northern Rocky Moun-
tains has increased exponentially since reintroduction, though recently
the rate of population growth has slowed in some areas. The wolf
population in the Northern Rockies grew by around 15 percent in
2003, down from 18 percent growth in 2002, and 28 percent growth
in 2001. As of late December 2003, the Northern Rockies held 761
wolves, including 51 breeding pairs. The Greater Yellowstone Recov-
ery Area held 301 of these wolves, including 16 breeding pairs.* The
USFWS considered 30 reproducing packs over the three-state area for
three successive years sufficient for the removal of Endangered Species
Act protections for the wolf. This population target was first achieved
in 2000, but removal from Endangered Species Act protection remains
contested and has been postponed.*® As part of this process, on March
18, 2003, the gray wolf was “downlisted” from endangered to threat-
ened status in Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. The “nonessential, ex-
perimental” designation still applies.*” Meanwhile, increases in wolf
numbers and expansion of the areas occupied have led to increased
conflicts with traditional land uses.

A major step toward complete delisting of the wolf came in De-
cember 2003. The three management plans from Montana, Idaho, and
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Wyoming were reviewed by 11 wolf experts selected by the USFWS.*
The primary question presented to the reviewers was, “Collectively,
will the three state wolf management plans conserve a recovered wolf
population should the Endangered Species Act protections be re-
moved?” Although their report generally found that the plans were ad-
equate to meet the stated recovery goal of 30 breeding pairs in the
three-state area, members of the review panel voiced concerns. Para-
mount among these was whether the Wyoming plan to classify wolves
as predators outside a zone including national parks and adjacent
wilderness areas, thereby allowing unregulated take, was reasonable
under the restoration goal. Another major concern was that all three
state plans rely extensively on federal funding for wolf management in
the future. This funding has not been established or secured, nor are
its prospects known.*

In early January 2004, the USFWS rejected Wyoming’s wolf man-
agement plan, primarily because of its hard-line position in classify-
ing wolves as predators. Since delisting is tied to USFWS acceptance
of the collective plans of all three states, delisting has been put on hold
until the issues with the Wyoming plan have been resolved. Steve
Williams, director of the USFWS; said that the predator status would
allow for unregulated killing and inadequate monitoring and would
not ensure viable population levels. Meanwhile, Marvin Applequist,
executive vice president of the Wyoming Farm Bureau, voiced sup-
port for predator status, saying, “We don’t feel that the agriculture
community will have the protection, and we don'’t feel that the sports-
men’s community is going to have the protection, either, if the feds are
going to dictate the terms of the plan.”" After considerable debate in
the Wyoming legislature, the state was unable to enact legislation to
change the predator status for wolves. As a result, as of early 2004 delist-
ing remains at a standstill as Wyoming prepares to take the federal gov-
ernment to court over the USFWS rejection of the state’s wolf plan.>!

Politicization of Management

All aspects of wolf management are politicized. Denise Casey and Tim
Clark observed in an environmental history of wolves that “wherever
he goes, whatever he does, [the wolf] is burdened with a heavy load
that we have laid on him—all our images of him, our dreams, our fears,
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our stories.”>? Wolf management is a mirror of what humans value.
The management process today is full of claims and counterclaims by
conservation groups, wildlife managers, hunters, livestock producers,
and others. Debate occurs in the courtroom, newspapers, scientific and
management arenas, and legislative sessions. There has been little
meaningful dialogue among stakeholders about how to resolve value
differences, largely because of limitations in the institutional system
of wildlife management. People’s perspectives, beliefs, and practices are
central to the conflict over wolves, which focuses on matters of sub-
stance (wolf depredations, science, killing wolves, and delisting issues)
and matters of process (symbolism, decision making, and power). All
the while, the common interest remains elusive.

Predation on Livestock and Wildlife

The eftects of wolves on livestock and wildlife are a significant point
of contention in the Rockies. People’s diverse value demands and the
ecology of wolves create management challenges. For example, depre-
dation on livestock results in the killing of wolves and a compensation
program for livestock losses, which is itself contentious. Old West lo-
calists, especially ranchers and hunters, see wolves as having a major
negative impact. Other people, especially New West environmental-
ists, view wolf depredation as relatively minor and acceptable. Wolf ad-
vocates consider low depredation rates a success, proof that wolves can
coexist with people and livestock. To compound matters, there is no
easy way to clarify the facts about wolf depredation to everyone’s sat-
isfaction, given the symbolism of the issue. Management in most cases
means killing offending wolves.

Although it has been established that most wolves living near
livestock do not prey on domestic animals, it does occur.”® Generally,
wolves prey on cattle less frequently than on sheep. Wolves are known
to kill large numbers of sheep at any one time. For instance, at least
117 sheep were killed by wolves in central Idaho in September 2003.%*
USFWS wolf recovery coordinator, Ed Bangs, acknowledged that
“sheep are very vulnerable to predators. Wolves can kill large numbers of
them at a time” The agency’s Wyoming wolf manager, Mike Jimenez,
agreed, saying, “It is not worth it with wolves in sheep country.”>®

However, wolves have killed fewer livestock than was originally an-
ticipated in the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area.”” The final en-
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vironmental impact statement estimated that an average of 22 cattle
and 68 sheep would be killed each year.”®® Overall, the average con-
firmed wolf depredations of livestock between 1995 and 2002 in the
Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area include just over nine cattle and
approximately 41 sheep per year.” While predation rates vary by year
and significant trends are difficult to discern, it appears that more cattle
and sheep are killed each year with increasing number and distribu-
tion of wolves. Most predation has occurred on federal lands or on
large ranches adjacent to federal lands.

Predation by wolves actually accounts for only a very small por-
tion of the total annual loss of livestock. According to the National
Agriculture Statistics Service, predation by coyotes, domestic dogs,
mountain lions, bobcats, and other predators accounted for the loss
of 3,900 cattle and 48,000 sheep in Wyoming in 2000. Livestock losses
from nonpredator causes, including disease, calving, weather, poison,
theft, and other unknown causes, totaled 44,100 cattle and 39,000
sheep in 2000.% During the same period in the entire Yellowstone
Recovery area, including parts of Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho, seven
cattle and 39 sheep were confirmed by the USEWS to be killed by
wolves.®! Clearly, in comparison with other sources of mortality,
wolves are having little effect on livestock production. However, data
about wolf depredations are less important than perceptions. For ex-
ample, Terry Schram, a ranch hand for a wealthy rancher/oilman and
an outspoken opponent of carnivores, has worn a t-shirt proclaiming,
“Screw the bears and wolves, save the cowboy.’¢?

A second matter of intense debate is predation by wolves on elk and
deer. For some people, predation on native ungulates is widely ac-
cepted as part of the way nature operates. Others, however, have spear-
headed a wvigorous opposition, claiming that game hunting
opportunities are being lost because of wolf predation. Maury Jones,
an influential outfitter, said, “predators are going to destroy the wildlife
in Jackson Hole.”® Similarly, a group called Sportsmen for Fish and
Wildlife distributed a flyer in November 2003 that stated, “Federal
meddling, through drastically increasing predation, while eliminating
teeding support is a recipe for ecological disaster. Our heritage is at
stake!”** Opponents of wolves have a powerful voice in U.S. Senator
Mike Enzi (R-WY). Loyal to local voters, Senator Enzi claimed in
2002 that “the increased threat of wolves in Wyoming is having a major
impact on the state’s livestock and wildlife populations.” Countering
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the senator,a WGFD official said,“We can’t say wolves are causing the
herd decline. A liberal hunting season is likely the major contributor
to the decline in numbers of the herd.”®> Heightening the rhetoric,
hunter Robert Fanning, Jr., founder and chairman of the Montana-
based group Friends of the Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd, stated,“In
the time it takes to drink a cup of coffee, a wolf will run through and
kill a dozen elk calves. It’s a slaughterfest.”®

Politicization of Science and Management

The science about wolves and their management is also highly politi-
cized. Facts are difficult to get. Although some people call for more re-
search to determine the true impact of wolves on elk, hunters call
the legitimacy of government biologists into question. For example,
the USFWS conducts annual monitoring of wolves in Yellowstone
National Park, reporting in 2002 that 10 packs killed a total of 35 elk
in 30 days. In response, Friends of the Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd
showed its mistrust of federal and state wildlife biologists by conduct-
ing its own elk surveys in 2002. Their results painted a significantly dif-
ferent picture of the health of the elk herds than the agencies’ findings.
These localists claimed that cow/calf ratios (an indicator of the herd’s
productivity and health) showed a major decline in growth potential
of the elk herd and that this was a result of wolves. Hunters’ mistrust
of agency biologists ran so deep that the Legislative Audit Committee
in Montana voted nearly unanimously to mandate a performance re-
view of game census techniques of the state’s own agency, Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks.®” Science has been ineffective in tempering
prevailing antiwolf sentiments.

In Wyoming, the confusion over information and its implications is
similar. Although Mike Jimenez reported that all the wolf packs com-
bined killed on average one elk per day, Mark Bruscino, a wildlife bi-
ologist for WGFD, stated that it is “hard to sort out if impacts on elk
from predators are significant.”®® Groups such as the Sportsmen for
Fish and Wildlife continue to contend that wolves will decimate
Wyoming’s elk herds, saying that “[elk] herd objectives must be in-
creased substantially to support these voracious Canadian imports.”’®’
Meanwhile, elk numbers remain above the state targets.”"

This contentious science and management debate takes place against
the backdrop of history. For example, local concern over wolf impacts
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on elk herds is a long-standing tradition. Years ago, wolves were seen
as a threat to elk herds in Wyoming.”! In contrast, Doug Smith, wolf
biologist for Yellowstone National Park, said,“By whatever means, re-
duction of elk is a good thing, because it restores a naturally func-
tioning ecosystem and biodiversity.”’> Although this may be true
ecologically, it does not address localist perceptions. Many local people
honestly believe that wolves will bring about the demise of ungulates.
They believe they have a moral obligation to protect elk, deer, and
other game, as well as their own hunting opportunities. Ed Bangs put
it well, “I don’t know of any problems with elk herds, but I do know
of problems with perceptions of elk herds.””® Value differences un-
derlie the conflicts over science and management.

Managing Wolves

Federal agents kill depredating wolves through legal control actions
and translocations. Ranchers are reimbursed for their livestock losses
through a financial compensation system developed by Defenders
of Wildlife. Although intended to dampen hostility and intolerance,
these actions and programs are also contentious and further politicize
management.

As proven by their historical extirpation, wolves are relatively easy
to kill. The Endangered Species Act’s “nonessential and experimental
population” designation of reintroduced wolves recognized that wolves
would travel widely and cause livestock losses, a problem that could be
“resolved” by killing wolves. Dave Mech, a world-renowned USFWS
wolf biologist, said, “If we have learned anything, it is that the best way
to ensure continued wolf survival is, ironically enough, not to protect
wolves completely. If we carefully regulate wolf populations instead of
overprotecting them, we can prevent a second wave of wolf hysteria,
a backlash that could lead once again to persecution.””*

Today, management largely means killing wolves. Lethal control oc-
curs where deemed appropriate by the USFWS. On private land, there
is a “one strike” policy, that is, wolves are usually destroyed after their
first offense, though all control is done on a case-by-case basis. On
public land, wolves get more chances to live when it has been docu-
mented that they have killed livestock. If pets are killed on private land,
wolves are moved after two “strikes.””® If pets are killed on public land,
no control actions are taken. In Wyoming, livestock producers can
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legally shoot a wolf if it is seen chasing livestock on private land. Be-
tween 1995 and 2003, a total of 42 wolves were physically relocated
and 95 wolves were killed in the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area.”®
At times, the control actions undertaken by federal managers have
elicited strong reactions from those concerned about wolf welfare.””
Although wolf management in practice amounts to killing wolves,
management of livestock generally stays the same. Other management
options do exist, though, as discussed later in this chapter.

The compensation program was developed in the late 1980s to
build tolerance for wolves in the livestock production community. Ed
Bangs, wolf recovery coordinator for the USFWS, supported the feel-
ing of the livestock community, saying, “If you’re the guy getting
whacked, it is a big deal.”’® The program’s goal, as stated by Defend-
ers of Wildlife, is “to shift economic responsibility for wolf recovery
away from the individual rancher and toward the millions of people
who want to see wolf populations restored. When ranchers alone are
torced to bear the cost of wolf recovery, it creates animosity and ill will
toward the wolf. Such negative attitudes can result in illegal killing.”
Payments in western Wyoming from 1987 through January of 2003
totaled $70,441.47, compensating for 52 cattle, 130 sheep, 13 dogs, and
5 horses. Ed Bangs holds this program in high regard, stating, “This
program should be a model for others who want positive solutions for
complex environmental issues. The livestock compensation program
certainly made wolves tolerable to livestock producers . . . and has
made wolf recovery more easily attainable.””’

However, the program has had its critics. First, compensation re-
quires that federal agents confirm that wolves killed the livestock. Con-
firmation currently is a joint responsibility of the Department of
Agriculture’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife
Services program and the USFWS. In frustration with this program,
one livestock producer said, “It is virtually impossible to get them to
confirm a kill.’® Second, ranchers claim that livestock death is not the
only impact of wolves—for example, sheep are stressed and do not gain
weight as fast as they would without wolves present. Third, although
Detenders of Wildlife pays 100 percent of the market value of lost live-
stock up to $2,000, some claim that this is problematic, that some of’
the livestock killed by wolves have a market value well above the ex-
isting reimbursement cap, and that the value of the animal at sale is the
amount of money that should be paid.®! Fourth, ranchers claim that



Wolf Restoration: A Battle in the War over the West 151

it reflects badly on their skill and respect when they lose livestock to
wolves.

Clearly, more than money is required to ameliorate the losses of
ranchers. Mike Jimenez, who is in the field almost daily, says the com-
pensation program does not have the flexibility to work with pro-
ducers on a one-to-one basis. In effect, the compensation program
rewards ranchers for raising livestock for wolves without examining
how their husbandry practices might be changed to minimize losses
in the first place. The compensation program is slated to end when
wolves are removed from Endangered Species Act protection and
when management is transferred to the State of Wyoming.®*> The pro-
gram is under review now by Defenders of Wildlife, but the future of
compensation is in doubt. According to Kim Barber of the U.S. For-
est Service and Mark Bruscino of the WGFD, Wyoming’s grizzly bear
damage program has been very difficult to manage.®® A wolf com-
pensation program at the state level may be even more difticult. In-
terestingly, the predator status for wolves promoted by the Wyoming
Game and Fish Commission denies livestock producers the opportu-
nity for compensation, and it may provide an incentive for the killing
of wolves, whether they prey on livestock or not.

Delisting and Future Management

Once wolves are declared recovered, management will be turned over
to the State of Wyoming and the WGFD. Ed Bangs stated in 1997,“1
truly believe the best place for wolf management is with the state game
and fish agencies. They manage the wolf food.”®* But given Wyoming’s
history and its present animosity toward wolves, many people question
if the state has the commitment and capability to manage wolves well.
State management may well translate into killing more wolves. This
possibility has further politicized the management process.

Wyoming is having a difficult time sorting out its role, goals, and re-
sources with regard to wolf management. The first question is what
role the department should take in wolf management. When initially
taced with the prospect of assuming wolf management in 1996, the
WGFD conducted a public opinion survey.®> Results showed that the
rural public did not want wolves and that WGFD should not be re-
sponsible for managing them. In addition, the Wyoming Game and
Fish Commission has consistently made its states’ rights position
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known. In 1997 the commission opted not to participate in the wolf
issues that were unfolding at the time, reengaging only when it was
apparent that the delisting process could not occur without explicit
state involvement. Until that time, the WGFD had adopted a “wait and
see mode at the direction of the commission.”®® Recently, WGFD has
released numerous publications that outline its position and formula
for success in this complex case. Officials assert, “The State of
Wyoming didn’t ask for wolves, and Wyoming’s people are fairly split
on the opinion to have wolves here. Regardless, we have them now
and as an agency, we will manage wolves for specific population ob-
jectives in balance with other state wildlife management objectives.”®’
Although this may sound straightforward, there are many embedded
issues at play in these comments, and it is clear that achieving “balance”
will be a highly contentious process.

Environmentalists claim that the Wyoming Game and Fish Com-
mission 1s more interested in asserting its states’ rights claims than in
genuinely trying to work with legitimate interests to address wolf’
restoration in the common interest. On the other hand, others, in-
cluding outfitter Maury Jones, claim that Wyoming is bending too far
in favor of wolves. He says the “Game and Fish Department is work-
ing hand-in-glove with the enviro-wackos.”®® Without a clear strategy
to help people work together, the WGFD will continue to be mar-
ginalized while being stuck between divergent claims.

The second problem for future management by Wyoming is the
clarification of goals. If the state assumes management, should wolves
be classified as trophy big game animals with regulated hunting, or
should wolves be listed as predators with unregulated killing? It re-
mains to be seen whether the three state plans will be sufticient for
delisting. Once the states take over management, hunting and control
can become easier to implement. Some see this increased local con-
trol as exactly what is needed, but others feel great trepidation about
the ability of the WGFD to uphold best management standards for this
species. Given Wyoming’s politics and the department’s history, it seems
likely that wolves will be heavily controlled under state management
in the future.

The third consideration is resources. Money is needed to plan and
manage. In 2002 the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission requested

tederal funds before it would even consider writing a wolf manage-
ment plan, and it held out until the USFWS provided $150,000.%
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Today WGED is funded almost exclusively from hunting and fishing
license fees and federal taxes on the purchase of hunting and fishing
equipment.”’ Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming wildlife managers fre-
quently voice concern about how wolf management will be funded,
stating that current sources of revenue will be insufficient. Wyoming
has estimated that it will cost approximately $1 million dollars annu-
ally.”! This increase in required resources may dilute the effectiveness
of an already financially strapped agency.

Symbolic Politics and Power Relations

Wolf management is highly symbolic. Controversies about wolf pre-
dation on livestock and wildlife, science, control killing, compensation
programs, and transition to state management are only the tip of the
iceberg. At the heart of wolf management is a struggle about who ben-
efits and who pays, about who gets more power—or respect, or
money—and who gets less, and so on. The power struggle between
state and federal governments continues, typically played out as a con-
test between local and national interests, and often played out sym-
bolically. These dynamics will always be with us, regardless of who
manages wolves, but they do not condemn us to a future that will be
as contentious as the past has been. Clarifying and securing people’s
common interests in wolf management is certainly difticult, but it can
be facilitated to achieve better outcomes.

The wolf drama is but one battle in the difficult transition from his-
toric land uses and beliefs championed by Old West localists, the State
of Wyoming, and the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission to mod-
ern practices that are bolstered by different beliefs and perspectives.
Localists construe this transition as a war over the future of the West.
In some ways this is an apt characterization. Wolf restoration encap-
sulates and symbolizes this greater, ongoing struggle in the American
West over how natural resources will be used, how lives will be lived,
and who gets to decide. Natural resource management, including
wolf restoration, is at the symbolic forefront of a rapidly changing
West.

The views of localists are clear from the claims they make and the
symbols they use. They dominate the region and the state and heavily
influence the governor, Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, and
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WGED. Karen Henry, president of the Wyoming Farm Bureau, said,
“The issue is not wolves. . . . The issue is control of the land. This is
part of a bigger agenda from the Interior Department to control the
West.”?> In a comment that resonates widely with a certain con-
stituency, Kerry White, a member of the Montana Trail Riders Asso-
ciation and the Montana Snowmobile Association, asked, “Do you
think that they may have known the devastation the wolves were going
to cause, and these environmental nuts are using wolves for a bigger
agenda, to destroy hunting, ranching and ultimately move the people
out?”® From this point of view, the federal government, anyone who
does not hail from the West, and anyone who supports wolves, are all
“them” in an “us vs. them” drama.

Localists feel that they are under attack. A recent Jackson Hole Guide
editorial stated, “Bringing back the predators didn’t make sense, creat-
ing countless problems and hastening the end of ranching in the val-
ley and surrounding areas.””* Many ranchers believe that wolves will
drive them out of business, that wolves will be the final insult that will
bring this lifestyle to an end. Ranchers view themselves as land stew-
ards, but feel they have been forced to go on the defensive as their
grazing practices and perspective have come under fire from environ-
mentalists. They are convinced that wolf reintroduction was a form
of “ecological imperialism” forced on them. Of course, the pressure to
remain loyal to their own cultural group is a strong factor in defining
their views. Respect from peers is a powerful motivation in any com-
munity and is especially strong among ranchers.

Localists are fearful that the wolf population will grow out of con-
trol and have unreasonable and unmanageable impacts on livestock and
wildlife. For example, Rudy Stanko, who leases grazing rights on
Bridger-Teton National Forest near Jackson, claimed that “wolves are
going to get out of hand and bears are getting out of hand.”?> The
rapid population growth of wolves is proof to some that the popula-
tion will grow uncontrollably, cause unacceptable depredation, and ul-
timately threaten livestock production. They believe that “wolves must
be managed like any other significant wildlife species. The looming
challenge is to maintain adequate numbers in balance with other
wildlife and at levels and in places that reflect the needs and interests
of the people. In short, we need to manage wolves as much as we man-
age the rest of our wildlife”?
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Localists feel powerless. Alan Rosenbaum, who runs cattle adjacent
to Grand Teton National Park, believes that “what we say doesn’t carry
any weight” with the federal wildlife and land management agencies.”’
Jon and Debbie Robinett, managers of the Diamond G Ranch out-
side Dubois, have suffered direct and personal consequences from wolf
depredations. Cattle, horses, and pets have been lost. Their daily lives
are now much different, as the nearby Washakie wolf pack must be
monitored daily with telemetry equipment, they must constantly be
on the alert for possible depredation, and their dogs that used to run
free must now be penned near their house. They feel personally af-
fronted by these events. It is easy to understand their frustration.

The localist perspective was put into context in an article written
in 2000 by Christina Cromley, who at the time was a Yale University
Ph.D. student and an independent researcher with the Northern
Rockies Conservation Cooperative in Jackson. She interviewed live-
stock producers and found that many of them spoke of the “good old
days” and felt that the services provided by ranching were no longer
fully appreciated by the public.” A fatalistic attitude underscored most
of the concerns voiced by this group. After decades and often multi-
ple generations of hard work, it is easy to understand why these people
are now struggling with the prospect of a “New West.” They see more
and more people who have no traditional connection to the land mov-
ing in, subdividing, and voting. Wolves simply serve as a convenient
focal point, a kind of shorthand for the disruptive consequences of
widespread change.

These views stand in sharp contrast to the views and symbolic poli-
tics of environmentalists. To them the wolf is a symbol of wilderness
unspoiled by humans. And, of course, wilderness is something to be
valued, left alone, and even revered. For example, an article in the New
York Times noted that wolves “epitomize wilderness. . . . If you have
enough space and security for carnivores, you provide security and
space for a lot of other species. Carnivores are canaries in the coal mine
in that sense”” Defenders of Wildlife claimed that “we need to save
wildlife like wolves for future generations of Americans.”!"’ Former
Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt said “wolves are a living symbol of’
the regard Americans have for things wild.”!"!

Environmentalists have generally been better organized than local-
ists in pursuit of their value demands. Conservation organizations,
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including the National Audubon Society, Defenders of Wildlife, Sierra
Club, Sinapu, Predator Conservation Alliance, National Wildlife Fed-
eration, and others, have been involved in wolf advocacy for years.
Their collective perspective was voiced in a recent petition to urge
Secretary of the Interior, Gale Norton, to boost federal wolf protec-
tion. For Defenders of Wildlife, “restoration of these animals represents
a major step in correcting earlier errors in public policy and in re-
pairing ecological imbalances.”!®? Like localists, environmentalists are
enmeshed in symbolic politics, using different rhetoric in support of
a difterent belief system.

The wolf drama is also about power relations over which level of
government should manage wolves. Perhaps more than any other
species, the wolf has sharpened the perennial power clash between
states’ rights and federalism. Livestock producer Rudy Stanko said,
“What I am concerned about is everybody ignores the state’s rights.
Everybody follows the lead of the executives in Washington, D.C. The
whole State of Wyoming is at a disservice.”!”> Ranchers are not the
only ones to express this view. The State of Wyoming, from the gov-
ernor’s office to the Game and Fish Commission, does so as well. For
example, Wyoming lawmakers proposed diverting $250,000 from the
state’s general fund to hire a team of lawyers to sue the U.S. govern-
ment on behalf of the state or private citizens who feel that the fed-
eral government has caused them undue harm through habitat or
species protection measures (House Bill 300, 2003). Governor Dave
Freudenthal supports this measure and sees litigation as appropriate.'**
The state’s position is clear on the power relations it wants.

Other state actions further illustrate this. First, a bill passed by the
2003 Wyoming State Legislature classified wolves as “trophy game”
in national forest wilderness areas that adjoin Yellowstone National
Park and as “predators” in all other areas of the state as long as there
are more than seven packs outside the parks and John D. Rockefeller,
Jr. Memorial Parkway (House Bill 229, 2003). The Wyoming Gray
Wolf Management Plan, as currently written, would manage wolves
according to this classification.!”® If predator status is in place, nearly
all wolves in Wyoming would be subject to unlimited hunting, since
nearly all wolves range outside the park at some time each year. In ad-
dition, although wolves killed as predators would legally have to be
reported, the bill does not contain language that would lead to on-the-
ground enforcement of this provision. Second, the legislature consid-
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ered a bill to extend funding and operations of the Wyoming Animal
Damage Management Board, an agency that was created in 1999 to
kill predators, mostly coyotes. Every wolf pack that uses habitat out-
side Yellowstone National Park would be subject to its actions. Third,
the State Senate passed a bill that asserted Wyoming’s “exclusive ju-
risdiction over wildlife.”!"® This bill ordered the state’s attorney gen-
eral to develop a lawsuit to end all federal management of wildlife in
the state. Wyoming is testing the authority and control of the federal
government. The state has made similar claims and undertaken simi-
lar actions for decades in support of its states’ rights power demands.
This incessant and often heavy-handed demand for more power, re-
spect, and resources makes it very problematic for the state to work
with others in genuinely cooperative problem solving. Wyoming
expects any “cooperation” to be on its terms and in support of its
demands.

