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I remember sitting in this cabin . . . reading over the notes of all these
encounters, and recalling Joseph Campbell, who wrote in the conclusion
to Primitive Mythology that men do not discover their gods, they create
them. So do they also, | thought, looking at the notes before me, create

their animals.

—Barry Lopez, Of Wolves and Men
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ABSTRACT
OF WOLVES, HUNTERS, AND WORDS:
A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF CULTURAL DISCOURSES
IN THE WESTERN GREAT LAKES REGION
MAY 2016
TOVAR CERULLI, B.A.,, NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
PH.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Donal Carbaugh

This study is a description, interpretation, and comparison of talk about wolves. The
study is based on diverse data—including in-depth interviews, instances of public talk,
government documents, and letters to the editor—gathered over three years. An overarching
research question guides the study: How do hunting communities create and use discourses
concerning wolves? The study is situated within the ethnography of communication and, more
specifically, the framework of cultural discourse analysis. The study employs cultural discourse
analysis methods and concepts to describe and develop interpretations of how participants render
wolves symbolically meaningful, and of beliefs and values underpinning such meanings.

One finding of the study is discovery of five distinct discourses: a discourse of
conservation and management, two discourses of predator control, an Ojibwe discourse of kinship
and shared fates, and a discourse of coinhabitation. Major descriptive and interpretive findings
within each, respectively, include central imperatives to (1) recover and maintain viable wolf
populations while addressing wolf-human conflict, (2) reduce an overabundant wolf population
unjustly forced upon local people by outsiders, (3) manage the wolf population for the benefit of
the people, especially deer hunters, (4) ensure the future of brother Ma’iingan whose fate parallels

ours, and (5) appreciate wolves as members of intact, wild, natural places and communities.

Vi



Major comparative findings include contrasting conceptualizations of the following:
human-wolf relations, interactions, and boundaries; wolves’ effects on deer; wolf “management”;
(in)appropriate reasons for hunting or trapping wolves; the (ir)relevance of an ethic of utilization
in hunting or trapping predators; wolves’ larger symbolic meanings. A broader comparative
finding is resonance between two groups of discourses (2-3 and 4-5), revolving around
contrasting hubs.

This research demonstrates that hunters, hunting communities, and related institutions
speak about wolves in distinctly patterned ways that (A) differ from one another, (B) are deeply
rooted in historically transmitted expressive systems and in historical relationships among groups
of people, and (C) evolve over time. This research suggests that intergroup conflicts regarding
wolves and other predators (e.g., coyotes) are deeply cultural and—more broadly—that wildlife

conservation is deeply cultural: informed by science, but rooted in values and meaning.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Some hunters speak of the wolf as an “opportunistic killer’; others call the wolf “a fellow
hunter.” Some hunters speak of the wolf as a “population” to be “managed”; others call him “our
brother Ma’iingan.” Some say that wolves have “absolutely decimated the deer”; others say that
wolves “obviously . . . aren’t killing all the deer.” Some say that wolves “eventually wipe
everything out if not controlled”; others say that wolves have “inherent value” as part of “intact
ecosystems.”

Some hunters speak of the longtime federal protection of wolves as part of a larger
pattern of outsiders unjustly “deciding for us what our life is going to be like,” and of the
establishment of state hunting and trapping seasons as a chance to “make [things] right.” Others
speak of the removal of that protection and the establishment of those seasons as part of a larger

99 ¢C.

pattern of states “sticking it to us” and trying to “take away” “resources” and “land.”

To those familiar with wolf politics in the western Great Lakes region or elsewhere, some
or all of these voices may sound sensible. To those unfamiliar with hunting and wolves, the mix
may sound odd. Indeed, people speaking in these ways are sometimes incoherent to one another.
How can hunters have such radically different views of wolves? What does it mean for some to
conceptualize the wolf as a “decimating” “killer” with which they compete, and for others to
conceptualize the same animal as a “fellow hunter” with “inherent value”? What does it mean to
speak of “managing” wolves? What does it mean to call the wolf a “brother”? Why is it that
wolves and wolf-related policies function in dramatically opposed symbolic ways for two hunting
communities, each of whom feels oppressed by the government at precisely the same time as the
other feels vindicated or liberated?