Wyoming counties express a similar outlook. County commissions
have said that they want more local control, and they have used wolves
and other predators to illustrate their demands. The resolutions passed
by Lincoln, Sublette, and Fremont county commissions banning griz-
zly bears and wolves from their counties have been discussed in pre-
vious chapters. Lincoln County commissioner Stan Cooper accused
the federal government, saying, “You’re regulating us to death.”'"” Sub-
lette County commissioner Bill Cramer, referring to frustrations felt
by locals said, “We are the American outback.”!"®

Local individuals make similar demands. Some people truly believe
that wolves and accompanying federal laws are impinging on their
rights. Rudy Stanko asserted, “It’s no one else’s business how we run
our predators. Maybe fish and possibly birds could be in federal juris-
diction, but definitely not animals on the ground.”'”” A recent edito-
rial in the Jackson Hole Guide stated, “In no way should wolves
supersede the rights of ranchers or businesses or a community, but at
the same time we should not allow wanton killing of the species since
we have spent so much time and money bringing them to the area.”!!"
The debate about wolf management has become so heated that many
teel justified in verbally “bashing” the federal government. Symbolic
politics can be harsh.

Participants often talk right past one another. On one hand, Doug
Smith, chief wolf biologist for Yellowstone National Park, said that
federal managers were making an intense effort to connect with the
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livestock producers and rural communities outside the park, but that,
regardless of their efforts, the local viewpoint remains one of skepti-
cism.!"! His frustration over “how to reach them”is clear. On the other
hand, Darlene Vaughan, a rancher from the Lander area, said, “I have
nothing against the people who wanted wolves back in Yellowstone;
they just were not educated about them. Wolves are not afraid of
people, and they’ll come right up on porches to get and kill a dog. I'm
afraid for the kids, and joggers who run with dogs on a leash. People
need to be careful”’!'? Achieving a balance so that people and large
carnivores can coexist requires all parties to join in cooperative efforts
with mutual respect and a commitment to trust one another, com-
municate openly, and develop their problem-solving skills, rather than
one side “educating” the other, disparaging the other, or overpower-
ing the other. A suite of management options must be considered to
address these conditions.

Management Options

Given the goal of restored populations of wolves and sustainable co-
existence, and given the people and the cultural context, what practi-
cally might be done? Despite lingering, complex problems in the
substance and process of wolf management, practical alternatives do
exist for improving matters. We offer three strategic alternatives: (1)
understand the context better and act on that knowledge, (2) learn and
apply management lessons from wolf restoration elsewhere, and (3) use
a hands-on, practice-based approach in the field. All three strategic el-
ements emphasize working with all people, including localists, envi-
ronmentalists, and agency personnel, more eftectively to improve
management.

Goals and Contextual Management

We recommend working much more closely with livestock produc-
ers and other localists in a variety of ways. The goal is actively to build
greater acceptance and tolerance of wolves. Some ranchers are will-
ing to work cooperatively to reduce conflicts with wolves by experi-
menting with new husbandry practices, for example. Some hunters are
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ready to assist in wolf research and management as well. Incorporat-
ing these people and their concerns to manage human-wolf conflicts
could go a long way toward improving matters. A significant increase
in the number of available field-based practitioners would help to
make this possible. Importantly, these field staff must have an effec-
tive, problem-oriented skill set to deal with complex scenarios.

To achieve the dual goals of wolf restoration and social acceptance,
we need to pay much more attention to the context. For example, Jon
Robinett, a rancher from the Dunoir Valley near Dubois, said that al-
though the USFWS had stated its concern for locals, “the feds failed
to realize their intent”!!> Opportunities to integrate the needs of the
ranching community are at hand. Some residents have voiced a will-
ingness to engage in this process and want to participate.''* Wildlife
managers must adapt their approaches to engage this constituency
more constructively, building on the hard work and partial success of
people such as Mike Jimenez of the USFWS.

First, in addition to responding quickly to wolf predation in the field
on a case-by-case basis, we should also be searching for ranchers who
are interested in preventive management. One-to-one personal diplo-
macy may be the most eftective way to work with ranchers. Working
in local communities requires a significant time commitment and a
genuine effort to hear and address their concerns. Although one-to-
one diplomacy may seem slow moving and the gains difticult to meas-
ure, this is a critical, camulative, and humane way to build a foundation
for success. The management agencies must devote more skillful staft
and resources to such efforts over the long term.

Second, strategic leadership will be needed. This should include a
fundamental shift in WGFD’s wildlife management approach. By fo-
cusing on the root of the wolf management problem—the people in-
volved and how decisions are made—rather than the physical details
of wolf biology, wolf restoration can be made to work for people. This
will be difficult, since what is needed is “a new paradigm in how [the]
agency operates.”!> It will require a demonstrated commitment and
capacity to meet this new standard of management.

Third, to be realistic, those in charge of wolf restoration must fully
acknowledge the human context within which restoration takes place,
whether they work in the field or in the office. To date, despite sub-
stantial efforts to do this, prevailing political and social forces continue
to have a large impact on the implementation of wolf restoration.
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Meanwhile, perceptions of success in this regard vary. Former USFWS
director Jamie Rappaport Clark said, “We used the law’s protections
and its flexibility to structure wolf recovery to meet the needs of the
species and those of the people. This is truly an endangered species
success story.”!® It may be more realistic to say that the wolf case is ac-
tually a story of a federally mandated recovery eftort, backed by a na-
tional constituency, which is ultimately going to be placed in the hands
of a local majority and a state government that do not want wolves or,
at best, remain ambiguous about the situation. If recovery has been a
biological success to date, it is still not clear how biologists and man-
agers will work with ranchers and landowners to increase acceptance
or tolerance of wolves after wolves are delisted. Since resources and
support for restoration will likely diminish once the state assumes man-
agement, this is especially important. Under the traditional formula,
working closely with people may simply mean killing more wolves
to placate people who have problems with these animals.

Even though some people are declaring restoration a success, the
program must also build adequate local acceptance from those who
have to live with wolves on a daily basis. Success also depends on a state
agency that is committed to long-term wolf restoration and that pos-
sesses the capabilities to meet both biological and social goals, as part
of a restructured and effective institutional system of wildlife man-
agement. Without attention to these human elements, all the money,
time, and work put into the program to date may not be sufficient to
reach the goal of wolf restoration over the long term. As noted by
Roberta Klein, a policy analyst who studied wolf restoration in the
Northern Rockies, wolf management involves a mix of national and
local ideologies and expectations that run the gamut of perspectives.
This makes the task of finding the common interest especially com-
plex. The precedent for intolerance has a long and well-established his-
tory. It is clear that some social change must occur to achieve broad
wolf recovery and coexistence. Social change takes time and effort, and
the difticulty of engaging in this task cannot be overemphasized.

Finally, the legitimate concerns of ranchers must be addressed
quickly, adequately, and contextually. The success of the program will
be determined largely by its social context, not by top-down, “out-
side” legal authority forcing change on people, and not merely by
killing more wolves. Being fully contextual is the key to success.
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Harvest Management Experience

We recommend harvesting the experience of wolf management from
other contexts and applying successful practices in this area. The ex-
periences and lessons learned by others can be adapted to the context
of western Wyoming, allowing new and better methods to be used to
address carnivore conflict and local politics. Also, existing management
practices that show great promise must be identified and expanded.

First, an effort begun in Alberta a few years ago (which has unfor-
tunately since languished because of lack of resources) could become
a model for integrating people’s expectations and goals. Here, a coali-
tion of livestock growers, biologists, and managers was working col-
laboratively in large carnivore conservation.!'” This cooperative
initiative undertaken by Timm Kaminski and others included such di-
verse groups as the Alberta Cattle Commission, the Alberta Fish and
Wildlife Division, the Central Rockies Wolf Project, the Western
Stockgrowers Association, and independent biologists. These groups
shared their experiences through an open forum, including question
and answer periods. The ultimate goal was to combine ranching tra-
dition and economic needs with the specifics of conserving large car-
nivores. Preliminary results brought out a number of practical ideas on
how to achieve these integrated management goals, including: (1) using
innovative depredation-avoidance techniques on a spatial scale equal
to the home ranges of social groups of wolves in all seasons, (2) ac-
companying monetary compensation for livestock losses with fairness
and trust, and (3) getting biologists, management agencies, and envi-
ronmental groups to improve their efforts to provide to ranchers a pro-
gram of proactive and cost-effective assistance to help large carnivores
exist.

Second, there are several good examples of partial success in prac-
tical efforts. As an improvement on the well-established compensation
program, the Defenders of Wildlife Bailey Wildlife Foundation re-
cently instituted the Proactive Carnivore Conservation Fund to en-
courage livestock producers to mitigate depredation events. This
program provides funds for collaborative projects designed to reduce
conflict through the use of electric fencing, scare devices, and livestock
guarding dogs, and by finding alternative grazing areas. These and other
techniques have been used with mixed success in various locations.
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The most successful techniques could be further implemented in this
region. It will be important to respond quickly to depredation events
and to upgrade the system of confirming wolf kills of livestock.

Third, the USFWS has had some success in working with local live-
stock producers. Mike Jimenez is in the field on a daily basis respond-
ing to wolf and livestock operators’ needs. He 1s an excellent model of
the kind of individual who is needed. By being responsive, thorough,
and committed to sustained involvement with local people, he is re-
building trust among participants. He has found that ranchers, like
many people, respond favorably to initiations of good will and re-
spect.'’® His flexibility and adaptation to changing conditions lead to
credibility with the people he deals with. Jimenez says that “civic di-
alogue is starting” in efforts to improve wolf management in the local
context.'? This kind of proactive approach should be expanded.

The learning-focused strategy we recommend requires three steps:
first, to find and describe successful wolf conservation efforts; second,
to adapt and diffuse them widely; and third, to open up new oppor-
tunities to build additional program successes. Individual and local pro-
grams must be identified, described, and carefully evaluated to see
exactly how they have aided wolf conservation and coexistence. This
critical appraisal to explain the formal and effective reasons for a pro-
gram’s success is called a “practice-based” approach to policy im-
provement.'?’ Successful management policies are actual cases, not
theoretical ones. For example, a rancher might take wolf conservation
into account when planning the next year of livestock management.
These cases can be used to institute “best practice” standards and can
function as field-tested models to be adapted and replicated in other
situations. These models shift attention away from the aggregate, over-
all problem or the sense of “failure,” establishing in its place a con-
structive, positive focus that can motivate and inform actions for wolf’
conservation on a continuing basis.

Appraisal works best when it is both independent and continuous.
Independence reduces the possibility that the appraisal process will be
used to promote special interests. Appraisals are more independent
when they include multiple, even competing, teams of appraisers.
Some of the appraisal teams should be outside the influence of what-
ever organization, agency, or group commissioned the appraisal so that
they have no direct stakes in the results. It is also necessary that ap-
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praisals take place on a continuous basis (quarterly, semiannually, or an-
nually, depending on the situation). Ongoing appraisal ensures the es-
tablishment, clarity, and diftusion of good field practices. Independent
and continuous appraisal obliges practitioners to use current stand-
ards and models (“best practices”) as they emerge. Finally, appraisals
must be conducted over a sufficient period of time to glean usable les-
sons. Participants must attend to appraisals over several years, and they
must remain alert for compromises in the appraisal process brought
about by shifts in policy, budgets, government, or other factors.

Carry Out Practice-Based Actions in the Field

We recommend that wolf restoration be shifted to a field-based,
practice-based focus and away from the highly visible, seemingly in-
tractable social conflict and symbolism that currently surrounds these
issues.!?! A hands-on, cooperative, evidence-based approach will min-
imize carnivore conflicts while at the same time ameliorate some of
the harmful political dynamics. This approach will require manage-
ment actions that are flexible, responsive, and detailed enough to work
on a scale appropriate to individual needs. To be successful in the long
run, wolf restoration must be carried out in the field on a day-to-day
basis. One-to-one credibility can be found through small-scale, prac-
tical problem solving.

First, we should directly ask livestock producers what tools they will
need to be able to live with and tolerate wolves. Livestock producers
are fully aware of the political ramifications of being “the bad guys,”
and they will tolerate large carnivores more willingly if they have ac-
cess to a comprehensive suite of management tools.'*? Environmen-
tal groups, biologists, and management agencies must increase and
improve their efforts to provide proactive and cost-eftective assistance
to ranchers.'® This will require commitments of time, money, and
people. Funding must be tiered to the level of wolf abundance. Since
wolf populations and their impacts will vary over time and geography,
so should the resources and tools be adaptable and available.

Second, it would be very helpful to develop site-specific manage-
ment alternatives. That is, we need more refined, detailed, and spatially
explicit management schemes than the generalized distinction be-
tween predator and trophy game status in Wyoming, depending on
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broad-scale location. Specific land use changes could be defined and
applied on a very detailed scale, as opposed to continual and categor-
ical wolf control actions. For example, specific sites crucial to wolves
could be identified (to a certain extent they already are) and used to
delineate areas that will be devoted primarily to the protection of
wolves. Some zoning, perhaps in the spring during calving, has already
been put into practice, and according to Mike Jimenez, “has worked
quite well”'2* On the other side of the coin, we must acknowledge,
as Jimenez says, that “there are places that cannot have wolves. . . .
There are limits.” Wolf advocates must accept that some places are so
hostile to wolves that the species will never be allowed to return there.
However, since Wyoming apparently intends to classify and manage
nearly all of the state as an area where wolves can be hunted as pred-
ators, this coarse definition may not be acceptable either when con-
sidering wolf population viability. A management system that is more
spatially explicit would help balance this situation.

Third, some livestock producers have indicated that depredations
on livestock have been reduced in certain federal grazing allotments
when they were able to move their stock out of areas of known high
carnivore density or when they varied stocking rates.!?> We need to
facilitate this type of proactive effort by encouraging agencies to give
livestock producers the flexibility and the incentives to make on-the-
ground, site-specific changes.!® Current Forest Service regulations
bind livestock producers to minimum levels of grazing allotment use
to maintain their leases, enforcing a minimum use level of 90 percent
of allotment capacity (determined by vegetation production) every 3
years. In addition, the number of grazing leases on Bridger-Teton Na-
tional Forest is about the same as when the leases were established 100
years ago under the presumption that carnivores would not be toler-
ated. Yet, livestock numbers have dropped about 60 percent in the same
period.'” It would be beneficial if the national forest incorporated
some flexibility into allotment regulations, allowing producers to limit
stocking rates and redistribute livestock based on carnivore distribu-
tion and habits. Sheep, however, are such easy prey that their coexis-
tence with wolves is questionable; a possible solution may be to move
sheep away from wolf areas entirely. The potential also exists for the
buyout of some grazing allotments. In 2003, 74,200 acres of the con-
troversial Black Rock-Spread Creek allotment on Bridger-Teton Na-
tional Forest was permanently retired because of the sheer magnitude
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of livestock and carnivore conflicts. Using an inclusive and proactive
approach, Steve Kilpatrick of the WGFD orchestrated a partnership
among livestock operators, conservation groups, and federal and state
agencies that enabled the voluntary retirement of grazing activity in
crucial grizzly bear and wolf habitat, effectively ending a long history
of conflict. However, not all recent developments show promise. In fall
2003 Bridger-Teton National Forest proposed opening three allot-
ments in the Wyoming Range to domestic sheep grazing. This would
expand the Wyoming Range Allotment Complex. As stated earlier,
when wolves and sheep inhabit the same area, conflicts are likely to
occur. Developments such as this do not bode well for wolves.!?® Al-
though no resident pack of wolves currently lives in this range, the po-
tential for conflict exists.

The retirement of grazing allotments on federal land will require
from the federal land management agencies money, labor, and most
of all an understanding of the benefits.!* Resistance by livestock pro-
ducers must be anticipated since the identity and economy of the West
were built on ranching. Livestock production will continue to be an
important land use in Wyoming, though the number of livestock on
public land is declining.'* By minimizing contact between carnivores
and livestock, depredation may decrease. Ultimately, by not integrat-
ing wildlife management and range management, federal agencies are
giving livestock producers (and the public in general) mixed signals
about the significance and value of these federal lands.

Conclusion

Restoring wolves and ensuring their long-term viability is relatively
easy biologically, but very complex politically. The national public
wants wolf restoration, but powerful segments of the local public do
not. The return of wolves has raised many substantive issues, such as
their predatory effects on livestock and wildlife, the use and misuse of
science, and the utility of management removals and compensation
programs. Since the wolf carries a huge symbolic load, it also enflames
complex local and regional politics. Most importantly, the wolf drama
has provoked another high-stakes round in the endless power strug-
gle among levels of government about which should have authority
and control over management of our natural resources. Symbolic and
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power politics, tightly entwined, override almost all other aspects of
wolf restoration. In this struggle, participants behave the way they do
to win symbolic victories as much as substantive gains.

At present wolves seem to be doing well. Federal agencies feel that
their job is almost over and that state agencies need to assume man-
agement responsibility. The public remains divided. Overall, people
have no individual or collective experience of what it takes to coexist
with large carnivores over the long haul. To find an individual today
who is a proponent of wolves and whose livelihood is based on live-
stock production is difficult.

Nevertheless, a host of practical, contextually sensitive options are
available to enable people and wolves to coexist. They build on cur-
rent successes and the commitment of a few dedicated individuals.
Among these options is working more closely with willing ranchers,
hunters, and other residents on the science and management of wolves
on a case-by-case basis. Learning from other wolf management efforts
and applying and adapting lessons from other areas offers another
promising path. Finally, a targeted, well-timed, practice-based approach
to address specific, on-the-ground problems is a proven strategy that
will help as well.

In the mid- to long-term, the institutional system of wildlife man-
agement must be restructured to promote the integration of diverse
interests and effective, practical problem solving. The future of large
carnivores depends on a sophisticated form of participatory (individual
and community-based) problem solving, learning, and adapting. Few
new resources will be needed, but the effort will require skilled field
people, a special kind of strategic leadership, and willing ranchers,
hunters, environmentalists, and agency personnel. This is the only way
to build and maintain trust, the most important component of any co-
operative effort in the common interest.
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Chapter 6

Participatory Projects for
Coexistence: Rebuilding
Civil Society

Gregory P McLaughlin, Steve Primm, and
Murray B. Rutherford

‘What did I really want? A process, I think, everybody involved—
ranchers, townspeople, conservationists—all taking part in that
reimagining. I wanted them to each try defining the so-called land
of their heart’s desiring, the way they would have things if they were
running the world. I wanted them to compare their versions of
paradise, and notice again the ways we all want so many of the same
things—Ilike companionship in a community of people we respect,

and meaningful work. —William Kittredge'

Western Wyoming may seem like a paradise to a good many people.
In recent years, however, it has become clear that people have greatly
varying “versions of paradise,” to use William Kittredge’s phrase. The
sagebrush wvalleys, cold clear rivers, and snow-covered mountains have
become a contested landscape. The fights are over many things at many
levels: rich newcomers versus struggling old timers, federal versus local
control, energy exploration versus clear skies and untouched land. One
of the most visible clashes, at least in the media and public discourse,
is the fight over native large carnivores, especially gray wolves, moun-
tain lions, and grizzly bears. As the other chapters in this volume
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detail, each of these three species has been a focal point for controversy
and conflict in the past decade.

Controversy and conflict are not necessarily problematic—healthy
conflict is, of course, a natural part of politics. However, some of the
struggles about large carnivores have become so chronic, so volatile,
and so deadlocked that it seems almost impossible to find acceptable
policies and programs to overcome them. For example, in 2002 at a
public meeting in Afton, Wyoming, 400 residents packed a gymnasium
to express nearly unanimous opposition to a Forest Service order set-
ting new rules for food storage and dealing with garbage and hunting
carcasses on public lands. The order was designed to reduce conflicts
between bears and people, but the Forest Service encountered conflict
of a different kind at the meeting in Afton and at a similar public
meeting held in Lander. Kim Barber, grizzly bear specialist for the
Shoshone National Forest, had the unenviable task of addressing the
meeting in Lander to justify the Forest Service’s new policy. “We
should not have had the meeting,” Barber concluded. Calling it a “hor-
net’s nest,” he endured participants’ criticisms of his honesty, frustra-
tion with his agency, and distrust of the whole process. The process, he
said, created heavy conflict, produced no change in the problem, and
eroded faith in future attempts at collaboration.? In the end, the meet-
ings in Afton and Lander led to crisis, escalating rather than dimin-
ishing conflict.

Controversies like this are not isolated events. We contend that such
controversies are significant and worthy of sustained attention. It is not
that large carnivores present a wholesale and imminent threat to “pub-
lic health, safety, and livelihood” (as stated in the 3/12/02 official min-
utes of the Fremont County Commission meeting?), although their
localized impact on some people and businesses can be acute. Rather,
we think these controversies are important because the way people
currently conduct such disputes is indicative of and contributes to a
moribund civil society. People are failing to resolve their collective dis-
putes or to establish an agreeable process for redressing grievances. Un-
fortunately, these malfunctions are not unique to the Yellowstone
region; they have deep roots in our political culture.*

In this chapter we argue for localized, participatory projects to help
resolve such conflicts and promote coexistence between people and
large carnivores. Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary defines participation
as “the state of being related to a larger whole,” stressing not only what
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participants do, but how they relate to one another.> This definition
sheds some light on the large carnivore controversy. Much of the con-
flict about carnivores comes from fundamental problems associated
with how people participate and interact, including breakdowns in
their relationships with each other and their relationships with the
management process. Many of the carnivore problems outlined in the
previous case studies, including escalating conflicts between people and
carnivores, politicization of conflicts via symbol attachment, and in-
ability of participants and agencies to resolve conflicts, can be traced
to dysfunctional processes of interaction among participants.

We begin our discussion of participatory projects by reviewing the
scope of the present conflicts in western Wyoming (see figure 1.1 in
chapter 1) and attempting to put them in perspective. Conflicts, by
almost any definition, have increased significantly since the mid-1990s.
The prospects for straightforward technical mitigation of these con-
flicts are constrained by a polarized sociopolitical environment that in-
hibits progress. Large carnivores are potent symbols in a cultural
conflict of values over resource conservation and public land use in the
American West, making cooperation difficult.® Using carnivores as
symbols has magnified the actual conflicts. This conflicted context
makes sweeping, large-scale improvements in carnivore management
unlikely. We argue that problem-solving processes that operate at
smaller scales and genuinely include citizens in conservation planning
might be more successful. Such projects could make real progress at
localized scales, while demonstrating an integration of values that
might diminish the cultural conflict at broader scales. In addition, local
participatory projects might help over time to rebuild civil society, by
developing new linkages among citizens and increasing their capacity
to interact constructively to form reasoned opinions about collective
problems. We conclude the chapter with recommendations about how
to design and implement such participatory projects.

The Contested Landscape of Large Carnivore Conservation

Although many people are frustrated with the current state of carni-
vore management, they remain firmly committed to the values they
demand from the management process. Each participant battles to ad-
vance his or her own values, using whatever strategies of power are
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available, such as litigation for environmental groups, ordinances for
county commissioners, petitions for other citizens, or the exercise of
regulatory authority for government agencies. This aggressive pursuit
of individual values, often at the expense of the values of others, in-
creases the level of distrust and conflict. Consequently, the entire
process can easily spiral into a tragic and intractable mess, where few
expect things to get any better; but many feel they have no other op-
tion but to continue battling. Policy scientist Ron Brunner says of such
patterns of ongoing interaction that “participants of all kinds are
trapped in a complex structure that institutionalizes conflict more than
it facilitates the integration or balancing of difterent interests into a
common interest.””’

There has been much evidence of this type of highly politicized
emphasis on power in large carnivore management. When Kniffy
Hamilton, supervisor of Bridger-Teton National Forest, discussed im-
plementation of the Forest Service’s food storage order, she said, “We're
either going to seek collaboration to get them to accept the food order,
or, if that doesn’t work, [we’re going to] go through with it.” The Sub-
lette County Commission, in its own bid to reclaim power at the local
level, justified its ban on bears by saying that it was “fed up” with the
federal government.“They’re supposed to be serving us, not ramming
[carnivore management laws] down our throats,” said commissioner
William Cramer. Meredith Taylor, the Greater Yellowstone coordina-
tor for the Wyoming Outdoor Council, has declared that as long as
wolves and grizzly bears have endangered species status, environmental
groups will use the weapon of litigation to protect them.® Tory Taylor,
a backcountry outfitter and member of the Wyoming Wildlife Federa-
tion, observed, “All groups might feel threatened about this issue be-
cause they feel like they don’t have control and power. Maybe that’s
why they have to go to such measures. They’re scared and have to act
in a rash manner to get their piece of the pie. . . . People have no
power over their lives, and whatever they can do to project that power
over other people helps them [feel better].”” This exemplifies how uni-
versal frustration, distrust, anger, and a fatalistic sense of hopelessness
have led many to disengage from the decision-making process, inten-
sify conflicts, or sometimes even sabotage the entire process.'”

Collaboration efforts arising in this environment of conflict and dis-
trust tend to be noncommittal and may be simply symbolic gestures
to satisty regulatory, procedural requirements or buy time. Until the
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dysfunctional patterns of interaction are broken, no real collaboration,
clarifying of common interest goals, or improvement in carnivore
management will be possible.

Scope of Human-Carnivore Conflicts

To understand the politicized power struggles properly, we need to
begin with a better understanding of the true scope of the conflicts.
Conflicts between people and carnivores can be measured as on-the-
ground ecological phenomena across time and space. Taking a long-
term perspective, these conflicts were part of this region’s history, but
the frequency dropped dramatically by early in the 20th century as
many large carnivores were extirpated. Chapter 4 outlines the range
collapse of grizzlies, which resulted in the absence of the bears from
most of the state except the remote backcountry in and near Yellow-
stone National Park. Chapter 5 describes the apparent extirpation of
gray wolves in the region. Both of these species made striking come-
backs, though, during the 1990s—grizzlies through sustained recov-
ery efforts and wolves through an intensive, 2-year reintroduction
effort. Changes in mountain lion populations have been more difficult
to ascertain accurately, but chapter 3 describes how their numbers in
western Wyoming have also probably increased in the last few decades
and how there is likely to be greater concern about risks to human
safety as lions are sighted more often. Overall, the recent abrupt tran-
sition from zero or few conflicts with large carnivores to dozens, or
even hundreds, annually marks a significant change in the relation-
ship between these animals and people.

Recolonization of historic range by these three species seems to be
continuing. Wolves have expanded beyond the broadest delineations
of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, inhabiting high desert coun-
try near Farson in southwestern Wyoming.!' Some wolves have made
forays into northern Utah.!? Grizzlies now occupy the northern end
of the Wind River Range, and in 2002 a grizzly was killed near Dead-
man Pass in the Wyoming Range, a point closer to Utah than to Yel-
lowstone National Park.'® As this expansion continues, we can expect
additional conflicts. At the same time, human populations are also rap-
idly expanding. Between 1990 and 2000, Teton, Sublette, and Lincoln
counties were the fastest growing counties in Wyoming, with growth
rates of 63,22, and 15 percent, respectively.'*



182  Coexisting with Large Carnivores

There are several ways of assessing the actual magnitude of on-the-
ground conflicts between carnivores and people arising from these
changes. Confirmed livestock predation is a straightforward index, but
does not account for the other costs to ranchers from predation. As
chapter 4 explains, death loss is only one type of damage that comes
with predation. Livestock may lose weight or injure themselves in flee-
ing from carnivores, and they may redistribute themselves in a way that
is incongruent with grazing objectives. Clearly, many ranchers perceive
carnivores as serious threats to both their livestock and their traditional
way of life, and finding a way to deal with these perceptions is an im-
portant step in dealing with carnivore conflicts. As Mark Bruscino,
grizzly bear management officer of Wyoming Game and Fish De-
partment (WGFD), said, there is a need to “make the situation ac-
ceptable to the guy getting impacted.”!

Reduction of big game herds—particularly elk and moose, but also
bighorn sheep—is another measure of the conflict between people and
carnivores. Hunting outfitters, whose businesses depend on the avail-
ability of these game species, have mixed feelings about large carni-
vores. Despite inconsistent data on the actual impacts on trophy game
animals, some outfitters feel that more predation by carnivores will
dramatically lower game populations and thus opportunities for their
clients to hunt, especially for trophy specimens.'® For example, Maury
Jones, an outfitter from Afton and leader of a 100-member outfitter
association, expressed concern that “the predators are going to destroy
wildlife” in the region.!” Similarly, Wyoming Game and Fish Com-
missioner Les Henderson blamed mountain lions, rather than diseases
spread by domestic sheep, for low numbers of bighorn sheep in the
Wyoming Range. According to Henderson, the WGFD “has deliber-
ately increased predator populations. Their objective is to decrease
game populations and then blame the decrease in game on livestock
grazing.”!® The anecdotal and uncertain nature of this variable makes
its value dubious, but it is a popular complaint nonetheless. Though
some outfitters are not concerned about large carnivores, many are
currently pressuring county commissions and state and federal agen-
cies to take a harder stand on carnivore control.

Qualitative description of changes in people’s lives may yield better
insight into the true scope of conflicts with carnivores than any of
these other measures. Life with large carnivores is ineluctably different
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from life without them. Overt conflicts, such as predation on livestock
or destruction of property, obviously aggrieve people. A clear example
of real threats by wolves appeared in the Sublette County Examiner on
February 6,2003:“Dunoir rancher Jon Robinette [sic] told of the his-
tory of depredations on the Diamond G, which have persisted despite
the fact that the ranch sold off a great deal of its cattle. Wolves have
also killed dogs on the ranch on five occasions, coming on the ranch
house’s front and back porches. In one case, his wife was walking the
dog to the barn to lock it up when the wolves appeared and killed it
instead. In addition to cattle and dogs, wolves have killed two adult
horses and a colt on the ranch as well.”!”

The preparations and precautions people must take to avoid con-
flicts are another form of cost. For example, the logistics of adequately
securing attractants—food, livestock feed, game meat—from bears can
be a time-consuming and expensive addition to a camping trip. Wolves
impose similar burdens by making it inadvisable to leave horses or dogs
unattended in the backcountry.?” The presence of mountain lions in
an area means that people must be more cautious about their children
and pets. Apart from the logistical burdens of planning and bringing
adequate equipment, carnivores may cause anxiety as people fear for
their own safety as well as that of their children and animals. The num-
ber of people affected by these sorts of changes is unclear, but it may
well be a majority of residents along with an unknown number of
recreational visitors.

Putting Conflicts in Perspective

To address carnivore conflicts, it is important to understand the legit-
imate, substantive objections that people have about carnivores. How-
ever, it is also important to assess these conflicts in terms of actual social
and economic impacts. This is especially true in light of the sweeping
claims that have been leveled by some antipredator factions. For ex-
ample, former Fremont County Commissioner Scott Luther argued that
agriculture is a major part of his county’s economy and that large car-
nivores will inevitably harm agriculture in the county and thereby cause
great damage to the economy.?! Resolutions and ordinances passed by
the Fremont, Sublette, and Lincoln county governments made simi-
lar claims about threats “to public health, safety, and livelihood.”?
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Figure 6.1

Numbers of cattle and domestic sheep in four Wyoming counties, 2001 (data
source: Wyoming Agricultural Statistics Service, 2002).

It 1s clear that there are many cattle and domestic sheep in the
southern part of Greater Yellowstone, as figure 6.1 illustrates. Fremont
County, which itself is bigger than some eastern states, contains more
than 100,000 cattle—more than Sublette, Lincoln, and Teton counties
combined. Together, the four counties held 205,000 cattle in 2001.%
Although no analysis has been done to evaluate the exposure of these
cattle to predation risk, it seems unlikely that they are all at high risk
of conflict with grizzlies, wolves, and mountain lions.

Even if large carnivores were affecting all the livestock in these
counties, it is not clear that this would dramatically harm the counties’
economies. Recent data gathered by economists at the Sonoran Insti-
tute cast doubt on the contention that grizzlies, wolves, and mountain
lions will greatly damage local economies. Figure 6.2 shows the con-
tribution of agriculture (including ranching and livestock rearing) as
a percentage of all personal income in each of the four counties. The
graph, illustrating agriculture’s contribution in 1970 and in 2000,
makes two key points.>* First, agriculture is not now a major compo-
nent of total personal income in these four counties. Although there
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Figure 6.2

Agricultural income as percentage of total personal income in four Wyoming
counties, 1970 and 2000 (data source: Rasker and Alexander 2003, using U.S.
Department of Commerce statistics).

are other ways in which agriculture may be important (such as main-
taining open space, paying taxes, and sustaining cultural traditions), it
appears unlikely that the impacts of carnivores on agriculture will ruin
local economies. Even Fremont County, with its huge numbers of cat-
tle, does not appear to rely on agriculture for a healthy economy. The
second key point is that there was obviously a time when agriculture
did provide a significant portion of income, especially in Sublette and
Lincoln counties.

This second point is important for understanding the social context
of the region. In a relatively short time, the importance of cattle and
sheep ranching has declined precipitously. There are several factors be-
hind this decline. Low prices for beef, lamb, and wool may be one key
factor. Poor livestock profit margins have forced many local people to
move or find other ways to make ends meet. According to Levi
Broyles, who manages grazing permits in Bridger-Teton National For-
est, several longer term livestock permit holders have quit because they
couldn’t sustain losses: “Up to 1980 most ranching was local; now only
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two of the twenty allotments are local.”?® Other factors include in-
creasing automation of certain tasks (such as hay production) that has
reduced labor needs in agriculture. Also, many new, nonagricultural
businesses have emerged in these counties. Finally, many new residents
have entered the region in recent years, bringing nonlabor income
such as retirement funds and stock dividends with them.?® These forces
are highly impersonal, diftuse, and seemingly immutable.

Ranching is central to this region’s identity. That ranching is in
decline—it is at least not as important as it once was economically and
may be at risk of disappearing altogether—is difticult for many to ac-
cept. Large carnivores and the laws protecting them share a fragile po-
litical stage with these local woes. Of course, when national forest
grazing allotments are located in carnivore habitat, there is likely to be
conflict. But when family ranches face multiple economic losses, los-
ing livestock to predation pours salt in the wounds, and carnivores be-
come convenient scapegoats for a larger set of problems. It may be that
the resurgence of large carnivores is simply the “straw that breaks the
camel’s back,” imposing the additional cost on ranchers that could put
them into insolvency. Alternatively, carnivores at least provide clear
focal points, or symbols, for explaining and blaming the decline of
ranching. We turn next to the role of carnivores as focal symbols.

Carnivores as Symbols and Surrogates

It should be reemphasized that effective problem solving in carnivore
conflicts requires adequate information about the actual threats posed
by wolves, grizzly bears, and mountain lions to livestock and human
safety. Understanding the actual scope and magnitude of carnivore-
human conflicts is an important first step in dealing with the prob-
lem of coexisting with carnivores. Getting a clear picture of what
drives the local economy is likewise essential. In addition, though, it
1s vital that we have information about the broader context in order
to develop a working knowledge for problem solving. One key fea-
ture of the broader context of the carnivore management problem is
that grizzlies, wolves, and mountain lions have become symbolic focal
points in a widespread political conflict in the Rocky Mountains.?’
Opponents of carnivore conservation appear to be motivated by a
number of grievances. Some of the opposition relates to the inherent
danger that grizzlies and mountain lions can pose to humans. There
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is also the prospect of carnivore conservation leading to economic
losses. Some opponents even claim that carnivore conservation is ac-
tually intended to curtail commercial land use and has little to do with
concern for these species. Fremont County rancher Dan Ingalls stated,
“the enviro groups are pushing to place these large predators every-
where because their goal is to end multiple use.”®

It is important to understand that conflict over large carnivores re-
flects much larger struggles over public lands and cultural change in
the West.* Along with the growth in both carnivore and human
populations, there has been dramatic social and political change, often
informally referred to as the development of the “New West.” Influxes
of people and wealth have created new demands in the region, which
are having both positive and negative impacts on carnivores. Many of’
the newcomers value carnivores as symbols of wilderness, natural
beauty, and quality of life. The cultural gap and increasing tension be-
tween this growing population of newer residents and the “old-timers”
has been particularly obvious in Jackson. Bernie Holz, Jackson region
wildlife supervisor for WGFED, highlighted this gap when he discussed
the reaction of conservation-oriented residents of Jackson to the
agency’s grizzly bear management plan:“They aren’t Wyoming people;
Jackson people are in huge denial.”?"

One major reason that these struggles continue and become more
entrenched is a lack of a clear, agreed-upon direction for state and fed-
eral management agencies. Land management bureaucracies such as
the Forest Service are operating under a set of laws that often mandate
conflicting objectives. The federal budgeting process, along with di-
rect pressure tactics such as congressional field hearings and threats,
turther complicate land management. Overall, Congress has apparently
expected complex laws such as the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act
and the Endangered Species Act to be integrated by the agencies on
a case-by-case basis, rather than providing a clear mandate. Many ob-
servers see this as irresponsible, leading to perpetual conflict. “Rather
than producing a self-correcting system, the interactions among com-
peting groups have created a dysfunctional decision process animated
by acrimony and dissatisfaction.”?!

This situation is unlikely to improve by action at the national level
in the near future. A sustained, reflective, national debate on public
lands, biodiversity, or large carnivores in particular seems extremely
unlikely for the time being. Too many competing issues, as well as
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powerful political actors who would fight to keep carnivores off the
national agenda, block this avenue. Powerful politicians, for example,
managed to keep wolf reintroduction off the national agenda for
decades. These same players are active today, employing “agenda de-
nial” strategies such as connecting carnivores to “land grab” conspira-
cies and other evils.*

Even if grizzlies, wolves, and mountain lions did become an im-
portant issue on the national agenda, it seems unlikely that any real
progress would be made. First, the odds are high that some other
issue—such as health care, Social Security, or education—would
quickly replace carnivores as a policy focal point. Second, reasoned de-
bate and thoughtful problem solving seem very rare at the national
level, especially about complex and esoteric issues such as carnivore
conservation. Instead, the debate would likely revolve around diamet-
rically opposed policy narratives (e.g., “wolves as noble spirit of the
Rockies” vs. “wolves as evil killers”) and manipulation of symbols to
mobilize support.*> Conservation advocates at this level may try to
hitch carnivores to some broader agenda, such as ending public lands
grazing or designating more wilderness areas, and opportunities for
making real progress on the ground could be missed. Finally, the cur-
rent political climate does not promise favorable outcomes for carni-
vore conservation through large-scale federal processes.**

The Fire of Conflict

In his book, Sitting in the Fire, Arnold Mindell explored the dynamics
of group conflicts. According to Mindell, these conflicts are often re-
played over time because historically destructive patterns of interac-
tion remain unresolved in ongoing networks of relationships. These
destructive patterns result from historic “public abuse” among all par-
ticipants, who show symptoms such as aggression, withdrawal, silence,
tear, or speaking out all the time. He defines abuse as “the unfair use
of physical, psychological, or social power against others who are un-
able to defend themselves because they do not have equal physical, psy-
chological, or social power,” and “instead of being cloaked in silence,
public abuse is out in the open where it can be witnessed by millions
of people.”®® The frustrating and traumatizing impacts of these emo-
tions burden most participants with an overwhelming sense of apathy
and fatalism—almost a mass depression, in psychological terms.
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Mindell’s reasoning helps to explain why people engage in the
carnivore process with such distrust and skepticism. It also suggests that
halthearted attempts at interaction are likely to hinder real collabora-
tive efforts, because there is rarely a strong enough commitment from
participants to form a new pattern of relating to one another. “Passiv-
ity and apathy may indicate a history of abuse,” says Mindell. “Demo-
cratic countries and organizations do not function well, in part, because
people who are afraid or hopeless do not represent their viewpoints.”
In these situations, he concludes,“a consensus is meaningless.”*°

The result of traditional carnivore management interactions is sub-
optimal carnivore policy. Afraid that they will lose what little access to
power, wealth, or other values they have, all participants engage in his-
toric patterns of behavior and reinforce the system of negative interac-
tion that shrank their opportunities in the first place. In this system of
conflict, even those who are peripherally involved tend to identify with
the perspectives of one or more of the primary stakeholders and adopt
similar ways of engaging in the process and justifying their positions. For
example, many rural citizens have internalized the plight of ranchers
who have experienced livestock losses. There are also cases of internal
disagreement within each subgroup of participants, such that they some-
times communicate confused opinions or conflicting statements. More-
over, subgroups and the individuals who identify with them may go
back and forth between contradictory viewpoints as the inner conflict
plays itself out. Over time, though, people’s experiences of the conflict
tend to sort them into a few difterent shared identities—some based on
direct experience and others internalized via relationships with other
people. As long as these roles and identities are aligned to reinforce the
historic patterns of “public abuse,” improvements in the large carnivore
management process are unlikely. The key to breaking these dystunc-
tional patterns of interaction is to get local participants working to-
gether on real, manageable, on-the-ground problems in which power
and control are not such major issues and symbolic debate is minimized.

The Advantages of Participatory Approaches
Overall, considering the high costs of competing and low odds of

success at the national scale, it makes more sense to pursue problem
solving for carnivore conflicts in other venues and through other
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means. Local, genuinely participatory projects offer a viable alterna-
tive. Such projects may have the best chance of making on-the-ground
progress in the high-conflict context that plagues carnivore manage-
ment, while diffusing that conflict over time.

Working Together on Manageable Problems

According to Ron Brunner, more and more communities in the West
are recognizing that “the old formulas for governance no longer work
satisfactorily,” and they are looking to find new ways to cooperate.
Community-based, collaborative, or participatory approaches to prob-
lems have been recommended as a way to overcome frustration and
gridlock and inspire better decisions at the local level. People are
interested in participatory processes because of dissatisfaction with cur-
rent decision-making processes (e.g., legislation, litigation, and ad-
ministrative processes such as environmental impact statements), which
seem unable to resolve contentious issues. Brunner says that the tran-
sition to local participatory processes “begins when local people real-
ize that a pressing policy problem they experience might be solved
locally.”¥

By addressing such problems locally through small-scale initiatives,
the conflicts and shouting matches that overwhelm carnivore debates
might be replaced with more civil and constructive discussions. Local
participatory projects attempt to achieve immediate impacts on the
ground, building trust among participants every time they meet their
common interests. Participants learn valuable process and communi-
cation skills. In addition, the projects offer important learning oppor-
tunities. Being small scale and low profile, they provide low-stakes
settings for trying out innovative ideas. Scientists, managers, and other
practitioners (e.g., ranchers and outfitters) can experiment with man-
agement practices for coexistence with carnivores. Over time, suc-
cessful, small-scale projects can increase political support (or lessen
opposition) by serving as models for coexistence. By gaining political
support, subsequent projects in other areas become easier to imple-
ment. The technical knowledge gained in one project can likewise ex-
pedite the next project. Building on successful interactions, these small
experiments begin creating networks of people who are comfortable
working together. As these participants interact to evaluate and apply
successful experiments to new places, they may redefine the carni-
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vore issue according to their common interest of reducing conflicts
and coexisting.

Another important argument for small-scale participatory projects
is that coexistence with carnivores will depend heavily on the behav-
1or of individual people who live or work in carnivore habitat. It is un-
likely that there will be sufficient political support or implementation
resources for intensive monitoring and stringent enforcement of
human behaviors that encourage coexistence. Instead, coexistence ef-
forts must rely heavily on voluntary compliance and public goodwill.
Voluntary compliance and informal enforcement (e.g., peer pressure)
are more likely if citizens are actively involved in designing and im-
plementing conservation programs.®

Fairness in Carnivore Conservation

There is also a strong fairness argument for pursuing participatory car-
nivore conservation. One conservative commentator has characterized
current approaches to carnivore conservation as “a burden placed on
the rural minority . . . by the government to satisty the aesthetic pref-
erences of the urban majority.? Although this interpretation may be
overstated, it does raise important points. The Endangered Species Act
makes it clear that the United States values native biota, even to the
point of restoring extirpated species such as gray wolves. Yet it is also
clear that this value does not trump all others; otherwise wolves, elk,
bison, and other formerly widespread species would be restored
throughout their historic ranges, regardless of costs or risks.
Restoring large predators and ungulates to a heavily populated state
such as Ohio, for example, which has a human population density 54
times higher than that of Wyoming,*’ could be accomplished if
Americans were willing to bear the tremendous costs. The majority of
Americans evidently have chosen, however, largely through inaction,
not to live with their full complement of native large mammals, prob-
ably because of the costs to their economies and to human safety. Yet
the majority of Americans find it acceptable to impose similar costs
on a tiny minority in the rural Rocky Mountain West. Sheep rancher
Mary Thoman aptly summed up this dynamic: “We’re paying the tab
for society’s project.”*! If the majority expect the minority to accept
these costs, then it is only fair that rural Westerners should also have a
role in designing and implementing conservation programs that is



192  Coexisting with Large Carnivores

more than proportionate to their numbers. That is, if rural Western-
ers must bear a disproportionate burden that other Americans shirk,
they should have a disproportionately bigger voice in how this burden
is managed.

None of this is to say that people who are remote from current
wolf, grizzly, or mountain lion ranges should have no voice in the de-
sign and implementation of conservation programs. Furthermore, there
are counter arguments to be raised, particularly that the federal lands
belong to all U.S. citizens. The rural West also benefits disproportion-
ately from federal spending. Being part of the union has its benefits as
well as costs.

These arguments and counter arguments will not conclusively settle
the matter of participation and fairness, nor do they necessarily need
to do so. Our point here is not to establish a firm legal foundation for
or against local participation. Rather, we wish to canvass the persua-
sive claims that exist for participation in carnivore conservation. As
long as the rural West is part of a larger nation that wants some large
predators around, Westerners will need to abide these species. On the
other hand, the larger nation must not argue that rural Westerners have
some extraordinary moral obligation to conserve native biota at the
expense of all other values. The upshot of these claims is that there is
a mandate to conserve large predators, but people who bear dispro-
portionate costs should have a significant role in designing how to ful-
fill that mandate.

Designing Participatory Processes

If we accept that local people must have a voice in order for carni-
vore conservation to be equitable and effective, then we need to en-
sure that participatory processes let this voice emerge in an accurate,
well-informed way. As discussed above, the overall strategy that we ad-
vocate involves local people in addressing carnivore problems through
a network of small-scale, experimental projects in areas with existing
or high potential for conflicts. This experimental approach, sometimes
called prototyping, uses small-scale, local interventions to demonstrate
how problems can be solved in one location, and then adapts success-
ful processes and solutions to other locations.** This approach is sim-
ilar to the way in which agricultural extension agents operate soil
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conservation programs with farmers, but it includes both field projects
and public collaboration techniques. Prototyping builds on existing
information, social networks, and institutions and gives participants
a legitimate reason for interacting and collaborating in carnivore
management.

In the remainder of this section we discuss some of the main tasks
involved in developing participatory processes that will produce rea-
soned, informed opinions to guide carnivore conservation.

Project Areas Scaled to Human Communities

The first step in developing a network of small-scale, participatory
projects 1s to identify communities of people who are experiencing,
or will experience, direct conflicts with carnivores. What exactly is a
community of people? In his discussion of community-based initia-
tives, Ron Brunner described a community as a “multiple interest
group,” in which various participants can bring their values to the table
and work to find a common interest.*> A community, then, is simply
a group of people who are affected by an issue. This “does not mean
its members feel good about one another,” said Brunner, only that
“they are interdependent enough that they find it expedient to take
each other into account.”**

Project areas can be on the scale of watersheds, valleys, counties,
Forest Service ranger districts, or other meaningful geographic or po-
litical units. The purpose of tying coexistence projects to these units is
twofold. First, citizens are likely to be more engaged in participatory
efforts to resolve localized conflicts with carnivores. Second, for par-
ticipation to be logistically feasible, participatory processes should not
place excessive burdens, such as long travel distances, on citizens. Par-
ticipatory processes should also, however, include interested nonlocal
people. This category could include recreationists and hunters who use
local public lands but reside elsewhere. More broadly, citizens from
outside the area could be represented by nongovernmental organiza-
tions with similar positions.*

Ideally, a local participatory project can bring members of a com-
munity together through more positive interactions than the lawsuits,
executive orders, citizen petitions, and ordinances that have generally
defined the large carnivore debate. Participatory projects bring people
face to face, creating a variety of immediate benefits. First, the conflict
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becomes more humanized, making it more difficult to politicize the
dialogue with exaggerated claims about either carnivores or other par-
ticipants. Since people are interacting directly in a discussion about
specific, on-the-ground conflicts with carnivores, symbolic debate be-
comes less relevant. Participants can agree at the outset on appropriate
standards to ensure civility in their interactions. Participatory projects
can also diffuse conflict by engaging people in a common problem-
solving process. As people invest their ideas into a collective discus-
sion, they may develop a greater sense of responsibility for the
collective needs of those involved. Brunner said that this gives people
“ample reason to continue to act responsibly” because “they cannot
avoid the direct consequences of their actions.” This encourages people
to consider and work together with the real human beings sitting
across from them. The many participants we have interviewed in the
large carnivore conservation debate have overwhelmingly expressed a
desire to return civility to the social process as a whole.

Understanding the Social Context

Another fundamental task for participatory projects is to gain a work-
ing knowledge of the area’s sociocultural attributes. Valuable informa-
tion includes human demographics and the makeup of the local
economy. Understanding broad patterns of attitudes, beliefs, and val-
ues is key to understanding the people in the region. Of particular im-
portance to developing successful participatory processes is identifying
key individuals who are respected and influential in various subcul-
tures of the area. Exactly who these people are will vary across settings,
but it is crucial to remember that they may not always be elites in for-
mal positions, such as county commissioners.*® Another important
facet is the area’s civic institutions (e.g., the Lions Clubs, churches, and
less formal organizations). Existing institutions devoted to natural re-
sources (e.g., watershed conservation groups, conservation districts, and
grazing cooperatives) are particularly significant.