In this study, | show that these and other ways of speaking about wolves are part of

complex, coherent, distinctly patterned, historically rooted expressive systems used by various



hunters, hunting communities, and hunting-related institutions. | accomplish this by describing,
interpreting, and comparing several prominent ways of speaking and writing about wolves.

Early in 2012, | began seeing articles online about the recent removal of the western
Great Lakes region’s wolves from the federal endangered species list. The stories indicated that—
with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service having relinquished management authority—
Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan were planning to initiate wolf hunting and trapping seasons,
as states in the northern Rockies had done in the previous few years. In light of my interest in
matters related to wildlife conservation and hunting, the news piqued my curiosity.

Several months later, that curiosity was galvanized by an article about how the proposed
wolf seasons were not only sparking controversy in general but also igniting a specific culture
clash between Ojibwe and Euro-American people and their respective governments. That spring,
Karen Diver—Chairwoman of the Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa—had sent a
letter to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, objecting to the planned hunting and
trapping seasons. “Many Ojibwe have a strong spiritual connection to the wolf,” she wrote.
“Many Ojibwe believe the fate of the wolf is closely tied to the fate of all the Ojibwe. For these
reasons the Fond du Lac Band feels the hunting and trapping of wolves is inappropriate.”
Commenting on the Fond du Lac letter, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources Fish and
Wildlife Division Director Ed Boggess had acknowledged that there are different cultural views
of wolves. He reportedly stated, however, that “all we can deal with are issues of conservation,
public safety and public health.” He added that “cultural issues are for each culture to address as
they see fit” (Smith, 2012).

The questions that began to swirl in my mind were not at all orderly, academic, or
specific. They were global and chaotic, along the lines of “What the heck is going on there?” A
slightly more refined version of that question, tuned to my current disciplinary focus on
communication, could be put this way: “How are people talking and writing about wolves there?

And what do they mean?” In Chapter IIl, in discussing the methodological framework employed



in this study, | restate this as a single, broad research question: How do people create and use
discourses concerning wolves? There | also offer a number of sub-questions.

For the moment, though, the colloquial version works well. | wanted to understand how
people spoke and wrote about wolves, and | wanted to understand what they meant. For reasons
to be discussed shortly, | opted to focus on the speech of hunters and hunting communities,
treating their ways of speaking as particular instances of “discourses concerning wolves.”

As soon as these questions started churning, | began doing preliminary research. |
learned, among other things, that a meeting of the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board (WI-NRB)
was scheduled for the following week, with public testimony about the proposed wolf seasons
(and harvest quotas in particular) expected to dominate the day. A few days later, | was on my
way to Stevens Point. During that all-day meeting in July 2012, | found myself fascinated by the
diversity of voices | heard. In the following weeks, contemplating the experience and exchanging
e-mails with my adviser, | decided that | had found the dissertation topic | had been seeking.

I was already familiar with the rough outlines of the history of wolf-human relationships
since Euro-American colonization of what is now the United States. As | began to wade in among
the whirl of particular voices audible in the western Great Lakes region, however, | recognized
two things: first, that | needed to take a step back and get a more complete picture of this
overarching history and, second, that this history is not the singular history of wolf-human
relationships here. Rather, it is one history of these relationships over time, an account which
encompasses—and is woven of threads from—multiple narratives, and which excludes others.
Because this is where my understandings began, | introduce wolf issues by way of this history.
Later, as my and our understandings broaden, there will be time to consider some of the stories it

excludes.