Establishing wholly new efforts without first exploring existing in-
stitutions is likely to be a mistake. Experience shows that citizens who
are willing and able to take a constructive role in solving conserva-
tion problems often already devote a good deal of their discretionary
time to civic activities. New participatory efforts that are not integrated
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with existing institutions may fail to engage this limited pool of people
simply because they are too busy to take on new activities. Worse,
people involved with established institutions may see new efforts as
competition or as a negative verdict on the usefulness of their own
labors. In any event, failure to integrate with effective local institutions
may doom new participatory eftorts. Overlooking existing institutions,
including government and state agencies, may either create active op-
ponents or simply deprive the new initiative of the skills, leadership,
and legitimacy of key individuals.*’

A note of caution, though, is required here. Some institutions and
agencies are simply not presently geared toward true community par-
ticipation. For example, Bernie Holz, Jackson region wildlife super-
visor for WGFD, has called collaboration “[management| by
committee,” giving responsibility to people who have no experience
of the impacts of their decisions. Responding to a citizen-drafted griz-
zly bear management plan that was eventually tossed out by the
department, Holz said, “the citizens groups thought they were em-
powered to make the decision.”* He went on to say that community-
based incentives risk creating issues that aren’t issues. Other participants
have found this approach extremely frustrating. Pam Lichtman of the
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, a member of the citizens’ group
that drafted the rejected plan, said that it was obvious that WGFD had
ignored the citizens’ report and instead used the plan “they had in
their back pocket the whole time.”*’ Donna Wilson of the Sierra Club
said that WGFD had “taken the ‘public’ out of public meetings.”>" Be-
cause of such experiences, participants have built up negative expec-
tations and perceptions of some of the agencies involved in carnivore
management.

A number of scholars also advise against agency domination of par-
ticipatory conservation. However, it is clear that agency staff have criti-
cal roles to play, both formally and informally. Not only do managers
from the state and federal agencies have extensive contact with local
people, their perceptions and values may help or hinder participatory
processes. Whenever possible, therefore, we suggest that managers be
included in local strategies, but that these strategies be citizen-driven
if they are to be eftective and that the agencies not be allowed to as-
sume roles of domination.>!
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Participatory Dialogue

The final component of our general strategy builds on the previous
steps. Once a community of participants has become involved and key
contextual information has been gathered, the next task is to design
and implement participatory conservation strategies that produce tan-
gible outcomes. This task is challenging, as it alters traditional roles,
transcends disciplinary boundaries, and requires skills that may be in
short supply. There is always a risk that participatory problem solving
will end up as a new name for old, exclusionary ways of doing busi-
ness. This outcome 1s what opponents of participatory efforts fear: re-
placing a transparent—if divisive and cumbersome—system of laws
and procedures with small-scale deal making.>?

People who design or are involved in participatory processes must
turn to some fundamental questions from the outset. First, there must
be clarity about the problem or problems they are trying to solve in a
given effort. Who is it a problem for? What is their stake in solving
it? How have they defined it? Most importantly, is it truly a collective
problem, or a problem for one person’s narrow interests? In the case
of carnivore conservation, people claiming to speak for “Westerners”
or “the community” may in fact be arguing only for their own par-
ticular interests. Sorting through these matters can be tiring, time-
consuming, and contentious. It requires skilled facilitation, as well as a
venue that is relatively free from emotional manipulation and social
intimidation.”® Some participatory efforts gloss over this important
step. Too many begin with vague premises and goals and with language
about “common sense,” “healthy forests,” or other ambiguous terms.
Skipping the problem definition step in a rush to find “common
ground” ultimately undermines participatory efforts.>*

Given the widely varying perceptions surrounding carnivore con-
flicts, it may be worthwhile to spend the initial sessions in a process
of discovery, reviewing and digesting what is known about mountain
lions, grizzly bears, and wolves. The aim would be to arrive at a com-
mon understanding of the available facts and to set bounds on the lim-
its of knowledge. In addition to the biological sciences, participants
could incorporate other types of knowledge and local expertise (such
as that of outfitters, artists, and Native Americans). Although this dis-
covery phase would precede much of the discussion about value judg-
ments, the dialogue should be structured to circle back periodically
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to revisit and revise understandings. Once participants establish a
common foundation of knowledge, they can move on to deal with
value judgments.

A second fundamental matter is the need for designers and partic-
ipants to reflect on their motivations for conducting a participatory
process. On the surface, people want to participate in problem-solving
processes because they have detailed knowledge of the problem and
have a better chance of developing solutions that are durable and rea-
sonable. Often, however, participants really want to control the deci-
sions that are made. If people are going to devote their time and energy
to participatory problem solving, it is understandable that they would
like to be assured that their preferred solutions are going to be imple-
mented. In the broader political context, though, is this a fair demand?
Taking a role in solving a collective problem is inherently political. No
one else in the political arena gets an up-front guarantee that his or her
preferences will prevail. Moreover, one of the primary aims of partic-
ipation is to develop smarter, more reasonable solutions that satisfy a
broad range of interests.>

Participatory processes, then, should be forums for reasoning. So-
lutions that emerge should be backed by “the force of a better argu-
ment,” rather than by payoffs to influential interests.>® “Better
argument” can be a problematic ideal, but if participants are called
upon to make their values and assumptions explicit and to provide ev-
idence for their claims, reason can prevail.’ If participants have carte
blanche decision-making power, however, it may be difficult to follow
the rule of reason. For example, the whole process may be undermined
if carnivore conservation values are favored at the expense of ranch-
ing or hunting values, or vice versa. Dialogue may be cut short, and
calls for explanations may be ignored. This outcome would not be
much of an improvement over the status quo, since it would merely
transfer power to a different party. It does not accomplish the aim of’
developing reasoned, durable decisions that will not be perpetually
contested. Thus, many experts recommend a “firewall” between dia-
logue and decision making to ensure that what emerges from partic-
ipatory processes is informed by better argument.®® In other words,
dialogue should focus on the underlying value conflicts and on de-
veloping mutual understanding; it should not be permitted to morph
into negotiation or mediation aimed at fundamental decision making.
This separation of dialogue and authority shows that participation need
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not be synonymous with “local control.” Also, the dialogue-policy fire-
wall may bolster the sustainability of participatory processes by avoid-
ing the legal pitfalls of delegating statutory authority.>

Another advantage of the dialogue-policy firewall is that it may
contribute to long-term strengthening of civil society. Civil society,
according to political scientist Benjamin Barber, is “an independent
domain of free social life where neither governments nor private mar-
kets are sovereign.”’®® It is an amorphous concept, but most of us have
experienced civil society in some form or another. Social scientists
have documented the decline of “civil society” in America in recent
years. People are increasingly disengaged from their fellow citizens, par-
ticipating in very few associational activities.®! We are thus left with
three domains of life: the market economy, government, and the pri-
vate life of home and family. The fourth domain, civil society, is vital
to the resolution of collective problems. It is the proper locus of
discussion, debate, and opinion formation among citizens. Government
and markets are not the appropriate spheres for opinion formation
because of the inherent hierarchical and coercive nature of these
institutions.®?

The absence of civil society’s opinion-forming function leaves us
with few viable alternatives for resolving value disputes such as those
involved in carnivore conservation. Instead, we have orchestrated
media campaigns and the demonization of opponents, and virtually no
meaningful conversation takes place. Fortunately, civil society need not
be revitalized nationwide before we can begin to restore it and bene-
fit from it in places like western Wyoming. As environmental policy
specialist Yrjo Haila pointed out, civil society is like a muscle in that
it grows stronger with use.®> Although civil society dialogues to solve
carnivore conservation problems may start slowly, they can be repli-
cated and spread and may even diffuse to nonwildlife issues as well.

Ultimately, the promise of participatory problem solving lies in its
potential to find out what a spectrum of thoughtful and engaged
people think about the nature of a particular problem and how we
should go about solving it. Well-designed participatory processes
should be an improvement over opinion polling or finding out what
“the man in the street” thinks about a complex problem in the absence
of information.®* The sort of process we outline—with in-depth dia-
logue and a firewall between dialogue and decision-making power—
may sound time-consuming and esoteric. Considering the conflict and
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gridlock that have characterized public land policy and wildlife con-
servation in recent decades, however, it is difficult to believe that the
alternatives are more expedient.

Outcomes of Participatory Processes

It 1s unrealistic, though, to expect citizens to devote time and energy
to discussions that have no bearing at all on real-world outcomes. Par-
ticipatory problem solving should not be “all talk.” These processes can
and should focus on smaller scale, tangible outcomes, even if a firewall
is maintained between dialogue and more fundamental decision mak-
ing. There are many worthwhile outcomes that would improve co-
existence with large carnivores, yet stop well short of “local control.”
These include research and monitoring, proactive conflict mitigation,
and development of local conservation plans that can be readily incor-
porated into existing carnivore management programs. Undertaking
such activities through a participatory process has two key benefits. First,
these activities make substantive contributions to resolving carnivore-
human conflicts, lowering the tension surrounding carnivore man-
agement efforts. Second, the participatory dimension should foster
partnerships among interests who may not be traditional allies. By de-
signing and carrying out tangible activities together, these interests can
develop mutual understanding and perhaps learn to trust one another.
Meanwhile, they can continue their ongoing dialogue about deeper
value judgments and envisioning a future for carnivores and human
communities in the local area and beyond.

Seeking Points of Entry in Decision Making

The legitimacy, relevance, and overall success of local participatory
processes will depend heavily on creatively seeking out points of entry
to official decision making. These points of entry could take several
different forms and lead to a variety of outcomes.

First, as discussed above, participation processes should initially be
aimed at designing and implementing carnivore conservation pilot proj-
ects. These could take the form of sanitation efforts, participatory mon-
itoring efforts, or stewardship contracting to restore or improve habitat.
The more “hands-on” projects would have direct local benefits and
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would build trust and demonstrate cooperation—powerful symbols
that could lead to replication elsewhere.

Second, the discussions could lead toward the development of al-
ternative conservation plans. After agreeing on a tentative set of value-
based criteria, participants could develop plans for meeting those
criteria. Representing a broad spectrum of interests and facing far fewer
constraints than government agencies, it is possible that participants
could uncover new ways of financing conservation efforts as well.

Third, participants from the local discussions could appoint dele-
gates to sit on an umbrella panel to discuss broader issues of carnivores.
This panel would deal with issues such as expansion of carnivore
ranges and connectivity of populations. This larger panel could pro-
ceed simultaneously or could wait until the local dialogues had oper-
ated for some time.

Fourth, local processes may lead to the growth of community in-
stitutions ready to deal with new information and make timely adap-
tations in the conservation of carnivores and other resources. As a
broader effect, these outcomes could be models for managing con-
servation conflicts far beyond Greater Yellowstone.

Engagement, Collaboration, and Formalization

Table 6.1 suggests how an overall strategy for participatory processes
could proceed over time, considering the type of intervention
contemplated, the necessary skills, the organizational resources needed
to complete the work, and the accompanying message. The strategy
begins with an “engagement” process, in which prototypes are directed
at building trust and increasing constructive interaction among
participants. As successes occur and organizational capacity and
legitimacy grow, the program may become more formalized in the
“collaboration” phase. Emphasizing consensus-building and joint
description of alternatives, over time the program may become fully
“formalized.” As participatory processes become more formalized and
institutionalized, the firewall between dialogue and decision making
may gradually be diminished. Yearly evaluations would actually
determine whether each aspect of the program should move on to a
more organized, formalized level, revert to a less formal process, or
terminate altogether.®® Throughout the program, it would be necessary
to develop sufficient financial and technical resources. Fortunately,
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Table 6.1.
Proposed organization of a participatory carnivore management program.

Phase I. Engagement I1. Collaboration I1I. Formalization
Intervention  Small-scale prototypes Upgraded prototypes Incentives, policies,
(carcass removal, incorporating program institution-
fencing, etc.) local suggestions, alization, and
Participatory mapping skill/expertise-sharing diffusion of projects
and research workshops
Message Open, inviting, humble Mutually agreed Mission/agenda: Formal
(“We're trying to get problem articulation problem redefinition
some ideas together. (“How should we and consensus
What do you think?”) be thinking about (“Carnivore problem
this problem?”) X will be met by
solution Y.”)
Skills Trust-building Consensus-building Institution-building
Participatory research Leadership development Long-term program
Collaborative learning Conflict resolution implementation,

grant writing

Organization  Informal task force Planning and problem- Formalized decision-
type solving teams (informal) making body
Success Reduced conflict Diffusion of prototypes Low-cost programs
indicators Increased participation Increased collaboration and incentives that
and consensus prevent problem
resurfacing

prototyping projects are small in scale and designed to proceed without
large budgets. They may also benefit from streamlining existing
carnivore research and policy resources or building partnerships with
organizations in the area.

Intervention

Simple, small-scale, practice-based interventions, or prototypes, can
demonstrate different ways of reducing the conflict between carnivores
and people.®® Examples of prototyping activities include:

« Removal of livestock carcasses to avoid attracting predators®’
* Development of effective fencing alternatives®®
e Participatory mapping and research®
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* Publishing a report showcasing views of local participants on the
carnivore issue’’
* Other interventions suggested by local participants

A notable example of a promising prototype in the Northern
Rockies is a place-based and community-driven approach to the
conservation of grizzly bears on private agricultural lands in the
Blackfoot watershed of Montana. A major component of this effort
involves a participatory GIS mapping technique that has been
undertaken by Seth Wilson, a conservation biologist, and the
conservation group, the Blackfoot Challenge.”!

Wilson’s mapping project involves working on a one-on-one basis
with residents and ranchers to identify and map human attractants
across the watershed, including beehives, bone yards (carcass dumps),
calving areas, and livestock pasture locations. Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks wildlife managers are collaborating on this
project and are providing data on locations of verified human-grizzly
bear conflicts and locations of general grizzly bear activity. Once these
data sets are assembled, Wilson will provide scientific analysis to obtain
a clearer picture of where current problems are and to predict where
future ones may take place. This will then enable him to work with
ranchers to take concrete measures to reduce and prevent conflicts by
using proven, nonlethal deterrents such as electric fencing to protect
calving areas or carcass removal by Fish, Wildlife and Parks managers.

Wilson’s work gives residents and ranchers an opportunity to ex-
plain their land management through mapping and discussion and re-
verses the traditional flow of information from expert to layperson.’?
This face-to-face interaction may help ranchers to become more in-
vested in the carnivore conservation decision process and carnivore
managers to become more aware of the needs of ranchers.

In the engagement phase, then, interventions can be introduced and
supported on a small scale with willing participants, based on existing
connections among participants. This also provides a unique oppor-
tunity to garner some of the knowledge of local people, leading to
both better problem resolution and more participation in the process.
This could lead, in the collaboration phase, to workshops emphasizing
the sharing of skills and expertise. During collaboration, the partici-
pants could also evaluate and offer improvements to previous proto-
type projects as well as suggest new prototypes to reduce carnivore
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conflicts. If participants choose to formalize their efforts, prototypes
could influence the development of institutionalized programs, poli-
cies, and incentive systems. This formalization and institutionalization
would signal changes in how people think about and value carnivores
and how the decision-making process should be carried out.

Skills

Technical support from scientists, legal scholars, and dialogue/mediation
practitioners will be required to support various parts of the strategy
and ensure that the work is taken seriously by decision makers. Ex-
perts will be needed to let people know the biological, political, and
legal ramifications of the choices they are considering. Rather than
dominating the dialogue, experts should be “on tap, not on top.” In the
end, no one has to sign off on the products of participatory processes
if they are illegal or biologically unsound. Having experts on hand
would minimize the chance of such outcomes. Skilled field workers
will need to be recruited and trained for community trust-building ac-
tivities such as participatory research and engagement. As the engage-
ment phase successfully recruits participants into a dialogue about the
problem, there will then need to be support for group processes, col-
laboration, and possible conflict resolution activities. This may simply
involve a small budget for supplies and a place to meet. Finally, if the
collaboration process begins to articulate formalized decisions, re-
sources may be needed to support the building of self-sustaining, long-
term solutions and organizational structures. However, formalized
structures are not paramount and should be evaluated carefully for
their usefulness in solving large carnivore problems, not instituted for
their own existence.

Organization

Human resources are required to implement any program, and some
form of organization will be necessary to ensure communication and
focusing of goals. In the engagement phase, a team could simply be
built around the informal association of participants sharing an inter-
est in upgrading the current dialogue. This informal “task force” could
facilitate the important steps of building connections and trust, mean-
while recruiting more participants into the discussion circle and invest-
ing them in the problem and the process. With time and success, this body
could evolve into more organized, but still informal, interparticipant



204 Coexisting with Large Carnivores

planning and problem-solving teams that could work together to plan
more advanced prototypes and begin a more organized collaboration
process. If longer term strategies gain clear consensus among partici-
pants, the organization could evolve a more formalized structure with
local legitimacy and more influence with government agencies. This
group could also undertake the vital task of organizing support for
public ofticials who demonstrate skills and motivation to solve the
problems.

Changing the Symbolic Meanings of Large Carnivores

We have argued throughout this analysis that large carnivore conser-
vation needs to be released from its politically charged, symbolic as-
sociations. In other words, the “messages,” myths, and meanings of large
carnivores must be changed. Working together on manageable local
problems is one way to decouple carnivore conservation from abstract
symbolic debates. It will also be important, though, to support these
projects with outreach activities that help people to think about car-
nivores in new ways. This is a very delicate process in which all par-
ticipants need to be encouraged to evaluate their own viewpoints
honestly. Like our other recommendations, outreach activities must be
broadly based and participatory, rather than being imposed by one
group’s agenda. If a convenor is identified at an early stage in a local
participatory project and is widely perceived as fair and objective, then
that convenor may be the most productive outreach person to extend
new messages about carnivore conservation and coexistence beyond
the immediate project.

The engagement phase for changing the meanings of large carni-
vore conservation asks the general question, “What do you think?,”
and might begin by recruiting various participants (e.g., ranchers,
agency staff, conservationists, and other local “experts”) to provide
their perceptions of the problems and potential solutions. It is impor-
tant to expose the politically charged language and symbols used in
discussion and to try to focus instead on interests and shared goals.”
The viewpoints revealed during engagement might be showcased in
a publication that communicates the problem less controversially and
explores areas of common ground. The editors of this volume recently
conducted an experimental engagement workshop of this nature, in
which participants mapped out and compared their personal view-
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points on the problem of carnivore management and on potential so-
lutions.” The results helped participants to understand better their
own views and those of others involved.

The collaboration phase might then involve a smaller but represen-
tative group who would tackle the question, “Given this range of
viewpoints, how should we be dealing with this problem?” Participants
would be encouraged to discuss their values, share information, and
work toward a mutually acceptable problem definition. If necessary
and prudent, the formalization phase might establish organizational
agendas or policy recommendations to redefine the problem formally
according to shared goals.

Conclusion

Once, at a public speaking engagement, former Congressman Pat
Williams (D-MT) fielded a long-winded question from a man who
lived near Yellowstone National Park. The man mentioned that he was
living with bison, elk, grizzly bears, and, since the 1995 reintroduction,
wolves roaming across his property. As the man went on, Williams
stopped him and said,“I can't tell: are you complaining or bragging?””®

On one hand, one might conclude that many people in Greater Yel-
lowstone have more to brag about than to complain about. With large
carnivores, we lead richer, more exciting lives. Legendary, stock-killing
grizzlies have stepped out of the history books into the 21st century
in the West. The wolves of Charlie Russell and Frederic Remington
paintings roam the hills again. For many, it is romance incarnate. On
the other hand, there are real costs associated with this romantic land-
scape, and they fall disproportionately on a few people. Other people
who identify with this beleaguered minority take up the cause, either
out of solidarity or displaced frustration, or to exploit the controversy
for political gain. Large carnivores can be as powerfully negative sym-
bols for some as they are positive symbols for others and can become
a focal point for these emotions.

Participatory strategies present one of the more promising avenues
for progress toward sustainable coexistence with large carnivores. We
do not claim that participation is a panacea, and we fully acknowledge
that in some settings and with some people, collaborative efforts may
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fail.”® Also, local knowledge should be supplemented with expert
knowledge, and the “practical reason” provided by participatory
processes must be integrated with other governance mechanisms to
ensure fairness and encourage efficiency.”” Small-scale participatory
projects, though, offer a means to work around the entrenched posi-
tions and highly charged symbolism currently associated with large
carnivores in the West. It may seem odd that the alternative we pro-
pose to reduce carnivore conflicts and encourage coexistence is not so
much a solution as a process. However, by engaging in collaborative
problem solving at a local scale, participants can begin to reform the
social process, thereby improving broader decision making about car-
nivores and, ultimately, rebuilding civil society.
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Chapter 7

The Institutional System of
Wildlife Management:
Making It More Effective

Tim W, Clark and Murray B. Rutherford

A young male grizzly bear wanders south out of Yellowstone National
Park in search of food or habitat and ends up in the upper Green River
country northwest of Pinedale, Wyoming.! Along his path he en-
counters different landscapes and—unknown to him, of course—
different human institutions, or established patterns of practices or be-
havior. Decisions made in the context of these institutions have led
to the existence of roads, subdivisions, clear-cut forests, livestock al-
lotments, backwoods cabins, recreational uses, motorized access, hunt-
ing, predator control, and other human activities that greatly increase
the bear’s chances of being killed or removed. Added to this diverse
array of land uses is the staggering mix of decision makers that have
some say in what happens to the land and its resources, including local,
state, and federal agencies, a variety of private entities, and a growing
number of nongovernmental organizations. This situation—in which
the bear, going about his life, comes into contact (and often conflict)
with people who are going about their lives—challenges the com-
plex institutional system of wildlife management to act to protect the
bear and the public at the same time.

As the preceding chapters show, the existing institutional arrange-
ments for managing wildlife have failed in some ways to develop sus-
tainable coexistence with mountain lions, grizzly bears, and wolves in
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the region covered by this volume (western Wyoming south of Yellow-
stone National Park—see figure 1.1 in chapter 1).? Such institutional
failure in wildlife management is not unique to this region. Fred Sam-
son and Fritz Knopf, well-known wildlife biologists, recently examined
the performance of the federal agencies that dominate wildlife man-
agement on public lands in the United States (often in close partnership
with state agencies and governments) and concluded that they are per-
forming suboptimally.? In their view, our “archaic agencies” and “mud-
dled missions” are simply not capable of meeting the demands of wildlife
and land conservation in the 21st century. They call for better political
and agency leadership, a sharper focus on mission or goals, agency struc-
tures that are less bureaucratic, and rewards for successful outcomes.

In this chapter we evaluate the present institutional system of
wildlife management and propose alternatives for improving its per-
formance. At stake in this issue is our collective ability to maintain vi-
able wildlife populations and to prevent loss of wildlife and habitats
through destructive human practices. Also at stake is public trust in
government agencies and, in some cases, the democratic process it-
self. Finally, we are concerned about the kind of environment our chil-
dren will live in—imagine a world without grizzly bears, mountain
lions, or wolves. The importance of these matters calls for an honest,
pragmatic appraisal of the institutional system of wildlife management,
to determine what we can do to make it work better for us all. We
need to ask whether the current system is the best strategy available to
conserve wildlife sustainably in the public interest. If the answer is no,
then we need to determine what reforms should be made. Toward this
end, this chapter describes how the present wildlife management sys-
tem is structured, it explains why this system operates in the ways that
it does, looking at key narratives and other features in play, and it sug-
gests how we can upgrade institutions for more effective wildlife con-
servation. We hope this chapter will stimulate wide discussion among
professionals and the public at large.

The Capacity of the Institutional System
Sustainable coexistence between people and wildlife is the win-win,

integrated outcome that most people want. Whether we can actually
achieve this, however, will depend directly on the capacity of our in-
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stitutions to find and implement common interest solutions for
wildlife management.

Defining Institutions

Although institution sometimes refers to an organization, establishment,
or building, we use the term more broadly to mean a “well-established
and structured pattern of behavior or of relationships that is accepted
as a fundamental part of a culture.”* Policy researcher Elinor Ostrom
said that institutions are “the shared concepts used by humans in re-
petitive situations organized by rules, norms, and strategies.”> She
emphasized how institutions provide structure and incentives for ac-
tion. She called them “the rules of the game in a society or, more
formally . . . the humanly derived constraints that shape human inter-
action.”® Hanna Cortner and her colleagues defined institutions as ““the
expressions of the terms of collective human experience. Institutions
reflect the ways people interact with one another and the ways they
interact with their environment. Further, they are the means people
use to solve social problems.” Noting that the term has been used in
different ways, these authors included in the definition “both formal
institutions, such as administrative structures, and also informal insti-
tutions, such as customs and practices.”’

Among the components of the wildlife management system in
Wyoming are formal organizations such as the Wyoming Game and
Fish Department (WGFED) and the Sierra Club, but also many other
formal and informal groups and rules that guide people’s behavior as
well as the repeated practices that people carry out. Together, all of
these patterns of behavior and actions by various groups and people,
established ways of doing things, and relations among people form a
complex and interconnected network that we call the “institutional
system of wildlife management.” This institutional system structures
how wildlife is managed, how people interact, and who gets to make
decisions about what (who is privileged and who is marginalized).

Social institutions grow out of the perspectives of people—their be-
liefs, identities, expectations, and demands. Thus, institutions arise from
and are shaped by people’s perspectives, practices, and cultures, but in-
stitutions in turn shape and structure how people think and act. For ex-
ample, the U.S. Endangered Species Act (a congressionally authorized,
formal part of the institutional arrangement) evolved out of concerns



214 Coexisting with Large Carnivores

about the status of native plant and animal populations and their
ecosystems. Since its enactment, this legislation has shaped and structured
property relations, scientific research, and a wide range of management
decisions, and it has fostered a particular view of the responsibilities of
humans toward other species.

Institutions are usually related to specific social values, or desired
states of affairs. For example, political institutions, including political
parties and advocacy groups, have to do with how the value of power
is distributed and used. Health care institutions pertain to the value
of well-being and how it is produced and shared among society’s
members. The institutional system of wildlife management also focuses
largely on well-being, in that our stewardship of the land—plants, an-
imals, soils, air, water, minerals, and other resources—directly and pro-
foundly aftects human health, security, and welfare. As well, the wildlife
management system is a direct representation of how power is dis-
tributed and used, and this, in turn, has consequences for all of the
other values that people hold dear.

Democratic societies, through their institutions, promote the wide
sharing among their citizens of all values—power, wealth, well-being,
affection, enlightenment, skill, respect, and rectitude.® More tyrannical
or oppressive societies, however, develop institutions that deprive their
citizens of these values in various ways. For example, some societies
have formal laws (or merely norms or traditions) that limit women’s
educational opportunities, use the military to enforce loyalty to the
regime in power, or enable the widespread and destructive exploita-
tion of natural resources. In our case, understanding how the institu-
tional system favors or limits certain people and values is key to
understanding its usefulness.

Given that institutions set and control so much of society’s think-
ing and action, their operations should come under close scrutiny. Yet,
typically, we do not know much about specific institutions and how
they work; this is certainly the case for wildlife management. How-
ever, there are effective, proven methods to analyze and appraise insti-
tutions, which we can use to investigate why the institutional
arrangements for wildlife management have not fully succeeded in
meeting the challenge of sustainable coexistence.” Case studies are one
powerful approach to institutional analysis, as previous chapters illus-
trate. From direct observation over time, we can discern patterns of de-
cision making that show how an institution is structured and how it
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functions. Analytical techniques that focus on language use or dis-
course are also particularly useful. As policy analysts Todd Bridgman
and David Barry pointed out, language “does not simply mirror the
world, but instead shapes our view of it in the first place.”!” They argue
that when “the importance of language in constructing policy issues
is acknowledged, policy debate becomes more than just interplay be-
tween logics, or arguments—it becomes a competitive contest between
discursive frameworks.” The case studies in this volume clearly show
that the debate over large carnivore management is just such a con-
test between competing discursive frameworks. Accordingly, in this
chapter we focus on discourse-oriented techniques in our appraisal
of the institutional system of wildlife management. Discourse analysis
allows researchers or interested citizens to learn about (1) the politics
associated with the discourse, (2) the effect on the polities and policies
of government, (3) the effect on the institutions involved, (4) the ar-
guments used by the critics of established institutions, and (5) the flaws
in the evidence and arguments of each side. Much of this kind of in-
formation is not currently used or sought out by people in the large
carnivore management process.

Institutional Structure

The structure of an institution or institutional system refers to the
framework established for decision making, which dictates how deci-
sions are made, by whom, and for what purposes.'! Function refers to
the dynamics of the individual and collective decisions that are actu-
ally made and, for wildlife management, includes whether these deci-
sions foster coexistence with large carnivores and other common
interest goals such as equity, efficiency, and inclusiveness in decision
making. If the system functions suboptimally, it is possible that its struc-
ture could be modified to improve performance. The fundamental
question—the basic criterion for governance in a democracy—
is whether the structure and functioning of the institutional system
serve the common interest.

Several structures of governance have been directly involved in
bringing the mountain lion, grizzly bear, and wolf programs to their
present form. In the national context, the dominant structural features
are the National Environmental Policy Act and the Endangered
Species Act, which have been especially important in establishing the
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framework under which federal agencies have made decisions about
grizzly bear and wolf management. In addition, there are a host of im-
portant but more specialized structures such as recovery and manage-
ment plans for species, the various committees that have produced
them, and related implementation and evaluation structures. Many
meetings, decisions, and actions at both federal and state levels have
also structured the institutional system.

At the state level in Wyoming there are no equivalents to the En-
dangered Species Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. The
State of Wyoming, the Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, and the
WGED are the dominant players in the institutional structure at this
level. As with any institutional arrangement, this structure embodies,
privileges, and advances particular beliefs, narratives, and values, which
we will explore later in this chapter. The State of Wyoming has resisted
the federal wildlife management structure at almost every turn for
decades, preferring its own institutional approach and the value ben-
efits that flow from it.

One window on the nature of the state’s institutional structure for
managing wildlife was provided by Dubois resident Robert Hoskins,
who wrote an open letter to the WGFD in December 2002 ques-
tioning the adequacy of the state’s draft wolf management plan.'” He
noted that the state’s current approach seems to continue that de-
scribed decades earlier by Ira Gabrielson, president of the Wildlife Man-
agement Institution (a consortium of professional wildlife organizations
that conducted audits, among other things). In 1952 the Wildlife Man-
agement Institution audited the Wyoming Game and Fish Commis-
sion, along with the statutes under which it operated. In the report
from that audit, Gabrielson wrote that “in previous studies of fish and
game laws of many states, no instance has been found in which the
laws give so much special consideration to livestock operators at the
expense of the fish and game resources as is found in Wyoming. . . .
These laws give consideration to a minority group far beyond that
found necessary or desirable in any other state studies. . . . It is obvi-
ous that in some cases the earmarking of Fish and Game funds for
these purposes by legislative action has so many undesirable features
that it is difficult to believe that any legislature having any knowledge
or interest in the valuable fish and game resources of the state will con-
tinue it.” It seems that the state institutions at that time served not pub-
lic interests, but special interests. This historical appraisal gives us a
picture, a baseline that we can compare with the present system.
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Institutional Function for Managing Wildlife

We use three discourse-oriented techniques to examine how well the
present institutional system is functioning. Political scientist John
Dryzek defined discourse as “a shared way of apprehending the world.
Embedded in language, it enables those who subscribe to it to inter-
pret bits of information and put them together into coherent stories
or accounts. Each discourse rests on assumptions, judgments, and con-
tentions that provide the basic terms for analysis, debates, agreements,
and disagreements, in the environmental area no less than elsewhere.”!?
We begin by broadly mapping the competing discourses at play in
large carnivore management and evaluating their quality. We then ex-
amine claims and counterclaims about carnivore management and
their relationship to common and special interests. Finally, we use key-
incident analysis to explore further the nature and quality of the dis-
courses about carnivore management. Each technique gives us a partial
test of how well the institutional system of wildlife management is
working in the public interest.

Mapping the Discourse
Our first partial test evaluates the nature and quality of the discourse
that is taking place. As described in previous chapters, this discourse
is highly contentious. Existing arrangements determine in large part
how this discourse is carried out—whether, for example, it is com-
prehensive and inclusive, and what outcomes and eftects are produced.
Wildlife management is not a simple, linear process. It does not
come with well-defined, mechanistic parts that all fit together in
smooth decision making and rote practices. The difticulties often arise
from differences in people’s perspectives. For example, people who
share a ranching background in Lincoln County, Wyoming, have more
in common with each other than they have in common with wealthy
second-home owners in Teton County. Each group of like-minded
people shares the same physical setting, “lifestyle,” economies, material
goods, a relatively unique way of understanding the world, and a lan-
guage for easy communication within the group. When two different
groups try to interact, however, the differences in their accepted myths
and narratives may be large enough that they “talk right past one an-
other” The 90 miles between Afton and Jackson is no reflection of the
vast distance between the subcultures and discourses of these two
towns. In many ways Afton typifies the “Old West” and Jackson the
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“New West.” These differences must be appreciated if we are ever to
find common ground in carnivore management. Individuals may not
comprehend someone else’s ideas very well because they are locked
inside their own way of thinking, listening and evaluating with the as-
sumptions of that perspective. Each group may talk about facts and
symbols in very different ways, making it extremely difficult to com-
municate with other groups. Symbols become very important in this
kind of environment.

Simon Swaftield of Lincoln University in New Zealand provided
a good example of discourse analysis and the differences that exist
across groups.'* He looked at what people in New Zealand mean
when they use the word “landscape.” He found that the word had mul-
tiple meanings and that different interest groups used the same word
in at least seven different ways. Among the management implications,
he found that people use language symbolically and strategically to ad-
vocate their interests, and he concluded that the strategic use of lan-
guage by different interest groups is one of their most powerful
weapons against government, which largely structures and controls the
management policy process. Multiple meanings make the job of gov-
ernment more difficult. Swaffield found that the public often uses
meanings that are more inclusive, while government planners use
meanings that are narrow and that exclude valid interests. This is, in
part, what seems to be happening in the carnivore management
process.

Table 7.1 summarizes the two main discourses about carnivore
management in Wyoming and identifies the parties involved with
each. In both the table and the remainder of this chapter, we use the
terms defined in chapter 2 to describe the primary groups involved
in large carnivore management: localists, environmentalists, and agency
personnel. Recall from that chapter that although agency personnel
are distinguished by their commitment to a bureaucratic and techni-
cal approach to decision making and management, in other respects
they tend to align with the views of either localists or environmen-
talists. We discuss the bureaucratic and technical views of agency per-
sonnel later in this chapter, but table 7.1 focuses on views about
maintaining or changing the current management system. The two
discourses outlined in the table include dramatically different assess-
ments of current approaches to carnivore management. Each is un-
derlain by different assumptions, judgments, and contentions, each
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Table 7.1.
A classification of large carnivore management discourses in Wyoming.

Kind of change needed Nature of discourse
(assumptions, judgments, (using language, “facts,”
Discourse type contentions built in) and symbolism)
Status quo “Ordinary change” is called for, Maintain the present
Held by many “localists” i.e., maintain the status quo or management system
and state “agency entertain very small changes. and remove or elimi-
personnel” (Wyoming The present is taken as given nate large carnivores
governor’s office, WGFD, and generally acceptable. Change if they threaten people
Wyoming Game and should consist of small, incre- and their established
Fish Commission) mental adjustments, if any. practices.

The aim is to go slow and easy.

Reform

Held by many “environ- Significant change is called for. The Reform the current
mentalists” and some present is taken as unacceptable. management system,
federal “agency Departures from current practices upgrade, modernize,
personnel” are needed, including the possibility and find a new

of dramatic reform. formula for sustainable
coexistence of people

and carnivores.

takes a different view about change, and each uses language, “facts,”
and symbols differently. The potential for misunderstanding and con-
flict is high in such circumstances.

Most people are locked inside one discourse looking out at other
people who are using a difterent one. When taken to the extreme it is
easy for each person to conclude that he or she is “right” and every-
one else is “wrong.” As Christine MacDonald noted, “Discourse is an
ideological practice in the sense that it contributes to a construction
of certain values and goals as more worthy than others, identifies par-
ticular institutions as primary actors in a policy issue and attributes au-
thority to certain bodies of knowledge over others.”’> Some people,
however, make the eftfort to understand other people’s beliefs, actions,
and words, and a few develop an overview of all the discourses in play
and work to harmonize them and bring differing camps into an inte-
grated and inclusive dialogue. Unfortunately, as the case studies in this
volume show, large carnivore management is severely hampered by
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gulfs between the two dominant, competing discourses, and the cur-
rent institutional system does little to address this fact or to facilitate
integration and inclusiveness. Furthermore, there simply are not
enough people seeking win-win outcomes in the common interest.
This first test, then, indicates that the wildlife management system is
not focused on the common interest per se, but is instead a complex
mix of competing special interests without an effective means to in-
tegrate and include them all.

Claims and Counterclaims

Our second partial test of the institutional system of wildlife manage-
ment examines the claims and counterclaims that are being made
about large carnivores.!® Discourse consists, in part, of the claims and
counterclaims that people make, the values at stake, and what these
claims symbolize to the claimants. Patterns in claim making over time
reveal patterns in values, outlooks, and policy preferences. At present
the agencies and other groups involved in carnivore management are
operating without a clear picture of these patterns, which could ex-
pose sources of conflict and reveal ways to move toward common
ground.

Analysis of claim making shows that there are many disconnects
among people involved in carnivore management. Claimants on all
sides invoke “data” of varying quality to support their views, but these
data are not all equally valid. Consider, for example, the claims and
counterclaims that have been made about the relationship between
wolves and game animals.!” Several groups have asserted in the press
that “wolves are responsible for the mass slaughter of elk on the feed
grounds, and that the wolves will eventually destroy the elk herds”!®
(the “feed grounds” are areas where large numbers of elk are fed by
WGEFD during the winter). One such group, Elk for Tomorrow, a
sportsmen’s association based in Riverton, Wyoming, and its president,
Mike Rinehart, claimed in a long newspaper advertisement that the
reintroduction of wolves had dangerously reduced elk calf-to-cow
ratios. Based on apparently anecdotal observations, they said that in-
formation from Idaho showed that “wolves kill, not only for con-
sumption . . . so much for the environmental claim that wolves keep
the herd strong by killing off the old or defective” [sic|.!” This group
publicly attacked Wyoming Wildlife Federation’s regional representa-
tive, Lloyd Dorsey, who challenged their claims. Elk for Tomorrow said
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that they opposed “any plans Dorsey and the WWF have for [places]
where wolves are already decimating elk herds.” They claimed that
“without immediate action by every caring Wyoming citizen, elk will
become the endangered species, or perhaps a bittersweet memory,” and
they hoped the wolves would “turn their carnivorous desires towards
the wolf-watching outfitters and ‘eco-tourists, the rightful target in-
deed.” Labels of “Green Mafia” and “Eco-Taliban” were used to dis-
credit those who supported wolves and questioned Elk for Tomorrow’s
claims. Another of the group’s ads later that year devoted a full page to
personal attacks against conservationist Meredith Taylor on the issue
of elk feed grounds.?” As a result, the debate became personalized and
highly politicized.

Elk for Tomorrow has not been alone in making such claims.
Friends of the Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd, Inc., of Pray, Montana,
a nonprofit group that claims 2,900 members, made similar claims in
a letter of February 21,2001, to President George W. Bush. This group
said that “we are not replacing the aging [Northern Yellowstone Elk
herd] because of a wolf instinct called “Surplus Killing” where new-
born elk calves are reflexively and wantonly destroyed by wolves
shortly after birth. The other prey species are in as much, if not more
peril”?! They claimed that Mike Phillips, formerly a Yellowstone Na-
tional Park wolf biologist who is now with the Turner Endangered
Species Fund, had said that “the goal of wolf introduction was to drive
ranchers from public lands.” The group went on to say that “this is not
only a violation of the Endangered Species Act, but also a violation
of the 5th Amendment of the Constitution, and its ‘takings clause.”
Finally, they claimed that they were “centrists and moderate in our re-
quest.” Phillips denies having said what was attributed to him.?? This
discourse, like others, is based on claims of valid data, but standards of
validity obviously vary. Also, observations and other data are marshaled
selectively in support of claims.

Similarly, Wyoming Senator Mike Enzi claimed in a letter to Sec-
retary of the Interior Gail Norton that wolves caused severe losses
among Wyoming’s elk herds, especially calves. Enzi’s chief of staft Flip
McConnaughey said that the senator based his letter on claims of his
constituents and their reports from the Big Horn Basin and the west-
ern part of Wyoming. McConnaughey said, “People are the first ones
to see it. They’re the ones on the ground every day, they’re the ones
who watch it.” These claims are frequent and widespread. They reflect
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the perspectives of some localists and even some WGFD personnel.
The WGED has indicated that it is also concerned about the depre-
dations by wolves on its winter elk feed grounds.?

Counterclaims in the wolt/elk controversy typically come from en-
vironmentalists or federal government employees and occasionally
from state employees. For example, in 2002 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (USFWS) wolf recovery coordinator, Ed Bangs, said that no
scientific evidence supported the claim that elk calf populations were
down dramatically in 2002, or that wolves were responsible. Some
WGED ofticials backed Bangs in this instance. Jay Lawson, wildlife di-
vision chief of the WGFD, said that the calving season was just over
and there was no way of knowing what eftect, if any, wolves had had
on elk populations. He said he had received no reports that year (2002)
about wolves killing elk calves. Mark Gocke of the WGED Jackson
Region said that, as of 2002, there were three packs of wolves active
on the Jackson elk herd (which uses three of the feed grounds that
concentrate elk in the winter) and that, even with wolf predation, the
elk herd was larger than the optimum population of 11,000 animals
that the state tries to maintain. In fact, the herd had reached a high of
16,236 animals in 1996, declined to 12,132 in 2001, and rose again to
about 13,500 in 2002. The real effects of wolves on the elk herd are
still being investigated, said Gocke. A USFWS study in Yellowstone
National Park conducted since 1995-1996 shows that one wolf kills
about 1.8 elk per month. Two USFWS employees monitored the
number of elk killed by wolves in the Gros Ventre drainage in
Wyoming for the years 2000-2002. Their estimate is that 264 elk were
killed in the 12 months of 2001 out of a herd of 13,500 animals. The
calf-to-cow ratio in the 13,500-animal herd was 22.8 calves to 100
cows, slightly down from the 10-year average of 25 calves per 100
cows. In addition, Mark Gocke said that research up to 2002 suggested
that black bears have more impact on elk calves than wolves have. Elk
are probably being affected by drought as well, he added. Overall, as
Ed Bangs observed, with wolves, opinion is quickly offered up as fact.
He went on to say that wolves stir more emotion than anything else.?*

The wolt/elk controversy is but one, admittedly extreme, example
of the claim-making dynamic. Most of the public either stays away
from this kind of claim making or quietly sides with one side or the
other. Many other claims and counterclaims are made, though, about
all aspects of large carnivore management, such as whether bear bait-



The Institutional System of Wildlife Management: Making It More Effective 223

ing during legal hunting seasons near livestock increases rancher losses
and endangers human safety, whether mountain lion hunting causes
needless deaths of cubs, and whether the U.S. Forest Service’s proposed
“food storage order,” designed to manage food availability in camp-
grounds and in backcountry areas, is really needed. The management
process is immersed in a seemingly endless series of these claims and
counterclaims. Some claims could be factually clarified and resolved
through adequate scientific research, but many, especially those that are
ideological rather than scientific in content, cannot be resolved easily.

This pattern of highly contentious claim making has harmful and
long lasting consequences. It creates hard feelings among participants,
increasingly rigid individual value positions, and a highly politicized
policy environment. How each claim is advanced, countered, or re-
solved (if ever) is a reflection of the functioning of the institutional sys-
tem of wildlife management. The high volume of conflicting claims
that presently exists indicates that the institutional system is unable to
resolve them in the common interest. It is possible that the state gov-
ernment and perhaps the federal government even benefit from the
conflict in that managers feel free to make whatever decisions they
want because it is not possible to please everyone. Agency ofticials in
this arena have actually said publicly that they are sure they are mak-
ing the right decisions because all sides are upset with them.

This second partial test of the institutional system of wildlife man-
agement indicates that the adjudication process about claims and coun-
terclaims is not being conducted in the common interest. Instead,
participants pursue their special interests. The government’s and es-
pecially the state’s involvement in the institutional system has not led
to effective resolution of differences and may, in fact, have magnified
these differences.

Incidents

Our third partial test of the adequacy of the institutional system of
wildlife management examines incidents, how the system seems to
spawn them endlessly and how it deals with them once they arise. In-
cidents are key events that may initially appear to be minor but actually
have significant consequences.?® They precipitate crises, focus issues,
articulate people’s expectations (and whether they have been violated),
and clarify differences in symbolic import. Because of the political
saliency of incidents (most are covered in the media), people use them
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to form their opinions and to provide evidence (as “facts”) in their
claim making. Incidents clarify how a community is divided and what
it is that separates it into factions. Incidents tell us about “shared no-
tions of what is right [which in turn] influence perception, reason, and
capacity for mobilization. These inferences about what other actors
think is acceptable behavior . . . are almost entirely derived from the
response of key actors to the critical event.”?® Incident analysis is an-
other window on how the institutional system of wildlife management
operates. Practically, this system should help stabilize and reconcile
people’s expectations about how large carnivores will be managed and
how decisions will be made.

The appearance of a mother mountain lion and three large cubs on
Miller Butte on the National Elk Refuge just outside Jackson in win-
ter 1999 was an incident that highlighted latent public interest in car-
nivores (see chapter 3). A few months later, in the midst of great public
sympathy for the lions, another incident occurred: WGFD increased
the hunting quota for mountain lions in the Jackson area and across
the state. This decision upset many people and motivated a determined
minority to watchdog the agency and criticize the new hunting
regulations. These people publicly questioned WGFD’s rationale for
quotas, the scientific basis for its management program, and the ethi-
cal behavior of lion hunters. They also accused the agency of a lack
of concern about the loss of cubs when mothers are shot, and they
challenged the processes used at public meetings and in decision mak-
ing. Some citizens formed The Cougar Fund, a new not-for-profit or-
ganization dedicated to seeking better mountain lion management in
the West. The founders felt that they had exhausted all possibilities for
redress through existing state-led institutions. The establishment of this
nongovernmental organization in these circumstances is further evi-
dence that the institutional system is not working well, at least for some
citizens.

Incidents concerning grizzly bears also occur regularly. For example,
grizzly bear predation in the early 1990s on Paul Walton’s grazing al-
lotment in Bridger-Teton National Forest remains a hot issue even
today (see chapter 4). Another persistent incident featured prominently
in the news is bears killing livestock in the Du Noir area near Dubois.
Dan Engles’ livestock losses, his compensation claims to the WGFD,
and his criticism of grizzly bear researchers baiting and trapping bears
near his cattle and cowboys without telling him is also an incident of
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import. Since the 1990s incidents of livestock losses from grizzly bear
depredation in the Upper Green River area near Pinedale have dom-
inated the news.

Wolves are also commonly involved in incidents. One of the most
prominent was the first appearance of wolves in Jackson Hole on the
National Elk Refuge in 1999 (see chapter 5). This pack was observed
by thousands of people, photographed, and talked about extensively. It
was featured on the front pages of newspapers locally and statewide.
In addition to being interested in the wolves themselves, people were
concerned about personal safety, danger to pets and livestock, and po-
tential losses of elk. Other incidents that have flared up in the media
include wolf impacts on elk on the National Elk Refuge and on state-
run feed grounds. Still other incidents include single wolves killing do-
mestic sheep and packs killing livestock and dogs near ranch houses,
barns, and right in front of ranchers (e.g., in Du Noir). Wolf incidents
are always contentious. In the end, many of them fade away out of
public consciousness, but a few have great longevity.

One very high profile incident that occurred in Grand Teton Na-
tional Park in 1996 provides particular insight into how such events
play out under the existing institutional structure. Christina Cromley
examined this incident, and it is worth reviewing her findings in some
detail here.?” Bear 209, a 9-year-old, 550-pound male, was captured
on August 4, 1996, by WGFD in Grand Teton National Park on Elk
Ranch East. A lethal injection ended his life. His capture and destruc-
tion took place in response to ranchers’ claims that a bear or bears had
killed 11 calves over a 3-week period in July of that year. Bear 209 had
been marked previously and had a history of cattle depredation. Pre-
vious unsuccessful attempts to translocate him influenced the state in
its ultimate decision to kill this animal, even though it was a federally
listed threatened species and was trapped in a national park. The Na-
tional Park Service supported WGED’s decision to kill the bear, and
the park responded to the public outcry with a management summary
of its justification for killing the bear.

As Cromley explained, the killing of grizzly bear 209 became an in-
cident because it symbolized many problems in the larger management
policy process. It permitted battle lines to be clearly drawn. Widespread
public reaction followed the killing of this bear. Newspapers printed ar-
ticles, editorials, and letters. Correspondence and personal communica-
tions took place between the superintendent of Grand Teton National
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Park, conservation groups, and unaffiliated citizens. Letters were writ-
ten to the Secretary of the Interior and the head of the National Park
Service. A citizens’ group organized a petition protesting the killing and
collected 831 signatures from residents and tourists in just a few days.
Environmental groups mentioned bear 209 in their newsletters. An
epitaph for the bear appeared on the World Wide Web. The incident
polarized, alienated, and mobilized a great many people, resulting over-
all in bad press for the agencies and a drawdown of public trust.

The incident assumed larger-than-life proportions and accumulated
more and more symbolic significance. The death of bear 209 was in-
voked by environmentalists to question whether livestock grazing
should continue in Grand Teton National Park on leases that had ex-
pired under the original authorizing legislation but were extended by
the park superintendent and a congressional bill. Others used the in-
cident to question the professionalism, leadership, and decision-mak-
ing arrangements of the WGFD, the National Park Service, and the
USFWS. They questioned whether killing bear 209 was in the com-
mon interest or was done for special interest reasons. They claimed that
agency actions favored a very prominent rancher in the valley at the
expense of grizzly bear conservation.

Cromley went on in her analysis to explore the context of this
event. Examining the participants and perspectives revealed through
the incident, she found that people’s expectations differed dramatically
about (1) when it is appropriate to move bears, (2) the management
zoning system, (3) allowing grazing in a national park and the rela-
tionship of grazing to wildlife, and (4) interagency decision making
and participation in decision making. She explained these difterences
as a clash of myths that left many people feeling deprived in certain
ways—disrespected, powerless, betrayed. This is why there was such a
dramatic public response and vehement debate. She noted that count-
less decision processes intersected in the final choice to kill bear 209,
and her identification of these multiple processes affirms how com-
plex the institutional system of wildlife management actually is. Her
recommendations were to clarify expectations and demands about ac-
tual bear management procedures and about interagency coordination
efforts and participation in decision making.

This last partial test of the institutional system’s operations indicates
that incidents feature prominently in management and have negatively
affected the public’s view of the legitimacy of agency operations. The
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large carnivore management process continues to lurch from incident
to incident, with inter-incident periods filled with disconnected dis-
course and opposing claims and counterclaims, against a backdrop of
traditional management routines.