A. One brief history

1. Millennia of fear and hatred

Dating to the domestication of sheep and goats six to ten millennia ago, Western
civilization has, by and large, feared and hated the wolf. From Gilgamesh and the Old Testament
to belief in werewolves and the story of Little Red Riding Hood, wolves have been described—
and persecuted—as dangerous, treacherous, and evil (Marvin, 2012). There appears to be a strong
historical link between attitudes toward wolves and primary means of subsistence. Around the
globe, from Mongolia to the Balkans to Scandinavia to North America, traditional hunting
cultures have honored the wolf as a hunter. Nomadic shepherding cultures, from south-central
Asia to Germany, have been consistently hostile toward wolves, which threatened their mobile
and relatively vulnerable livestock. Farming and sedentary shepherding cultures, in which
livestock could be more easily protected but could fall prey to wolves on occasion, have typically
held mixed and ambiguous views (Boitani, 1995).

In his History of Rome, Livy suggested that the story of Romulus and Remus being
suckled by a she-wolf may have been a commentary on the animal-like nature of a female human
(Marvin, 2012). An alternative explanation is that the twins symbolized the unification of the
agricultural Romans with the neighboring Sabines, who were both shepherds and hunter-warriors
and followed religious practices centered on the wolf (Boitani, 1995).

A notable and relatively recent exception to the overall pattern of Western fear and hatred
was Rudyard Kipling’s sympathetic portrayal of the wolf family that adopts Mowgli in The
Jungle Book, published in 1894. Kipling’s fictional tale, in turn, inspired many of the ideas
presented in The Wolf’s Cub Handbook, published in England in 1916 as a guide for the junior
division of the nascent Boy Scout movement; division members were called Wolf Cubs until

being renamed Cub Scouts in 1967 (Marvin, 2012).



There is no extensive literature on American Indian relationships with or attitudes toward
wolves prior to, or at the time of, European contact; there was undoubtedly considerable variation
among tribes and cultures. However, the native peoples of North America apparently followed
the broad global pattern: being hunter-gatherers and, in some cases, agriculturalists, they tended
to honor the wolf or hold ambiguous views. They did not hold the hostile views typical of
nomadic shepherding cultures (Boitani, 1995).

In contrast, the story of Israel Putnam—who, in 1742, killed what was believed to be the
last wolf in Connecticut and who later became a Revolutionary War general—is typical of the
North American colonial narrative of man-versus-wolf. The historian Daniel Justin Herman
contends that this “drama of hunter versus predator (or hunter versus American Indian) has
always represented the righteousness of the American cause,” the triumph of good over evil and
“civilization over savagery” (2001, p. 28). Wolves, it has been argued, have long occupied “a
special cultural niche in American society as the leading symbol of an evil wild nature, a demon
to be conquered and extirpated as quickly as possible by any means available” (Schlickeisen,
2001, p. 61).

From the earliest decades of European colonization until well into the twentieth century,
populations of wolves and other wild, four-footed predators were systematically reduced or
eliminated across the present-day United States. During most of this time period, Euro-Americans
participated in wolf killing both individually and collectively, employing pits, deadfalls, drives,
guns, poison, bait, hooks, snares, and steel traps. Starting in the 1630s, when Massachusetts and
Virginia began paying bounties on wolf scalps, wolf killing was supported by government coffers
(Dunlap, 1988; Marvin, 2012).

By the 1880s, ranchers in the West were asking for assistance with predator and rodent
control. State governments obliged by developing poisons and passing new bounty laws. By
1905, the federal Forest Service had begun to hire trappers to kill wolves on federally owned

forestland. The federal Division of Biological Survey—an entity which grew out of the



Commission on Fish and Fisheries and the Division of Economic Ornithology and Mammalogy
in the 1870s and 1880s, and which would become the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) in 1940—soon joined the effort by studying wolves’ habits and offering technical
assistance and advice to ranchers seeking to kill them (Dunlap, 1988, pp. 34-39).