Taken together, the structure and functioning of the institutional
system of wildlife management, as evidenced through laws, regulations,
meetings, and agency decisions, as well as through discourse, claims and
counterclaims, and incidents, show a conflict-laden and highly politi-
cized process with few prospects for improvement. These three par-
tial tests of the adequacy of the institutional system illustrate that it
operates suboptimally. This kind of situation, according to policy sci-
entist Ron Brunner of the University of Colorado, constitutes a cri-
sis. “Cerisis 1s not the result of conflict, but of the failure of means for
resolving conflict.” In short, the suboptimal performance of the pres-
ent institutional system of wildlife management “is not the result of
special interests dividing the community, but rather of particular mal-
adjustments which prevent compromise between these interests,” in
the words of social scientist Carl Friedrich, who wrote on this kind
of problem decades ago.?® Understanding why this is so is essential if
we are to find ways to upgrade performance.

Explaining the Institutional System of Wildlife Management

The institutional system of wildlife management can be explained by
understanding the perspectives and practices of the people and or-
ganizations involved. These are “abstracted,” so to speak, in the narra-
tives (stories, beliefs) at play that comprise the basic formula for action,
in the bureaucratic, managerial orthodoxy of the agencies, and in the
assumptions of professionals and the roles they play. With this view of’
how and why the institutional system behaves as it does in large car-
nivore management, we can begin to develop and implement strate-
gies to improve performance.

Beliefs and Narratives

At the heart of all cultures and human behavior are narratives about
people’s basic beliefs. Everyone communicates through stories of one
kind or another. These narratives or stories tell people about who they
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are, what is important, and why they do what they do.?” Narratives ab-
stract and mirror the doctrine (basic beliefs), the formula (rules or code
for behavior), and the symbols of identification in a person’s or cul-
ture’s perspective (see chapter 2). Institutions directly manifest these
narratives and basic beliefs. To understand the institutional system of
wildlife management, we must ask ourselves what the core story is,
who has the most to say about it, and whose interests or values are
most served by the story. We must also ask what competing narratives,
if any, might exist and how these might affect the institutional and pol-
icy dynamic of wildlife management.

Core Beliefs

Core beliefs can be determined by examining the record of an indi-
vidual or organization over long periods and looking for recurring
themes and central tendencies in actions and words. Because of its
dominant position in large carnivore management in the state, WGFD
deserves close scrutiny. The core belief within the department that
stands out, based on our observations over three decades and the work
of other analysts (see chapter 2), is that power and the competition
for power are of paramount importance. This belief provides a formula
for how the department hoards or shares authority and control and
with whom. It dictates that WGFD should have authority and control
over all wildlife within the state, a classic states’ rights assertion. This
core belief figures into the department’ identity, its expectations about
the world, and the demands it makes. Large carnivore issues reveal this
core belief in the department’s interactions with other people and
organizations and in its internal operations.

One event that gives a clear window into WGFD’s dominant nar-
rative and core beliefs is the suspension of department biologist Dave
Moody in April 2003 for comments he made about a new Wyoming
state law dealing with wolf management.> Moody observed at a pro-
fessional meeting (the 15th annual North American Interagency Wolf
Conference) that the new law is “extremely problematic” in that it
“does not provide long-term, adequate protection [for wolves].” Ac-
cording to newspaper reports, Moody was suspended from his duties
because of these comments, which directly challenged the state’s be-
liefs, narrative, and actions. In many respects Moody showed the state’s
position for what it was—an attempt to assert power and make a claim
for increased authority and control over wolf management.
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Harry Harju, recently retired assistant chief of WGFD’s wildlife di-
vision, said in a perspective piece in the Casper Star-Tribune, the state’s
most widely read newspaper, that “one way to shut agency employees
up is to make the director a political appointee. . . . This discourages
knowledgeable professionals.””?! Directors will censor “actions and
words of department employees for fear something an employee does
or says will cause removal of the director.” Commenting on the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, Harju said that some politi-
cal appointees have “little interest in wildlife, and were mainly repre-
senting special interests that promoted them as commissioners.”
Furthermore, these commissioners “were mostly interested in com-
plaining, nitpicking, threatening and harassing employees . . . and vot-
ing against things that were important to wildlife but disliked by
agriculture or industry.” Such a style of leadership and climate for
wildlife management could account for incidents such as Moody’s
suspension.

Although WGFD subsequently said that Moody had only been
“placed on paid administrative leave for a short time” and “was never
suspended,” this is not the first time that WGFD officials have at-
tempted to control their staft professionals in support of the state’s be-
liefs (for example, see the parallel story about Joe Bohne, WGFD
biologist, in chapter 3). Such incidents show a pattern of state officials
enforcing compliance and adherence to their states’ rights ideology.
The value at the center of these incidents is power—power over em-
ployees and control over their knowledge and its dissemination.

More broadly, the dominant sector of Wyoming’s culture has put the
state at a crossroads, according to Paul Krza in a High Country News ar-
ticle (see chapter 2).*> Wyoming has traditionally been very conserva-
tive, adhering to an inflexible states’ rights ideology. It has catered to local
agricultural, mineral, and other special interests in its decision making.
Wyoming has consistently sought to maintain the status quo and to
maintain or increase its power dominance in the wildlife management
system. Progressive wildlife management, open discussion, inclusiveness,
and integration have often been casualties of this agenda. According to
Krza’s article, for example, former governor Jim Geringer (1995-2003)
“squelched any dissent from within the state agencies” against his
antienvironmental stance.®> Agencies such as WGFD were not allowed
to operate independently, even if they did have environmental con-
cerns. The former state auditor, Dave Ferrari, said Geringer ran his
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administration like “an arrogant know-it-all kind of guy who was argu-
mentative and didn’t want to hear anybody else’s point of view.”>* Pres-
ent governor Dave Freudenthal has said that he wants to change things,
especially agency behavior, but has proceeded very slowly and has ap-
pointed agency leaders who have a history of resistance to change.®

The Importance of Narrative

According to psychologist Jerome Bruner, the narrative way of know-
ing (that is, attending to the story line) is one of two basic ways in which
people comprehend the world; the other way is “logico-scientific.”¢
Most of the ongoing discourse about large carnivore management uses
the narrative way of knowing; only a very small part of it is about the
logico-scientific basis of wildlife conservation. Dave Moody’s com-
ments about the state’s wolf management plan were based on logico-
scientific knowledge, for instance, but they came into direct conflict
with the state’s narrative way of knowing, which emphasized power
and control.

To identify the dominant narrative and counter narrative in policy
debates about carnivore management, we looked for recurring sub-
jects or themes in these debates and observed how this was reflected
in language used and in actions. The identification of key themes was
based on their repetitious appearance in the data. Our characterization
of narratives and themes is admittedly an oversimplification of a very
complex dynamic, but it provides a plausible explanation of why the
institutional system of wildlife management currently operates in the
ways that it does.

We identified two main stories competing for dominance over pol-
icy making, one told by localists and state agency personnel, especially
WGEFD, and the other told by environmentalists and federal agency
personnel (table 7.2). Historically, localists (ranchers, hunters, and oth-
ers who share the beliefs of the Old West) and state agency personnel
(especially WGFD and agricultural interests) have been allied and have
controlled wildlife management in the state. Not surprisingly, their val-
ues and their story dominate, and they are the ones most served by the
institutional system today. In the last few decades, however, a counter
narrative promoted by environmentalists of the New West and some
federal agency personnel has gained some prominence, especially at
the national level, and is being implemented on some federal lands.



Table 7.2.

Key themes in the narratives about large carnivore management in Wyoming.

Dominant narrative:

Localists and many state agency personnel

Counter narrative:
Environmentalists and many federal agency

personnel

Large carnivores are not wanted by locals or

the State of Wyoming.

The highly individualistic, locally controlled,
competitive environment is the “Wild West”
and that is what we want.

Large carnivores create unacceptable problems

for ranchers, hunters, and human safety.

Local ranchers and rural residents are the ones
who have to live with large carnivores and
suffer harmful impacts. We should have the

final word on the matter.

Carnivores are just another example in a
seemingly endless series of events in which
outside people force change on locals against

our will.

‘We are the “David” in a “David and Goliath
battle” (the federal government and its

environmentalist allies are the “Goliath”).

Outside people have declared “war” on us and

we will fight to the end.

Large carnivores are wanted by the broader
American public, and restoring nature is
the “right” thing to do. Conservation
science dictates that carnivores must be
protected and provided with more habitat.

All Americans are part of a larger family and
must work for the overall best interests of
the nation.

Any problems can be managed. Overall,
large carnivores pose no great risk to
people, livestock, or wildlife.

The impacts suffered by locals are not severe,
and the costs can be minimized. Localists
are provincial, poorly educated, narrow-
minded, and self-interested. “Objective
science” should have the final word on
the matter.

Carnivore conservation is the will of
the American public, and locals can be
fairly represented and compensated if
they want to work with us. Localists need
guidance and modernization, with the aid
of science and enlightened management.

“Goliath” in this case is the good guy and
represents the American people. It may
be possible to balance local interests with
national interests, but if not, national
interests should prevail.

In the end, national interests and
conservation science will prevail. Localists
and state officials do not want to
cooperate and work out problems

together rationally and realistically.
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This counter narrative calls for a different institutional formula, and it
promulgates less dominionistic, utilitarian beliefs about our relation-
ship to nature and a different view of the relationship between policy
and science. It also distrusts localism and states’ rights as the best for-
mula for public management of natural resources.

Dominant Narrative

The dominant narrative says that power and influence must be exerted
to maintain control of institutions and decision making so that local
and state interests will be served. It also says that federal intervention
1s not only undesirable, but it is unacceptable and must be resisted in
all cases. This view envisions environmentalists and federal agencies
as all-powerful outsiders who are set on subduing and ultimately de-
stroying local and state interests.

Adherents to this narrative tend to believe that outsiders, especially
the federal government but also its environmentalist allies, have an evil
master plan to overwhelm localists and the state government. The
“feds” and environmentalists are out of control, spreading like weeds
(or wolves in this case), creeping and destroying their way through-
out the West’s culture and resources. Many ranchers, hunters, state
game and fish personnel, county commissioners, and local business
owners seem to believe this story, as do many policy advisors and de-
cision makers at the state and local levels. Even some members of the
media, who may perceive of themselves as objective and neutral, be-
lieve it, as do some federal employees who work to further states’
rights. The notion that the federal government and environmentalists
are evil has become an unquestioned, albeit tacit, assumption that in-
fluences most decision making and discussion of alternative ways of
managing resources. Localists even liken federal government initiatives
to communism, implying a move from freedom, economic or other-
wise, to oppression. The solution that this group would like to see is
for the federal government simply to go away, giving all management
authority and control to the state and the localists.

The eftect of this rhetoric about “local control” is to mask the self
interest of these participants. Built around a metaphor of local rights
and the need for a fair playing field, this imagery is used to persuade
policy makers and public opinion that the current situation is unfair
and needs to be fixed according to the localist formula. This story says
that the playing field is tilted in favor of outside interests from the east
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and west coasts (both perceived as environmentalist strongholds), thus
preventing local interests from competing fairly. Localists say they are
caught up in a game that they have no chance of winning, through no
fault of their own. Since public sympathies often lie with the under-
dog, they portray themselves as David in a fight with Goliath (the feds
and environmentalists).

According to this narrative, federal government intervention is al-
ways bad. Reintroduction and protection of large carnivores is a game
with unfair rules, which are not always clear. The feds and environ-
mentalists are ramming something down local throats that people do
not want. These opponents are all-powerful, in eftect acting as police,
judges, and jury all in one, with no chance of appeal. This group feels
that it can be victorious only by fighting tooth and nail to the end.

Counter Nartative
Whereas the dominant story draws on the metaphors of individual-
ism, freedom, business, and local control, the counter narrative has the
key theme of rational policy making driven by sound science. The
story line here is that large carnivores are desirable and that the federal
government should intervene to ensure that they thrive. Adherents
have attempted to convince policy makers of this by characterizing
policy making as scientific, rather than ideological. They say that the
true test of any carnivore policy proposal is its factual biological basis.
By focusing on the biological facts, promoters imagine that they are
presenting objective truths rather than engaging in subjective, politi-
cal debate. The appeal to objectivity reduces policy making from a
complex, value-laden process to a simple matter of applying an ob-
jective formula (in this case, the positivist science of expert biologists).
To provide support for their claims of objectivity, those promoting this
story attempt to connect their preferred policy outcomes to the na-
tional public interest. For example, they may conceal their own self in-
terest behind arguments that implementation of the Endangered
Species Act is logical and serves the broader public interest.
Adherents of this counter narrative believe that once carnivores are
well established there will be a reasonable chance of achieving larger
goals such as ecosystem management and restoring nature itself. This
story is full of the symbolism of modern science, including pro-
rationality terms such as “restoration ecology,”“‘ecosystem management,”
“endangered species conservation,” and “ecological connectivity.” The
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story is also heavily laden with morality-based rhetoric, such as the
“land ethic,” using Aldo Leopold and other respected figures to justify
a policy preference for restoring nature, which is considered to be in-
herently good—the right thing to do (a redemption narrative). As in
the dominant narrative, particular symbolism and vocabulary are used
to tell a certain story that proponents want policy makers to accept as
the basis for decision making. In this story, environmentalists and fed-
eral management agencies consider themselves rational, considered,
deliberate, logical, and public interest-minded. They see the localists
and state agencies—who view themselves as heroes taking on the risks
of life on the frontier in the wild West—as provincial, poorly educated,
narrow, and self-interested people who are in need of guidance and
modernization, with the aid of science and enlightened management.

According to this counter narrative, federal government interven-
tion is not only desirable, it is imperative. Carnivore restoration is a
good thing, but it must be implemented in a way that ensures that the
national interest is achieved, even if this means overriding local inter-
ests. The guiding principle of scientific objectivity will lead the nation
to the optimal resolution, and it should be left to science to determine
the correct solution. To do otherwise would be to sacrifice the national
interest to the local, narrow self-interests of ranchers, hunters, and the
state. Issues of morality and justice raised by localists should not be used
as the basis for decision making.

Conflicting Narratives
When the dominant and counter narratives in carnivore management
are examined together, it is apparent that the central motif of both is
the issue of power (authority and control). The foundation of the con-
flict is the appropriate balance of local and national interests, a long-
standing clash that goes back to the founding of the republic.’” At issue
is who should have power, how it should be used, and importantly,
whose interests or values it should serve. Thus, the conflict about large
carnivores is yet another manifestation of an ancient contest over
whose values and narratives will guide decision making. This conflict,
intense and basic, has profound implications for each side, for how the
institutional system will operate, and for how we will govern ourselves
generally about environmental matters in the future.

At present, the institutional system of wildlife management func-
tions under the dominant narrative in favor of certain core beliefs. It
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privileges WGFED, its states’ rights ideology, its past practices, and the
beliefs and interests of localists. Although the symbolism contained
within the competing story is vivid and the plot compelling, it has
generally failed to alter how policy makers (at local and state levels)
have constructed their own stories and act on them.

Bureaucratic, Managerial Orthodoxy

Carnivore management is largely defined and shaped within bureau-
cratic government agencies, which set tight boundaries on how people
are allowed to interact in the management arena.” For example, in some
public meetings held by agencies ostensibly to gather public input,
speakers have been limited to 2 minutes to make a statement. At one
meeting on mountain lions sponsored by WGFD in June 2001, public
comments to the assembled group as a whole were forbidden—the
only permitted forms of “input” were comments written on flip charts
or private conversations with state officials (see chapter 3). These for-
mats restrict public discourse and leave many participants feeling in-
sulted and powerless in what they believe should be an open,
deliberative, democratic process.

Bureaucratic organizations are built on certain assumptions about
appropriate power relationships among government and citizens, pro-
tessionals and laypeople, and the official and unofticial parts of policy
making. The organizational literature shows that bureaucracies usually
operate in self-serving, undemocratic ways, to maintain power in the
hands of the few rather than the many.** Organizational researcher
Charles Perrow argued that the biggest danger in such an organization
is “how it inevitably concentrates those forces [social resources| in the
hands of a few who are prone to use them for ends we do not approve
of, for ends we are generally not aware of, and more frightening still,
for ends we are led to accept because we are not in a position to con-
ceive alternative ones.”* Bureaucracies, when left to themselves, typ-
ically deem only a limited set of alternatives feasible to consider in
addressing problems, and these typically support and maintain existing
bureaucratic structures and modes of operation. These limitations
affect how participants interrelate, how decisions are made, how re-
sources are allocated, and how work is performed. They trap people,
including bureaucrats themselves, in complex management structures
that cause, magnify, and recycle destructive conflict.
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Bureaucratic wildlife management agencies often exclude people
and fail to integrate information to find common ground. The reasons
for this are well documented. First, bureaucracies have built-in, “de-
fault” tendencies, and during times of stress they tend to revert to these
to guide their behavior. When confronted by public demands to be
more open or to consider other data, wildlife agencies may do just the
opposite, retreating to their core defenses and standard operating pro-
cedures.*! Bureaucrats calculate what they should do or how they
should behave in any given situation based on their past experiences
and these built-in tendencies. They make the best guess about what
will appease powerful interests who are aligned with them or who
control their fates, and then by persuasion or other means they try to
enlist sufficient support to have their decisions “legitimized.”

Second, bureaucratic agencies work very hard to maintain their
“turf,” their independence, and their decision-making authority. Power
relations among resource management agencies have always been very
important, as have the relations between these agencies and other pow-
erful groups—congressional delegations, county and municipal gov-
ernments, environmental groups, and industry. The preoccupation of’
agencies such as WGFD with authority and control is evident in their
press releases and behavior with other actors (as documented in pre-
vious chapters).

Third, the complexity of the institutional system for wildlife man-
agement has increased dramatically, which impedes effective manage-
ment by bureaucracies. The institutions, organizations, policies, and
practices of numerous other arenas intersect and influence wildlife
management, among them economic, agricultural, and recreational
policy. Overlapping and fragmented jurisdictions and limited resources
contribute to the complexity; missions, controls, and boundaries are
confused. Bureaucratic agencies are not adaptive enough, and their
stafts do not have the requisite skills and knowledge to function ef-
fectively under these circumstances.

Fourth, the context in which the agencies must operate has also be-
come far more complex. The public is growing and diversifying, and
its demands are intensifying. Structures of governance are also grow-
ing and diversifying. The effect is to multiply divisions in our com-
munities and heighten competition among special interests, stemming,
ultimately, from profound ideological differences that will not go away.
These difterences play themselves out through issues such as large car-
nivore management. Symbols become especially important in such
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situations. Carnivores have become symbols of “big bad government,”
“untamed wilderness,” and much more, depending on who uses them
and for what purposes. Again, the bureaucratic mode of organization
is ill suited to deal with such complexity.

Because of these and other bureaucratic behaviors and limitations,
it 1s difficult to build an integrated and inclusive regional institutional
system to address wildlife problems. The wildlife bureaucracy divides
rather than unites the community. Bureaucratic practices lead to con-
flict, but it is not conflict itself, but the failure to resolve conflict, that
is the problem. This problem is talked about as “gridlock,” “log jams,”
or “train wrecks.” People’s frustration stems from the inability of
agency bureaucracies to integrate and include the public effectively in
ways that actively facilitate the finding of common ground. The in-
stitutional system—that is, the people, organizational arrangements,
and formal and informal rules at play—in too many cases does not per-
mit thorough, timely input, adequate public involvement, or the up-
grading of knowledge from relevant disciplines to be included in
deliberations, planning, and management decisions.

What is the solution? Expanding confused bureaucracies is not the
answer, although this is what we often do. Government alone cannot
mediate the differences among interests, in part because of its own
weak leadership, adherence to rigid policy preferences, and the ten-
dency to over-control agendas. A consequence of all this is that spe-
cial interests (which sometimes include the agencies themselves) are
able to limit each other’s actions through bureaucratic “red tape,” liti-
gation, media attacks, land use planning forums, business practices, in-
fluence peddling, or other means. In such a climate it becomes difticult
to find agency and elected officials who are willing to stand up and be
responsible and accountable for their decisions. This again leads to a loss
of trust and faith in government. To improve wildlife conservation, es-
pecially large carnivore management, bureaucracies must be reformed.

Professional Roles

Professionals staff the agencies that dominate wildlife management at
both state and federal levels. They tend to operate under certain shared
assumptions, which strongly influence their behavior as they develop
and implement carnivore management policy.*> The assumptions and
resulting behavior are often problematic for efforts to find common
ground.
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The “professional” approach to wildlife management today is
strongly grounded in two notions. The first is that biological data are
sufficient to supply the information needed to manage wildlife—or,
in the words of Dan Decker, president of The Wildlife Society, and his
colleagues at Cornell University, the insights from the biological sci-
ences are the “nearly exclusive keys to best management decisions.”
This assumption dictates that biologists should be given a special place,
a privileged central role, in decision making. It also means that public
demands as well as other sciences, particularly social sciences, are
largely irrelevant to the work of these experts and to wildlife man-
agement generally. The second, related assumption is that government
biologists and managers, because of their training, experience, and po-
sitions, are the only people with the qualifications and the authority
to make appropriate wildlife management decisions. In the extreme
version of this notion, these professionals do not need the “help” of
the public or scientists from other disciplines.

Both of these notions, which are seldom acknowledged even at
professional meetings or by professional societies, have significant con-
sequences for how wildlife is managed and who gets a say in man-
agement. Both assumptions lie deeply buried in the basic philosophy
that underlies the wildlife profession, game and fish management or-
ganizations, and the overall institutional system of wildlife manage-
ment. They are often “invisible” to the professionals themselves and
to others who work with them.

The tension between professional experts and democratic govern-
ance is an important political dimension of our time and clearly at play
in large carnivore management. Democracy and its emphasis on equal-
ity of citizenship, public input, and freedom of choice sometimes
clashes with officials who may “over control” decision processes. On
the one hand, agency biologists understandably want to use their high
professional standards to make decisions about public resources, draw-
ing on their expert knowledge and judgment. But social scientists have
found that technical experts in bureaucratic positions actually tend to
circumvent the democratic process, while justifying their actions to
themselves in self-serving ways. They and their agencies may claim that
they are apolitical, that their calculations are accurate and objective,
but the record shows that agency experts often fail to include demo-
cratic considerations as well as other important features of the context.
This has led to increasing public antipathy toward bureaucracies. Cit-
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izens are entitled to have a say in decisions about public resource use.
On the other hand, it is also clear that citizens do not always have the
knowledge and skills to participate meaningfully in complex decision
making about public land and resource management. They may not
be knowledgeable about the technical matters involved or the broader
implications of their choices, and sometimes the reason citizens want
to gain influence is to secure decisions favorable to their special
interests. This can lead to shortsighted, parochial decision making. Pub-
lic participation is not a “silver bullet” that will solve all carnivore man-
agement problems. Nevertheless, ordinary citizens are capable of a
great deal more participation than is generally recognized or ac-
knowledged by agency ofticials and professionals.

In summary, what we have today is an institutional system that is
not working very well in the public interest. It is less than successtul
in managing mountain lions, grizzly bears, and wolves. States’ rights
and local beliefs, evident in narratives and deeds, bureaucratic arrange-
ments, and privileged professional expert roles, dominate the wildlife
management system. Community relationships are emotional and full
of misunderstandings, management decisions take place without rele-
vant data and assessment, using procedures that are unfair and that lead
to mistrust, and special interests vie for influence based on fundamen-
tal beliefs about what is right and wrong or how the world should be.
All this leads to highly adversarial interactions and winner-take-all tac-
tics. Information is used as power, there is little direct contact among
interest groups, and beliefs are firmly set as matters of principle. This
in turn leads to personal antagonism and defensiveness, inflation of is-
sues (e.g., carnivore management becomes an issue of property rights
and individual freedom), breakdowns in communication, spiraling mis-
trust, and polarization into opposing camps. The current structure and
tunctioning of the institutional system favor continued state and local
dominance. There is little incentive for those in control of the system
to change, but the costs of this arrangement to wildlife and to the com-
mon interest are high.

To improve wildlife management, the traditional relationship be-
tween the professional expert and the public must be adjusted.*> The
key for wildlife management in the 21st century, according to many
people, is an adaptive management approach that builds on the
strengths of conventional management, yet moves well beyond the as-
sumptions and present tension between wildlife professionals and the
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public. What is needed are new precepts, a “civic-minded” kind of pro-
fessionalism that seeks integration and inclusion and has the knowl-
edge and skills to facilitate this end.

Fortunately, a few professionals are beginning to give up their tra-
ditional assumptions in favor of this more pragmatic, effective profes-
sional style. A new paradigm for professionalism is developing rapidly
in some regions. [t is much more integrative, participatory, practical,
and grounded in both experience and theory.** Its principles focus on
effective integration of information from multiple disciplines (e.g.,
wildlife management, economics, politics, sociology, and integrative
sciences) and the inclusion of diverse stakeholders in more delibera-
tive decision making. It seeks cooperation, understanding, trust, shared
information, a conciliatory approach, frequent contact among all in-
terested people, and development of mutual respect. This new para-
digm, discussed and tested in a few situations in the West and
elsewhere, offers ways to deal with many of the problems so clearly ev-
ident in the present institutional system of wildlife management.

Recommendations

We recommend three strategies that we feel are both promising and
pragmatic ways to achieve the overriding goal of coexisting sustain-
ably with large carnivores. The first is to make “practice-based
improvements,” or smaller scale interventions in the field, working co-
operatively with ranchers and others to solve specific problems, such
as carnivore predation on livestock. Opportunities abound for this
strategy. This approach can help to minimize real problems and
encourage everyone to see carnivores (and each other) in a new light.
Second is to upgrade leadership, at all levels and in all forms, to move
institutions actively toward more effective performance. Developing
“transformational leadership” styles will require leaders to learn
explicitly and systematically about institutional systems and more, but
this strategy can help reform institutions to be more integrative and
inclusive. Third is to initiate changes in the dominant policy narrative,
the basic beliefs and story of the existing institutional system and
regional cultures. A new “meta-narrative” could include more people,
a broader range of beliefs, and more widely shared interests; its core
message should be health—in the broadest sense, for individuals,
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communities, and landscapes—and responsibility, both collective and
personal.

Practice-Based Improvements

Large carnivore management policy consists of a complex system of
interconnected, smaller decisions. It would be extremely difficul, if
not impossible, to understand how all the relevant decisions actually
function to affect large carnivores. Accordingly, the key to improving
wildlife management is to focus our limited attention and resources
on select components of the management system.* The “practice-
based” approach uses actual experience rather than theoretical prin-
ciples as the basis for making improvements. Much of the current
debate over carnivore policy assumes that government can improve
policy from the “top down.” This is partly true; after all, it seems
obvious that large carnivore management is a large-scale problem. Al-
though a top-down approach such as a national or statewide manage-
ment policy would be helpful, the improvements must ultimately
occur at the “bottom” or operational level. Indeed, many more op-
portunities for change (and for learning from change) exist at lower
levels, testing them involves lower risks and lower costs, and imple-
menting them is quicker and less complicated than making systemwide
changes. The participatory projects described in detail in chapter 6
provide some examples of a practice-based approach.

There are three components to a practice-based strategy to reform
the institutional system that manages large carnivores: (1) find and de-
scribe successful management practices and programs, (2) adapt and
diffuse them widely, and (3) open up new opportunities to build ad-
ditional program successes. Once individual and local programs that
appear to be successful have been identified and described, they need
to be reviewed to see how they have aided large carnivore conservation.
This critical appraisal will explain the formal and eftective reasons for a
program’s success. This strategy shifts attention to a constructive, posi-
tive focus that can motivate and inform actions for large carnivore con-
servation on an ongoing basis. For example, a developer might take
large carnivores into account when planning a new subdivision, or a
county government might devise an open space policy for ranch lands
that also supports large carnivore habitat and minimizes predation on
livestock. Successtul field-tested models can be used to set best practice
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standards and can be adapted and replicated in other locales. One good
example is the educational work of Patricia Sowka, a Montana wildlife
biologist, and Jamie Jonkel, of Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, who
have developed “Living with Predators Resource Guides.”*® These
guides are designed to equip people who live, work, and play in grizzly-
occupied areas with the information and tools they need to coexist
successfully with bears. The outreach opportunities related to this proj-
ect are huge. Outfitters’ associations, outdoor groups, real estate busi-
nesses, homeowner associations, and others could use these educational
materials.

Our three-part strategy could be implemented immediately. Several
successful management cases merit study, including the work of Mike
Jimenez (USFWS) on wolves, Mark Bruscino (WGFD), Barb Franklin
(U.S. Forest Service), and Steve Primm (Northern Rockies Conserva-
tion Cooperative) on grizzly bears, and Timm Kaminski (Mountain
Livestock Cooperative) on wolves and bears where private lands meet
public resources.*’

A 2001 guest article in the Jackson Hole News by Steve Primm and
Louise Lasley said that the practice-based approach “turns conventional
planning on its head. Instead of starting with a colossus of words that
pretends to dictate what happens with grizzlies, people and land, it starts
with small-scale action to solve specific problems. What we learn from
these actions can then go into a written plan. The results: A plan based
on reliable knowledge, and a plan that people trust because they know
the stuff that’s in it really works.”*® In another article, Primm said that
with this “intelligent process, there is no need to attempt to design a
comprehensive ‘blueprint’ for how and where to manage grizzlies. In-
stead, plans can be developed sequentially through a series of adaptive
experiments in grizzly conservation.”* Primm and a growing num-
ber of other people see that this approach is the key to long-term co-
existence with large carnivores (see chapter 6). This is also the approach
being used by Seth Wilson of the Northern Rockies Conservation Co-
operative in central Montana as he works closely with ranchers and oth-
ers to develop sound ranch management practices in grizzly country.>”

Each of these field eftorts, educational projects, or other innovations
can be considered to be a “prototype.” Although prototypes are gen-
erally set up to generate knowledge on which to base future im-
provements, many of these cases were not established specifically for
that purpose. Nevertheless, by thoroughly appraising such cases, we can
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learn an enormous amount about what works and what doesn’t work.
Drawing on these lessons, participants in other locations can invent,
evaluate, select, and implement alternatives for better conservation and
management.

The second part of the practice-based strategy is to disseminate the
lessons from successful prototypes as widely as possible. Case studies or
stories can be one source of information made available to people in
other areas, who can then modity the lessons to suit local needs. Best
practices that are cooperative, locally based, inclusive, and participatory
offer the greatest promise of success. State and federal governments can
provide leadership by endorsing and supporting prototyping. In large
carnivore management, a field that has few ongoing, systemwide
mechanisms for appraisal, prototyping and dissemination of best prac-
tices can be especially helpful. Workshops, demonstrations, site visits,
educational programs, and other means can all be used to disseminate
best practice standards.

The third part of the practice-based strategy is to facilitate new op-
portunities for better carnivore management politically, geographically,
and institutionally. These could include not only informal groups that
come together to tackle specific local issues, but also innovative ways
to engage new people and capture creativity, energy, and the desire to
get things done. This requires eftective leadership. Resources could
come from stopping some present activities that have only limited or
short-term benefits to large carnivores and people associated with
them. Instead of pouring money into additional detailed habitat stud-
ies in some local situation or new geographic information system maps
that may or may not help decision makers, put resources into creating
new opportunities to solve problems on the ground in cooperative
ways. Additionally, the idea of combining economic strategies for pri-
vate and business interests with large carnivore conservation must be
considered seriously and used beyond compensation and damage pay-
ments. For example, a workshop in Bozeman, Montana, in December
2003 queried ranchers, environmentalists, and government about op-
portunities to address the problems of large carnivore management, in-
cluding economic incentives for changes in ranch operations.”! The
workshop identified four areas of potential agreement: (1) the use of
small-scale conservation projects to try out new methods involving lo-
cals to demonstrate success; (2) the creation of incentives to modify
ranch operations to accommodate carnivores; (3) the need to get more
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managers into the field with locals to prevent or ameliorate conflicts
with carnivores quickly; and (4) the need for peer review of science and
its management interpretations by critical independent bioscientists.

To implement a practice-based strategy, two things must happen.
First, to increase the likelihood of success, a process for appraising car-
nivore management programs and practices should be organized. A
useful appraisal process will depend on establishing creative means to
harvest lessons from past experience. There are numerous successful,
progressive, problem-solving exercises underway in the West today that
can suggest valid criteria (in terms of concepts and practices) for ap-
praising programs. As well there are many knowledgeable practition-
ers and researchers in both the social and biological sciences, as well as
the integrative, holistic sciences, whose combined expertise could be
channeled into appraisal. For example, traditional public and private
funding patterns that favor biological research and short-term man-
agement solutions can be redirected toward practice-based approaches,
such as prototyping.

The second thing that must happen is better communication among
state and local efforts and all other parties. We clearly need an eftective
means to diftuse the vast amount of professional and organizational ex-
perience and to overcome policy, science, and management hurdles.
For example, reducing the intergovernment (i.e., state and federal lev-
els) power contest over management authority and control of policy
and programs would help immensely. Diplomatic, educational, and fi-
nancial strategies to do just that are available, but are not currently
being used.

Enhanced Leadership

Eftective leaders are urgently needed in wildlife management, not only
at the top of government agencies, but at all levels, in local associations
and environmental groups, in the field and in the office. Leaders can
change institutions for the better if they are motivated, skilled, and
committed.’? The challenge for modern leaders is to find paths of
common interest—or what might be called cooperative, problem-
solving processes—that are environmentally and socially sound. Lead-
ers must be capable, knowledgeable of environmental and development
issues, and sensitive to both the public and private sectors.
Specifically, leaders should have the ability to carry out more com-
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prehensive, contextual, and rational wildlife management programs
than currently exist. They must understand how to design and imple-
ment practice-based strategies. They must be skilled in integration and
inclusion. The activities and problem-solving approaches of good lead-
ers are well known, well tested, and widely described, but still are little
used in carnivore management. Too often we recycle the same old un-
workable methods or approaches—conventional thinking, bureaucratic
arrangements, and ordinary problem-solving approaches—while real
problems continue to grow and press on us. We must overcome these
ineffective ways of addressing problems.> There are, of course, many
social factors in addition to leadership that play a critical role in the
success or failure of wildlife conservation. Nevertheless, having lead-
ers who are critical thinkers, holistic observers, skilled managers of
people, and users of a host of technical tools, all designed to aid in find-
ing common ground, is essential.

A New “Meta-Narrative”

We need a new, more integrative and inclusive meta-narrative to
achieve a higher level of institutional effectiveness. A meta-narrative is
a narrative about narratives, a story that encompasses and explains other,
smaller, localized stories. It is a story that people can use to recast pol-
icy problems. It offers a new conception to which embattled players
might subscribe and opens up new possibilities to solve formerly
intractable problems. The practice-based strategies and enhanced lead-
ership skills discussed above can help to bring about such a meta-
narrative. The power of a meta-narrative is perhaps most apparent in
times of crisis, such as when threats to national security are clear to
virtually everyone. The “national security”” meta-narrative then overrides
all other local, special interest narratives, even formerly competitive ones,
and helps unify people’s thinking. Diverse people who ordinarily
might hold different narratives are willing to subordinate their special
interests to the overall common interest. The new meta-narrative for
large carnivore management, we hope, will focus our attention and ef-
forts on healthy human and carnivore populations, community in-
tegrity and sustainability, and individual and collective responsibility.
As we have seen, narrative analysis of large carnivore management
shows how particular stories or policy narratives dominate the
conflict-laden management process we see today. All of the current
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narratives are valid, given the origins of the communities that spawn
and perpetuate them, but none goes far enough to encourage an in-
tegrated, win-win outcome for the larger community. A new meta-
narrative could be directly helpful in adapting the institutional system
and its complex policy dynamics toward common interests. One way
to accomplish this 1s for all parties—localists, state and federal agency
personnel, and environmentalists—jointly to develop an integrative
meta-narrative though extensive practice-based engagement. That is,
by working together on a series of smaller, on-the-ground projects
to solve specific problems, participants with different perspectives
will, over time, begin to forge a new, shared understanding (a meta-
narrative). Like recruits going through boot camp, they will eventually
come to see themselves as an effective team working toward a com-
mon purpose. They will build a new path that they will travel together.
Policy meta-narratives have a strong prefigurative effect, conditioning
the thinking of all involved. It is only through such an approach that
the basic underlying policy narrative can be adapted.

Policy analysts who have investigated the power of meta-narratives
have concluded that the way to change institutions for the better is not
to develop a critique of existing policy. The logico-scientific approach
is no match for a powerful policy narrative. The best way to bring
about change is to undermine a policy narrative by creating an over-
riding counter narrative. According to professor Emery Roe, the meta-
narrative serves to distance its listeners from their original stories. It
acts as a departure device, and in some ways it is the antidote to con-
flicting, poorly performing narratives and institutions.>* Thus far, no
meta-narrative has emerged or been advanced in large carnivore man-
agement that is sufficiently compelling—in explaining the conflict and
at the same time suggesting integrated, win-win solutions that can
move us forward—to engage most if not all parties. We feel that the
best way to begin the process of finding a new, integrative meta-
narrative is through practice-based engagement. This approach can
demonstrate a narrative of cooperation, mutual respect, shared goals,
and coexistence through actual progress on the ground. Such a meta-
narrative might encompass recognition that further conflict is coun-
terproductive and undesirable. Its success will depend in large part on
having in place a large stakeholder group that is willing to embrace it
without much resistance. The key is to find a story that almost every-
one can believe and support.
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Conclusion

The institutional system of wildlife management used to restore and
conserve large carnivores is weak. Its performance is suboptimal, and
its functioning seems to be deteriorating as the context becomes more
complex. Data from discourse analysis, patterns of claims and coun-
terclaims, and incident analysis amply demonstrate this fact, as do the
management reviews in preceding chapters. The institutional system’s
present structure and mode of operation trap many people in patterns
of destructive conflict. It is clearly focused on power and most often
serves the state, WGFD, and local special interests at the expense of’
broadly shared or common interests. There are many reasons for the
persistence of this weak institutional system, including cultural beliefs
(narratives), bureaucracy, and rigid expert professionalism.

It is also clear from the abundant case material covered in this vol-
ume that many people on all sides of large carnivore management are
not happy with the way the institutional system currently operates.
The need for an integrative and inclusive approach to large carnivore
management is becoming increasingly obvious. Because existing in-
stitutional arrangements are so deeply woven into the fabric of society,
the system as a whole is very conservative and not prone to change
or adapt on its own. Its tendency to maintain the status quo ignores or
hinders alternative ways of managing carnivores. Little in the world of
carnivore management will change in the near future under present
institutional arrangements.

Overcoming the institutional problem is possible in part by using a
practice-based strategy, improving leadership, and creating a new meta-
narrative that is integrative and inclusive. These improvements mean
working in the office and the field closely with ranchers, hunters, and
environmentalists to address their concerns. The institutional system’s
new structure must view government agencies as partners, facilitators
in clarifying and securing the common interest. The agencies and their
professionals must behave in ways that make this possible. The founda-
tion for a more effective institutional system has to be understanding
and opening up dialogues through cooperative ventures that can be
honestly appraised and refined. Many ongoing field projects could pro-
vide opportunities to develop participatory, common interest ap-
proaches, thus serving as a testing ground to distinguish what works,
why, when, and where. The lessons can help us create more open and
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inclusive institutions so people will better listen to and address each
other’s expectations and demands. A reformed institutional system will
stand a much greater chance of harmonizing different views into a
broad-based consensus about managing large carnivores in the com-
mon interest. There is every reason to believe that we can achieve such
a new arrangement.
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Chapter 8

Coexisting with Large Carnivores:
Lessons from Greater Yellowstone

Murray B. Rutherford and Tim W, Clark

Large carnivores test our commitment to conservation. They require
large areas of habitat for survival. They compete with us as top preda-
tors. They occasionally interfere with our valued activities, such as rais-
ing livestock and keeping domestic pets. Large carnivores can also be
frightening, and in rare cases they are actually dangerous to humans.

Not only do large carnivores test our commitment to conservation,
but our efforts to coexist with these animals severely challenge our
ability to make and implement wise decisions. As the case studies in
this volume show, individual and collective choices about mountain
lions, grizzly bears, and wolves have often advanced narrow special in-
terests at the expense of carnivores and the broader common good.
Whether it has been the interests of the hunting community driving
decisions about mountain lions, or the demands of ranchers dictating
decisions about grizzly bears and wolves, or the professional biases and
technical scientific expertise of wildlife professionals dominating all
management processes, or the endless power contest between the state
and federal governments, the voices of special interests have frequently
been given undue weight in decision making. Too often, the institu-
tions of wildlife management have failed to engage a broad range of’
participants to identify, select, and implement policies and practices that
advance the common interest in an enduring way.

In chapter 1 we describe the overall goal of large carnivore man-
agement as “restoring large carnivores and carrying out programs for
coexisting with them in ways that will engage the public and benefit
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from public support.” There is little doubt that this goal represents the
broader common interest. Evidence can be found at the international
level in treaties such as the Convention on Biological Diversity, at the
national level in legislation such as the Endangered Species Act, and
even at the regional and local levels in the justifications for many
species management plans and other conservation policies. As we state
in chapter 1, this goal “is likely to be supported by all or most people,
at least in principle.”

In practice, however, participants in wildlife management have had
difficulty sorting out what this common interest goal means in local
contexts and how it can be achieved on the ground. Also, too often
power has been used by some participants to override the views of
others about appropriate goals and how to achieve them. Conflicting
interests have repeatedly clashed over management decisions, without
satisfactory processes to encourage constructive dialogue and resolu-
tion of disputes. Over time, this has led to a highly politicized decision-
making context, in which the dominant motivation among many
participants is maximizing their own power to influence choices.

The authors in this volume argue that these management weak-
nesses are deeply significant, not only for the possibility of coexisting
with large carnivores in Greater Yellowstone, but for managing wildlife
more generally, and for maintaining civil society and eftective systems
of democratic governance. Given current trends of population growth
and habitat loss throughout the world, it is crucial for the survival of’
species and ecosystems that humans learn to live with wildlife out-
side protected areas. It is also crucial that our systems of governance
find ways to move beyond intractable conflicts and gridlock.

Fortunately, there are positive as well as negative lessons about gov-
ernance and coexistence to be learned from experiences in Greater
Yellowstone. In this concluding chapter, we review the lessons that can
be gathered from the studies in this book, summarize key steps needed
to move toward coexistence in this region, and discuss the implications
for management settings elsewhere.

Lessons from Greater Yellowstone
Perhaps the primary message of this volume is summarized in chap-

ter 2:“Managing large carnivores at present is less a problem of animal
biology or control and more a problem of cultural perception, decision
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process, and institutional dilemma.” People and their decision making
are by far the most significant cause of mortality for large carnivores.
Although each of the case studies summarizes the biology and behav-
ioral ecology of the species and discusses the implications of these fac-
tors for management, the focus throughout is on the human side of
the coexistence problem. In particular, the studies highlight the im-
portance of understanding the context for carnivore management, re-
ducing the frequency and impact of actual carnivore-human conflicts,
and addressing pervasive weaknesses of governance.

Understanding the Context for Carnivore Management

According to policy scientist Ron Brunner, “Most preventable errors
of policy analysis stem from the analyst’s perspective. As the analyst
simplifies a problem to make it tractable for analysis and action, some
important part of the relevant context is misconstrued or overlooked
altogether. The analytical error—what is misconstrued or overlooked
—becomes apparent only in retrospect, after resources have been com-
mitted and the unintended and often adverse results start coming in.”!
Preventable analytical errors of the type that Brunner described have
occurred repeatedly in large carnivore management. Chapter 3 dis-
cusses the unintended and adverse results of the decision by the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) to increase the
mountain lion hunting quota in the region of Jackson in spite of a re-
cent rise in public empathy for lions generated by a highly visible lion
tamily denning nearby. The authors argue that WGFD did not pay suf-
ficient attention to this change in the context. Chapter 4 notes that
the survival of grizzly bears depends on the behavior of individual
people as they participate in recreational activities or go about earn-
ing their livelihoods. This behavior cannot be monitored continuously
or controlled by force, so a thorough understanding of the perspec-
tives and motivations of these individuals is essential to good decision
making about bear management. Again, these are matters of context.
Chapter 5 describes how the compensation program for ranchers that
suffer livestock losses as a result of wolf depredations has been criti-
cized for not being sufficiently flexible to adjust to the day-to-day cir-
cumstances of difterent ranchers, for not providing ranchers with the
right incentives to change husbandry practices, and for not compen-
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sating for other types of losses caused by the presence of wolves, in-
cluding the deprivations of respect and skill that ranchers feel when
they lose livestock to wolves. These are all features of the context.

In short, context matters, and it is just as important for large carnivore
management as it is for any other kind of decision making. Mapping
and understanding the context is the first step toward wiser decisions,
and an entire chapter of this book is devoted to this task. In chapter 2
the authors lay out a detailed map of the participants, their perspec-
tives, the situations in which they interact, their sources of power, the
strategies they use to achieve their goals, and the outcomes and ulti-
mate effects of those social interactions, including the decision processes
that have evolved. In doing so, they not only describe the context for
large carnivore management in this setting, but also demonstrate the
use of a framework for contextual mapping that can be applied in
other management settings.” Their map is preliminary and open to re-
finement with further experience and additional data, but it highlights
several key features of the context that have been particularly prob-
lematic for coexistence: deeply entrenched conflict among participants,
highly symbolic politics, increasing numbers of carnivore-human in-
cidents, and weak institutional response. These features of the large car-
nivore management context are emphasized throughout this volume.

According to the authors of chapter 2, the seemingly intractable
conflict over large carnivore management is driven by strongly polar-
ized worldviews, or perspectives. Perspectives are made up of values
demanded from life, attitudes toward nature, self~identifications, beliefs
about how the world works and where it is going, and symbolic sup-
port for these identifications and beliefs. At the risk of oversimplify-
ing, the main perspectives at play can usefully be categorized into three
groups. First is the localist perspective—people who are interested in
using and dominating nature for human purposes and who tend to
identify with the myths, culture, and symbols of the Old West. The sec-
ond type we have called the environmentalist perspective—those with
strong moral and ethical concerns for nature, who identify with the
myths, culture, and symbols of the New West. And the third perspec-
tive 1s that of agency personnel, who may agree either with localists or
environmentalists in many of their personal views, but who share with
each other an identification with professional and bureaucratic norms
and practices. Each set of participants feels that its own views are
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correct and should prevail, including its views about who should have
power in decision making.

The contest between the belief systems of the Old West and the
New West is especially significant, involving different understandings
of the relative importance of individual versus collective rights, local
versus national interests, the state versus the federal government, and
agriculture versus other livelihoods. Many aspects of this debate can
be traced to historical struggles about the appropriate structure of de-
mocracy at the time the nation was formed—struggles that remain to
some degree unresolved.

In the last few decades, carnivore management in the West has be-
come linked to these broader political struggles in many people’s
minds. One plausible explanation for this 1s that the forces for re-
introduction and conservation have been strongest at the national level.
These forces have been expressed mainly through national policies,
whereas the forces of localism and carnivore control have been, as the
name “localist” itself implies, concentrated at the state and local levels
and have been expressed through policies at these levels. Localists feel
that carnivore conservation initiatives are being forced upon them by
outside forces over which they have little control, whereas environ-
mentalists feel that justified national policies are being thwarted by un-
reasonable and self~oriented parochial interests.

One clear sign that such deeper political factors are at play is the
highly emotional nature of the claims and counterclaims made about
carnivores and carnivore management. Large carnivores have always
been emotionally charged symbols, but the level of emotion has be-
come heightened in recent decades, and the symbols have become
more dissociated from real meanings. Scientific data and facts are often
drowned in symbolic struggles.

The problems of deeply entrenched conflict and highly symbolic
politics have been maintained and exacerbated in the last few
decades by two other key contextual features: the increasing inci-
dence of actual carnivore-human conflicts, and the inability of cur-
rent governance structures to ameliorate conflict and find lasting
common interest solutions. These features are sufticiently important
to receive separate treatment in the next two subsections of this
chapter.
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Real Carnivores and Real Conflicts

Although much of the debate about large carnivore management is
shaped by symbolic understandings rather than solid data, there are real
carnivores behind the symbolism, and actual conflicts do occur be-
tween these animals and people. The studies in this volume show how
the frequency of such conflicts outside of protected areas has increased
in recent years. Several trends can be identified as contributing to this
increase. First, human populations are growing rapidly in the West, as
new residents move in and large landholdings are subdivided to form
ranchettes and accommodate trophy houses. The increase in numbers
of humans and the associated development of private lands at the in-
terface with public lands increase the probability of conflict with car-
nivores. At the same time, recreational use of public lands is increasing,
and this also potentially brings more people into contact with carni-
vores. Finally, the number of wolves and grizzly bears outside protected
areas has been increasing because of the success of reintroductions and
conservation efforts. Mountain lion numbers may have increased as
well in the last decade, although there are not sufficient data to be cer-
tain. As the populations of wolves and bears within protected areas
have grown, these animals have dispersed into the adjoining landscape,
into areas that are intensively used for raising livestock or are occupied
by the expanding human population. This brings carnivores into con-
flict with traditional land use practices.

Given the trends of growth in human and carnivore populations, it
was inevitable that there would be more contact and conflict between
humans and animals outside protected areas. Mountain lion sightings
have gone up since the early 1990s. Incidents of grizzly bear predation
on livestock and interference with other human activities have in-
creased dramatically during the same period. Wolves have killed sheep
and cattle. Although these trends were quite predictable, there has been
a tendency to react to incidents after the fact rather than taking pro-
active steps to minimize and mitigate foreseeable conflicts.

Several of the authors in this volume point out, however, that in
spite of these increases in carnivore-human conflicts, large carnivores
still account for only a small proportion of livestock losses when com-
pared to other causes, and the extent and consequences of large car-
nivore predation on ungulate populations are contested. Moreover,
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ranching actually forms only a small and decreasing part of the eco-
nomic base of the region, and human injury or death from carnivores
is still very rare. But the symbolic linkage of large carnivores to larger
political issues allows each incident of conflict—whether it is a griz-
zly bear killing sheep, a mountain lion taking pets, or wolves killing
cattle—to be inflated and used to fuel the ongoing politicization of
the management process. Perceptions are what counts, and each inci-
dent reinforces perceptions of vicious predators foisted on localists by
outside forces and the continuing decline of the cowboy way of life
and the Old West.

Finding ways to diminish the frequency and magnitude of actual
carnivore-human conflicts, then, is essential. As is argued in chapter
4, horror stories about such conflicts may be used by anticonservation
forces to justify attacks at the national level on conservation programs,
budgets, and legislation. On the other hand, proconservation forces
may use the killing of depredating animals, which is the normal out-
come of such incidents, to call for more draconian, top-down pre-
scriptions, which will in turn magnify rather than relieve the conflict.