A 1907 article published in Washington, DC, illustrates the views that supported the
Biological Survey’s wolf-eradication efforts. According to the article, these “predatory beasts”
were a grave “menace,” inflicting “enormous losses” on stockmen in the West and guilty of
“destruction of game in the forest preserves, game preserves, and in national parks.” The duty of
the Biological Survey and the Forest Service was to find “the best methods for destroying the
pests” (“Menace of wolves”). Other articles from the same time period contended that wolves
posed a threat to human safety. “Timber wolves are terrorizing the inhabitants of northern
Minnesota,” stated a 1902 article from Ohio. Woodsmen, the article reported, were “afraid to go
any distance from camp after nightfall. Even when traveling in numbers and armed they are afraid

of being pounced upon by a pack” (“Timber wolves numerous”).

2. Early questions

Based on a journal entry written half a century earlier, Henry David Thoreau has been
cited as the first Euro-American to challenge such attitudes toward wolves. In that 1856 entry,
however, Thoreau did not explicitly question anti-wolf hostility. Rather, he lamented the more
general consequences of civilization, including the extermination of a wide range of “the nobler
animals,” by which he appears to have meant bigger animals, including not only large predators
but also turkeys, beaver, moose, and deer. The absence of such creatures, he wrote, made the land
feel “tamed” and “emasculated,” its wildness diminished (Mclntyre, 1995, pp. 51-52). Thoreau’s
focus was less on the animals themselves than on the human experience of the “tonic of wildness”

(Thoreau, 1854, p. 419) as embodied in these animals.



From a rather different perspective, Theodore Roosevelt voiced early doubts concerning
traditional views of predators, including his own. In his book The Wilderness Hunter, Roosevelt
had declared that the wolf was “the arch type of ravin, the beast of waste and desolation”
(Roosevelt, 1893, p. 386) and that cougars were “ferocious and bloodthirsty” (p. 344). As an avid
hunter, Roosevelt was keen to protect favored game species such as deer and elk from the ravages
of these beasts. Reducing predator numbers in national parks and elsewhere would, he believed,
help cervids recover in the wake of the market hunting era. In 1901—in the name of sport,
predator control, and specimen collection for scientific purposes—Roosevelt participated in a
guided hunt in Yellowstone, personally killing a dozen mountain lions (Johnston, 2002, pp. 15-
16).

During a return visit to the park in 1903, however, Roosevelt observed that the elk
appeared to be overpopulated. He became concerned that they might over-browse their winter
range, leading to widespread starvation. Given that the hunting of elk in Yellowstone had been
banned since 1883, he concluded that four-footed predators were necessary to control elk
numbers. Though he misjudged the capacity of the park’s few remaining cougars to substantially
affect elk population growth, and for several more years supported continued cougar reductions in
areas frequented by deer and bighorn sheep, Roosevelt did suggest that large predators could play
a positive role in relation to prey species and their habitats (Johnston, 2002, pp. 18-19).

A more direct defense of the wolf was published in 1914 by Pennsylvania folklorist and
conservationist Henry Wharton Shoemaker. Writing of the wolf’s “inherent right to live, to be
protected by mankind,” Shoemaker contended that wolves, by then extinct in the Keystone State,
had “accomplished much more good than harm,” playing “an important role” in maintaining
“Nature’s balance” by preying “upon the weak and sickly wild animals and birds, preventing the
perpetuation of imperfect types and the spread of pestilences.” Shoemaker blamed “the white
man” for wiping out wolves’ food supplies (especially deer) thus forcing wolves to attack

livestock. And, he claimed, most of the sheep supposedly killed by wolves were actually killed by



“half-wild, vicious dogs.” Wolves, Shoemaker contended, were relatively harmless and, like “all
living things,” had a “useful purpose in the world” and should not have been “marked for
extermination by the rapacious settlers” (Shoemaker, 1914, pp. 5-7).