Failures of Governance

Much of this book is about failures of governance. Each of the case
studies describes the increased politicization of management of the
species under consideration. Recall that politicization refers to the
process whereby, because of continuous and unresolved struggles and
deeply entrenched conflict among participants, trust erodes and the
will to search for common interest solutions is lost, together with any
faith that such solutions exist. In these circumstances, power becomes
all-important—participants see their interactions with others as battles,
and they seek power above all else to advance their own interests.
Politicization takes place when systems of governance are incapable of
working through conflict to find socially acceptable outcomes.’
Good governance allows interested parties a real voice in decision
making, incorporates a wide range of viewpoints, proactively keeps
conflict within reasonable bounds, and seeks common ground solu-
tions to social problems. In large carnivore management, governance
has fallen far short of these ideals. For example, chapter 3 describes
how WGEFD has embodied localist values, allowed little public input
into its decisions, and failed to specify and adopt clear goals for moun-
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tain lion management, thereby confounding conflicts with its goals for
the management of other species. Chapter 4 discusses the failure of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to establish clear public expectations
about the meaning of the “recovery zone” for grizzly bears or to work
with residents outside that zone to prepare for grizzly bear dispersal.
This has set up conflict between those who believe that bears should
be restricted to the recovery zone and those who believe that this zone
is just the first step in a recovery effort that will extend well beyond
its boundaries. Chapter 5 argues that WGFD is headed for the same
problems with wolf management that it has encountered with grizzly
management, as it positions itself to take over primary responsibility
tor wolves from the Fish and Wildlife Service. The authors note the
agency’s inability to adopt clear goals for wolf management, the real
possibility of conflict with its other mandates and its existing funding
sources, the linkages of the agency with states’ rights and localist views,
and the general lack of agency resources for wolf management. Of par-
ticular concern is the state’s decision to classity wolves as “trophy
game” in national forest wilderness areas that adjoin Yellowstone Na-
tional Park and as “predators” in all other areas of the state, thus sub-
jecting almost all wolves in the state to unlimited hunting as they travel
outside protected areas.

As the management processes for wolves and grizzly bears move to-
ward delisting and devolution of management to the state level, there
should be great concern about these questions of governance. Federal
agencies have defined management success on the basis of specific,
short-term population goals, but they do not seem to have adequately
addressed all the long-term uncertainties of persistence, including
many of the conditions that caused population declines outside pro-
tected areas in the first place.* State agencies, meanwhile, have not
demonstrated that they have the capacity to manage wolves and griz-
zly bears for long-term persistence, and some observers question
whether they are even committed to this goal.

Two chapters of this volume are devoted entirely to improving gov-
ernance. In chapter 6, the authors explore participatory approaches
to decision making. They argue that civil society is deteriorating in
Wyoming and elsewhere in the United States because “people are fail-
ing to resolve their collective disputes or to establish an agreeable
process for redressing grievances.” Ongoing conflict has become insti-
tutionalized, built upon repeated, dysfunctional patterns of interaction,
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eroded trust, and an increasing focus on power. In this environment
participants naturally gravitate toward dichotomous, opposing points
of view, “taking sides” by defining themselves in opposition to the
views of their perceived opponents. Meanwhile, agencies struggle to
reconcile their conflicting mandates, such as multiple use, sustained
yield, and endangered species protection. The authors of chapter 6
argue that “the key to breaking these dysfunctional patterns of inter-
action 1s to get local participants working together on real, manage-
able, on-the-ground problems where power and control are not such
major issues and symbolic debate is minimized.”

Chapter 7 critiques the institutional system of wildlife management.
Institutions are formed to pursue desired human values; democratic
institutions promote the production and broad distribution of all de-
sired values across society. Our wildlife management institutions, how-
ever, have been unable to resolve conflicting claims and counterclaims
about carnivore management or to find integrative bridges across com-
peting discourses. The authors go on to deconstruct the main compet-
ing narratives about carnivore management. The dominant narrative is
about individualism, the Wild West, and carnivores as unacceptable risks
to life and livelihood imposed by outside forces on localists, who must
live with the negative consequences. This story is told by the localists
themselves and by many state officials. The principal counter narrative
is a story told by environmentalists and some federal representatives,
about what they perceive to be the best interests of the nation as a
whole, carnivore conservation as the will of the nation, as they see it,
and the “unreasonable localists” who are putting their own selfish in-
terests ahead of the national good. Much of the debate over large car-
nivores is about which of these narratives should be embedded in the
institutional system of wildlife management. At present state and local
institutions largely embody the dominant narrative of the localists.

The authors argue that these institutional problems are compounded
by bureaucratic structures and professional operating norms of the
wildlife management agencies and their staff. Bureaucracies tend to
rely on hierarchical structures of authority and control, standard op-
erating procedures, and traditional approaches to problems. They vig-
orously defend their power bases and refuse to share power with the
public, and they deal poorly with complex, uncertain, and rapidly
changing environments. None of these attributes is conducive to good
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governance in the context that exists for managing large carnivores.
Rather than finding integrative solutions, the bureaucracies of wildlife
management contribute to the ongoing divisions. Professional norms
include the assumption that biological data are sufficient for good
management and the assumption that professional training in the nat-
ural sciences is sufficient to develop good managers. Accordingly, the
professional’s argument goes, these managers should be given privileged
positions in decision making because of their expertise. In fact, however,
these assumptions are not actually supported by theory or practice.

Moving toward Coexistence

How can we move toward sustainable coexistence with large carni-
vores? Three main themes run through the recommendations of all
of the authors in this volume: (1) working from the bottom up rather
than the top down, engaging local participants in crafting innovative,
contextually appropriate, practice-based prototypes and learning adap-
tively from experience; (2) changing the meanings of carnivores and
the symbolic linkages of these animals with broader political issues; and
(3) restructuring and upgrading the capacity of the institutional sys-
tem of wildlife management to incorporate a wider range of values
and resolve conflict by seeking and implementing common interest
solutions.

Locally Designed Solutions

Large carnivore management takes place in highly complex, uncertain,
and locally variable contexts. It is characterized by symbolic politics
and politicized management processes. Coexistence will require sub-
stantial changes in the behavior of individual humans in situations that
are difficult to monitor and control. Many of the individuals whose
behavior is most significant are highly resistant to federal regulation
and activity. All of these factors support a strategy of developing lo-
calized, contextually appropriate innovations for living with carnivores,
rather than sweeping, one-size-fits-all programs imposed from above.
Given the present conditions of political gridlock at the federal level,
it is unlikely that new national programs for carnivore conservation
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will be prescribed in any event, and even if prescribed, they are un-
likely to be implementable at the local level. We summarize the justi-
fications and preferred design elements for local, practice-based
programs here.

The first step discussed by many of the authors in this volume is to
identify those areas where the frequency of human-carnivore incidents
is now high or is likely to increase substantially in the near future.
Chapter 6 describes how local, citizen-driven, participatory projects
could be developed in these areas to engage citizens in working to-
gether to resolve on-the-ground conflicts, thereby building trust and
social capital and diftusing symbolic debate. Many opportunities exist
for such interventions. For instance, in chapter 3 the authors suggest
that initial participatory projects for mountain lion management could
focus on the shared goal of finding ways locally to reduce the num-
ber of lions that are removed for getting in trouble with human ac-
tivities. These projects might include eliminating winter deer feeding
and other activities that are risky in mountain lion country. Over time
groups that begin by working with such issues might be able to grad-
uate to making broader recommendations for a formal, regional man-
agement plan for mountain lions.

Chapter 4 emphasizes the importance of dialogue, or reasoning to-
gether in local, participatory, decision-making processes. The authors
suggest that participatory processes concerning grizzly bears might be
initiated by a respected nongovernmental organization, which could
convene local meetings to discuss and implement projects such as im-
proving food storage and sanitation or training programs to teach
campers, hikers, hunters, and homeowners about bear-safe behavior.
From these modest beginnings, local processes could work toward de-
veloping funding programs for grizzly bear conservation, designing
better compensation mechanisms for depredations (e.g., insurance
pools), and ultimately making recommendations for regional man-
agement plans and programs. For wolf management, the authors of
chapter 5 argue that “a hands-on, cooperative, evidence-based ap-
proach will minimize carnivore conflicts while at the same time ame-
liorate some harmful political dynamics.” They also suggest small-scale
projects, such as identifying and working with ranchers who are in-
terested in incorporating safe husbandry practices and working to-
gether with agency representatives to institute more flexible grazing
practices that are less susceptible to wolf depredation.
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As these examples show, in addition to designing projects to reduce
the damage caused by carnivores directly, local processes can begin to
develop collectively reasoned opinions about broader strategies to deal
with carnivore management problems. As the authors of chapter 6 ob-
serve, “The promise of participatory problem solving lies in its poten-
tial to find out what a spectrum of thoughtful and engaged people
think about the nature of a particular problem and how we should go
about solving it.”” However, it is important to begin with less ambitious
goals, spending time together dealing with real problems, to build trust
and capacity before advancing to more contentious undertakings.

Another important early task for local initiatives is to develop better
understanding among participants of the context in which they are op-
erating, including their own identities, value demands and expectations,
and those of other participants. This involves turning attention to map-
ping the context, using techniques such as those outlined in chapter
2. It also involves gathering data—not just biological data about moun-
tain lions, grizzly bears, and wolves—Dbut data on people’s perspectives
and the mechanisms through which decisions are made. Techniques
for exploring subjective worldviews that encourage self-reflection,
such as Q method, can be useful here.> As a contextual map is devel-
oped, it can be shared with others in the community to encourage all
participants to improve their understandings of self-in-context.

To learn from experience, such local efforts need to be integrated
with an eftective appraisal program, which regularly and independently
assesses progress, harvests the lessons (good and bad), communicates
those lessons to other settings, and encourages adoption and adapta-
tion of the ideas that have been successful. Appraisal and diffusion of
lessons should not be limited to new initiatives. A variety of innova-
tive local programs already exists that can serve as models and inspi-
rations for other settings.

Changing the Symbolic Meaning of Carnivores

One of the most effective ways to move away from contentious
abstract debate about the symbolic political meanings of carnivores is
to deal with real problems caused by real carnivores on the ground.
Small-scale, local projects such as those described above can begin to
substitute actual experiences with carnivores for exaggerated myths
and to unlink carnivore management from larger political debates.
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Also, by reducing the frequency and magnitude of actual impacts, local
projects would limit the ammunition available for manipulation by
special interests.

Chapter 6 recommends broad-based, participatory outreach activi-
ties to promote new meanings for large carnivores. The authors sug-
gest that outreach activities should evolve through three main phases:
an engagement phase, in which participants with diverse views are
asked to discuss their perspectives and explore potential common
ground;a collaboration phase in which participants work together to-
ward redefining the problems and meanings of carnivores; and a for-
malization phase, in which participants commit to new approaches.

Through such efforts, large carnivores may over time become more
accepted as natural conditions of the local environment and perhaps
even as sources of pride. As the authors outline in chapter 7, this may
lead to the development of a new, more integrative meta-narrative
about large carnivores and their management—perhaps a story of co-
operative problem solving and the ability of modern westerners to co-
exist with fierce but magnificent predators.

Restructuring the Institutions of Wildlife Management

Decisions about managing and coexisting with large carnivores are
made through the institutional system of wildlife management. Chap-
ter 7 details current problems with the structure and function of this
system, and the case studies provide numerous examples of institutional
dysfunction. The strategies described above to develop practice-based
projects and change the symbolic meaning of large carnivores neces-
sarily involve some degree of institutional change. Because institutions
are built from beliefs and practices over time, these strategies should
also lead in the longer term to more substantial institutional restruc-
turing. For example, the recommendation in chapter 3 for participa-
tory development of a new regional lion management plan represents
a small-scale project that builds toward more substantial institutional
change. Similarly, chapter 6 suggests that, after a period of time, the
groups involved with participatory projects might achieve sufficient
levels of trust and understanding that they could develop alternative
conservation plans, appoint delegates to regional carnivore panels, and
eventually build new cooperative community institutions.
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Institutions, however, are stubbornly resistant to change. As systems
scientists Lance Gunderson, C. S. Holling, and Steve Light observed
about government agencies: “The ability of the bureaucracy of'a gov-
ernment agency to control information and resist change seems to show
a level of individual and group ingenuity and persistence that reflects
conscious control by dedicated and intelligent individuals as well as the
unconscious part of the organization and culture of bureaucracies. Col-
laterally, the culture of organizations imposes unconscious constraints.”
Additional measures will be needed to create the institutional space
for innovation in large carnivore management and to kick start the
dramatic institutional reform that is needed. The authors of chapter 7
recommend steps to establish and fund improved institutional appraisal
capacity and to open lines of communication among local, regional,
and state initiatives in order to share experience and expertise, diffuse
lessons, and encourage learning. They also argue that training highly
skilled, problem-oriented leaders with expertise in the policy sciences
to complement existing expertise in the natural sciences is a key ele-
ment in building a better institutional system of wildlife management.

Applying Lessons in Other Settings

What do these experiences in Greater Yellowstone tell us that is most
relevant for management settings elsewhere? First, they tell us much
about the problems that humans encounter in attempting to live with
large carnivores outside protected areas and how to intervene to resolve
these problems. Second, they suggest how the traditional relationship
between professional wildlife management experts and the public often
tails to serve the common interest and how this relationship might be
restructured. Third, they provide clues for designing governance
processes that are better suited to the conditions of modern social and
ecological systems. We expand on each of these points below.

In many places in the world, the regions adjacent to protected areas
have become hot spots of conflict between animals and humans.” If
such conflicts and the resulting wildlife mortalities could be reduced,
these regions would provide important additional habitat and linkages
among protected areas. Minimizing conflicts and mortalities will
require either a constant paramilitary presence to control the actions of



268  Coexisting with Large Carnivores

humans, which is unpalatable and in most cases infeasible, or working
with local residents to understand their perspectives and practices and
to learn ways of coexisting. The strategies proposed in this volume—
designed to reduce carnivore damage, change symbolic meanings of
carnivores, and build local initiatives through which participants clar-
ify and pursue their common interests—are geared toward learning
ways of coexisting. These strategies may be successful in other settings
as well as in the Yellowstone region, but the key will be to map the
context for management, adapt the strategies to fit the setting, moni-
tor progress, and adjust or terminate as indicated by the results.

The tension between professional wildlife management experts and
the public also exists throughout the world because professional, sci-
entific norms are widely shared. There is a global need to move to-
ward a more civic-minded model of professional practice in wildlife
management, in which democratic processes and the common inter-
est are given due attention and sources of knowledge other than pos-
itivistic methods of scientific inquiry are given due weight in decision
making.® The recommendations by the authors of this book for prag-
matic professionalism and leadership training would help the progres-
sion toward that model.

Finally, Greater Yellowstone also has broader lessons to offer about
appropriate governance. Modern society has changed dramatically, as
has our knowledge of ecosystems, and management institutions and
means of democratic governance need to adapt to these changes. Rigid,
bureaucratic agencies and hierarchical, top-down, governance structures
have great difficulty dealing with nonlinear, uncertain, and unpre-
dictable ecosystems. Moreover, they have great difticulty dealing with
increasingly complex, diverse, and interest-based modern social systems.”
The type of locally based initiative discussed in this volume offers a means
to redevelop social capacity and governance structures at the commu-
nity level that are more flexible, adaptable, and capable of learning.

Conclusion

Finding ways to coexist with large carnivores is a difticult, but not im-
possible, challenge. Case studies of mountain lions, grizzly bears, and
wolves indicate that we are having great trouble meeting this challenge
in Greater Yellowstone. If we do not find ways to do better, then popu-



Coexisting with Large Carnivores: Lessons from Greater Yellowstone 269

lations of large carnivores in the protected areas of this region will sim-
ply act as sources for mortality sinks immediately beyond the margins
of these protected areas. Such a condition seems highly unlikely to en-
sure long-term sustainability, given climate change, invasive species,
disease, and other factors that may reduce the effectiveness of existing
protected areas. The research discussed in this book shows that failure
to understand the sociopolitical context for management initiatives,
symbol inflation and linkages with highly contested political issues,
and institutions that are unable to work with multiple interests to find
and secure the common interest are all key problems in our attempts
to coexist sustainably with large carnivores in this region. We recom-
mend mapping the context and working with local people on local
problems to reduce conflict, change the symbolism, and initiate insti-
tutional reform.

This is a crucial time for large carnivore management in the west-
ern United States. Through delisting, management of wolves and griz-
zly bears is on the verge of moving from a federally controlled,
Endangered Species Act—driven regime to a state-managed process.
Some hope that this will move management out of the spotlight of na-
tional public scrutiny and controversy and will allow a return to the
ways of the past. But the context for large carnivore management has
changed dramatically and the ways of the past will no longer satisty
or suffice.

There is a wonderful opportunity in Greater Yellowstone to model
sustainable coexistence and progressive governance for ourselves and
for the world. We will need to use the best available ideas, knowledge,
and leadership to get there. It is our hope that this book will stimu-
late constructive discussion about the problems of coexistence and the
proactive interventions that will be required to resolve these problems.
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Appendix

Making Carnivore Management
Programs More Effective:
A Guide for Decision Making

Tim W, Clark and David J. Mattson

Proposed here is a comprehensive series of questions, based on the text
and lessons of this volume, that can help people think constructively
about organizing and making decisions in a large carnivore conserva-
tion program. The questions are designed to help everyone carry out
successful programs, whether they are new programs that are being set
up or existing ones that are facing conflict or undergoing review.
Answering these questions may appear to be an academic or theo-
retical exercise, but the questions are systematically presented to help
people be as rational and practical in their work as possible. There are
no single, right answers, of course. The purpose of this exercise is to
encourage people to be deliberate, systematic, and thorough in exam-
ining themselves, the structure and functioning of the program, and
the process of decision making. This exercise is applicable to a broad
range of cases, and these questions are appropriate for scientists, man-
agers, decision makers, citizens, researchers, investigative reporters,
ranchers, advocates, and anyone else affected in any way by a large car-
nivore management program. Discussing and comparing the diverse
answers that result is a good way to begin building trust so that par-
ticipants can delve into the causes and conditions of their problems
and, ultimately, explore alternatives in a creative and inclusive way. This
exercise can help people find ways to identify common interests,
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clarify their goals, and track progress toward achieving those goals. It
can also help them make the kinds of adjustments needed to make the
program more successful.

We encourage users of this guide to modity or adapt the questions
to fit their particular situation. You can refer back to the text to help
you think about and use these questions.

I. How well are the overall conservation program and its decision-
making process working?

1) How would you characterize an ideal conservation program?
What features would it have? Be specific.

2) How does the current program function? Describe its strengths
and weaknesses.

3) What are the differences between 1 and 2? Again, be specific.

4) Explain the differences. In other words, what factors are causing
or contributing to differences between the ideal program and the
actual program? Such factors might include a lack of clear or re-
alistic goals, the wrong program structure, weak leadership, lack
of skills on the part of the professionals involved, the wrong
equipment, or too few resources. Try to explain the program’s
functioning in terms of the people involved, the decision-making
process, and similar “systems’ variables.

5) Identify possible means that participants could use to minimize
these differences or address the problems that you have identi-
fied. That is, how can you, as a group, move the current effort to-
ward the ideal and close the gap between how the program
currently operates and how it should operate? Be creative. Don’t
settle on the first idea that comes to mind, but let the group
spend a long time fully discussing and evaluating lots of ideas.
To answer this question, you need to refer to 4 above. The sug-
gested alternatives should be geared specifically to the variables
or problems you identified that must be changed to improve the
program (e.g., change goals, decision-making process, leaders, or
some other variable). Evaluate each suggestion realistically. Ex-
plicitly, how will each alternative solve the program’s problems?

6) Which of the suggestions or alternatives developed under 5 above
are most promising? Ask which problems will be solved by which
suggested change. Will the proposed changes improve the pro-
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gram, or might they create other, unintended consequences? How
will you measure progress if you implement the suggestions?

II. How well are the involved people, groups, and organizations in-
teracting with one another in the existing program?

Get data on these matters; do not rely on casual opinion. Informed

observation is important in answering all these questions.

1) Who are the key participants (individuals and organizations, of-
ficial or unofficial) in the program? Who is not participating?
Who should be involved?

2) What are the perspectives, goals, assumptions, expectations and
values of participants in the program? Getting information to an-
swer this question can be difficult, but it is important.

3) In what situations or settings do participants interact (science,
management, media, courts, other)? Is there a way to change the
patterns of interaction for the better?

4) What strategies do participants favor or use to get their way? In
an open democracy, persuasive strategies are more sustainable and
often more effective than coercive ones. You can use education,
diplomacy, or economics in a persuasive way. Sometimes coer-
cion seems justified, but it is often destructive in the long run.

5) What are the short-term outcomes and long-term effects of these
interactions on the people involved in the program, on public
perceptions, on management institutions and decision-making
processes, and on carnivores and their habitats? These are im-
portant questions: it is possible to save carnivores in the short
term, but alienate the public, make institutions more rigid or de-
fensive, or create other problems so that long-term conservation
becomes impossible.

III. How well are decisions being made?

This set of questions clarifies the standards that we use for making
judgments about the adequacy of the program and each of the human,
decision, and technical matters involved. Is your program comprehen-
sive, yet targeted? Is it creative in finding facts? Is it open to everyone
who has something to contribute? Is it realistic and rational (does it
meet standards of procedural rationality)? Is it integrative? Is it effective
—that 1s, does it work in practice? Is it timely? Is it constructive,
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unbiased, and independent of special interests? Is it economical? Is it
flexible? Is it responsible and honest, and does it have a reputation for
honesty? In what ways does your program meet these standards, and
where does it fall short? Where are the data to support your evaluation?

1) Describe a good program of gathering, processing, and sharing
information. Is the current program meeting this standard? In
what ways have research and the transfer and application of in-
formation been ideal? In what ways have they not? Is informa-
tion being collected on all relevant components of the carnivore
conservation program and from all affected people?

2) How open is the discussion about the meaning or relevance of
information? By what standards are meaning and relevance
judged? Which participants (official or unofficial) urge which
courses of action, based on what information, for what purposes?
Are people keeping common interests in the forefront, or are spe-
cial interests trying to subvert the process of collecting, analyz-
ing, and interpreting information?

3) Are the guidelines, policies, or plans that result from the
preceding research and debate adequate to conserve and manage
the species? Are they efficient, eftective, and equitable? What is
the basis for your judgment? What would be in an ideal policy,
guideline, or plan for a conservation program? Does the current
program approximate the ideal?

4) What would be the best ways to implement legislative policies
such as the Endangered Species Act and other, more local man-
agement plans and guidelines, such as those being used in the Yel-
lowstone region for wolves? What would be the features of
organizations ideally suited to carry out such programs? In what
ways have the agencies that implement programs and manage-
ment activities performed well? In what ways have they not?

5) What would be the best ways to appraise or evaluate implemen-
tation of the program as well as the entire decision-making
process that led up to implementation? In what ways has appraisal
of the program been done well? In what ways has it not been
done well?

6) Have policies such as the present approach to carnivore man-
agement led to success? By what standards do you define success?
What factors should be considered in judging if the animals and
habitats are well managed, if affected people have been treated
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fairly, if institutions have been strengthened and trust in them in-
creased? How should policies and related management be
changed as needed? What should happen in terms of policy and
management after the present policy ends to ensure future con-
servation and long-term coexistence? Why?

IV. What is your standpoint?

We all have different personalities, values, philosophies, education, ex-
periences, and loyalties that give each of us a unique standpoint or
viewing angle on the world and the program of interest. There is no
such thing as a truly “neutral” or “objective” person or organization,
although most of us aspire to be as bias-free as possible. How we see
people and explain their behavior (including our own), how we go
about solving problems, and how we find personal and professional
meaning in our lives are all directly aftfected by our standpoints. Being
aware of your own and others’ standpoints is essential to good analy-
sis and problem solving. Knowing the answers to these questions may
tell you about unconscious biases that you or others have.

1) What roles do you and other people play in the conservation
program? Are you a scientist, technician, manager, advocate, ad-
visor, decision maker, scholar, facilitator, observer, analyst, or con-
cerned citizen, or do you play another role?

2) What problem-solving tasks do you carry out when performing
your roles? Do you help set goals, determine trends, analyze the
conditions that underlie the trends, project trends into the future,
or invent and evaluate alternatives?

3) What factors shape how you carry out your role and tasks—
culture, personal interests, personality type, disciplinary training,
organizational affiliation, and previous experience?

4) Which roles or problem-solving approaches are you attracted to
in the conservation program? Which approaches or roles are you
not interested in? Why?

Some Final Thoughts
Our shared interest is in finding more eftective and sustainable ways

for people and large carnivores to coexist. This task will likely con-
tinue to be problematic if past trends are a guide to the future. One
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conclusion seems obvious: if we—the extended community of people
concerned about carnivore conservation—persist in our old perspec-
tives and practices, unproductive conflict will remain with us. Improv-
ing programs and processes will require that people and institutions shift
gears conceptually and practically.

As we see it, there are three possible outcomes for any program or
conservation effort. In the win-lose situation, a “solution” is found
when the most powerful side wins at the expense of the losers. This
seems to be the way that large carnivore conservation typically un-
folds. In the compromise situation, contenders are clear about what
they stand to gain or lose, and they work out a deal that minimizes
deprivations. Compromise is also part of most carnivore programs in
Greater Yellowstone today. Integrative, win-win solutions are achieved
when a new framework of cooperation is devised and adopted. Inte-
grated solutions go well beyond winner versus loser or patchwork quilt
compromises. They involve genuine innovation that redefines the con-
text and ofters participants the possibility of satistying their underly-
ing demands with no one losing out. New perspectives and practices
come out of integrated solutions.
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