Shoemaker went so far as to suggest the possibility of reintroducing the wolf to
Pennsylvania. Shoemaker’s vision was not one of peaceful coexistence between humans and
wolves. Rather, he argued that protection should only be extended in regions “uninhabited except
by wild beasts,” where the wolf could pursue “the tenor of his way, upholding nature’s balance
and adding to the picturesqueness of the wilderness.” Much of his argument was founded on the
value of the wolf as a game animal. Hunting this “noble beast” should, he argued, be recognized
as “sport-royal” and the wolf should not be placed in “imminent danger of extinction by cheap
bounty hunters, mercenary trappers and poisoners” (pp. 92-93). In its proper place, the wolf
would provide “civilized men” and their hounds with “excitement” and “game worthy of the
name,” sport far superior to “the feeble pastime of slaying a few mangey rabbits” (p. 87).
Arguments such as Shoemaker’s, however, do not appear to have had much of an impact on
either public sentiment or public policy. The more serious long term challenges to wolf-related

attitudes and policies came not from folklorists or sport hunters, but from natural scientists.

3. Scientific doubts

Early seeds of change were sown by the 1871 publication of Darwin’s The Descent of
Man which “shattered the world of special creation, where a Divine purpose guided everything
and a gulf was fixed between man and the ‘beasts’” (Dunlap, 1988, p. 18). One of the most
vehement objections to Darwin’s book was that it did not consider the “exalted and ennobling
belief” that “man was created with an immortal soul.” Critics were troubled by the suggestion that
we had both origins and fates in common with “the beasts,” that we ““evolved’ from a degraded
‘organism,’” and that our existence was not a “preparation for a nobler state of being” (“Is man

merely an improved monkey?”).



More specific to wolves and other predators were the tensions that began to develop
among scientists and wildlife managers in the early the twentieth century. By the 1920s, the
Biological Survey was heavily involved in Killing predators. Its operations were carried out under
“cooperative agreements” with ranchers who supplied enough funds to cover a quarter of the
Biological Survey’s budget, mainly footing the bill for its new Division of Predator and Rodent
Control (PARC) (Dunlap, 1988, p. 39). PARC also conducted predator-killing operations on
National Park Service (NPS) land. The National Park Service Act of 1916 had authorized NPS to
destroy plants and animals deemed “detrimental to the use” of the parks, thus officially
sanctioning well-established efforts to kill wolves and other predators, with the particular aim of
protecting elk, deer, and other species that park visitors enjoyed seeing (Sellars, 1997, p. 44).

Just as PARC and NPS predator-control efforts peaked, however, they also began to
spark questions, both within these agencies and in the wider scientific community. By the mid-
1920s, with only remnant populations of wolves and mountain lions remaining in the contiguous
United States, the focus of predator-control efforts had shifted to coyotes. PARC was killing an
estimated 35,000 coyotes annually and some biologists were becoming alarmed. At the 1924
meeting of the American Society of Mammalogists, which had been established five years earlier
by employees of the Biological Survey, the issue of predator control was openly debated. Critics
of Biological Survey policy contended that the agency was not engaged in “control,” but in
“extermination” (which was, in fact, the official heading used until 1929). Defenders of the
Biological Survey argued that the coyote was not in real danger and that even if larger predators
like the wolf were extirpated in the contiguous United States, they would certainly persist in
Canada and Alaska. In any case, argued Biological Survey biologist E. A. Goldman, “large
predatory mammals, destructive to livestock and game, no longer have a place in our advancing
civilization” (Dunlap, 1988, pp. 48-50).

A series of disputes ensued, including arguments over rodent-coyote population

dynamics and the collateral damage inflicted on non-target wildlife by poisoning campaigns. In



1928, as a member of the American Society of Mammalogists Committee on Wild Life
Sanctuaries, Goldman signed a report stating that predators were of “much scientific, education,
and economic value,” urging “intelligent control, rather than wholesale extermination,” and
recommending “the preservation of at least a few predatory animals,” particularly in national
parks and wilderness areas (Bailey et al., 1928). That same year, Paul G. Redington, chief of the
Biological Survey, was sufficiently concerned by dissent over poison use to tell a gathering of his
field agents that they faced “opposition” from people who wanted “to see the mountain lion, the
wolf, the coyote, and the bobcat perpetuated as part of the wildlife of the country” (Dunlap, 1988,
p. 48).

In 1931, the leadership of the Biological Survey and their allies, including ranchers, still
had the upper hand. That year, the U.S. Congress passed the Animal Damage Control Act, which
bolstered predator-control programs and would remain part of the PARC charter for the next four
decades. Even within the Biological Survey, however, this political victory did little to quell
doubts, and biologists continued to question whether the agency was operating on a scientific
basis. In 1931, one such Biological Survey biologist—Olaus Murie, who was studying coyotes in
Wyoming for PARC—wrote privately to a friend and fellow scientist that the agency was
“passing around an appalling amount of misinformation about the effects of predators on game.”
From his research, Murie concluded that coyotes posed no threat to elk populations. His superiors
at PARC disapproved of the finding, just as NPS officials had disapproved of his younger brother

Adolph’s similar findings in Yellowstone several years later (Dunlap, 1988, pp. 51-61, 74-75).

4. National Park Service policy
The debates over Biological Survey policy were paralleled by debates over National Park
Service policy. The two sets of policies overlapped considerably, as PARC did a great deal of
predator-control work on NPS land. By the 1920s, statements from the NPS had begun to

emphasize that their policies were aimed at reducing predator populations, not eliminating them.
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In 1922, park superintendents stated that predators should only be killed in the parks when they
jeopardized “the natural balance of wild life.” Some parks had already suspended most of their
predator control efforts, while others continued them, especially to protect valued game species
such as deer, elk, and trout. By the mid-1920s, wolves and cougars were virtually extinct in a
number of parks, including Yellowstone and Glacier (Sellars, 1997, p. 73).

Wildlife science and management within the NPS system took a dramatic turn in 1928,
when George M. Wright offered to fund a study of fauna within the national parks. Twenty-four
years old at the time, Wright had studied zoology and forestry at UC-Berkeley, was working as a
part-time ranger and naturalist at Yosemite, and had inherited enough wealth to underwrite a
system-wide survey of the parks’ wildlife. The NPS accepted Wright’s proposal and by 1933 the
results had been published in a landmark report, Fauna of the National Parks of the United States
(Sellars, 1997, pp. 95-97). In addition to surveying the existing wildlife populations within the
parks and analyzing various “disturbances” and “maladjustments” affecting those populations, the
report proposed substantial changes in NPS policy. In particular, it proposed that the parks should
protect year-round habitats, especially for animals that migrated seasonally, and that special
protection should be extended to predators. Beyond the maintenance of existing natural
conditions, the report proposed the restoration of park fauna to a “pristine state” (Wright, Dixon
& Thompson, 1933).

In 1936, the NPS officially adopted a new wildlife management policy specifying that
predators were not to be killed unless they threatened another animal with extermination.
Drawing directly from the language of Wright’s 1933 report, the new policy stated that predators
were to be protected from extermination and “considered special charges of the national parks in
proportion that they are persecuted everywhere else” (Mclntyre, 1995, pp. 311-312). This policy

shift established scientific research as a central basis for wildlife conservation in the parks.
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5. Game management research
By the early 1930s, some university researchers in the emergent field of game
management were also beginning to question longstanding predator-control practices and their
own long-held assumptions. Foremost among these was Aldo Leopold. In 1915, while working
for the U.S. Forest Service, Leopold had encouraged the destruction of wolves and other

99 ¢c

predators, referring to them as “vermin,” “varmints,” and “skulking marauders of the forest” for
what he believed to be their harmful impact on deer and other desirable species that game
managers sought to produce (Meine, 1988, p. 155). In the 1920s, however, his attitudes began to
shift and in 1930 he wrote, “All past and present ideas about predator-control seem inadequate. A
rational policy must be built up on a foundation of scientific facts yet to be determined” (p. 274).
By the time his book Game Management was published in 1933, Leopold was arguing against
predator control as a default policy. Instead, he urged wildlife managers to apply scientific
methods in determining whether killing predators would, in fact, achieve the desired result in the
particular situation at hand (Dunlap, 1988, p. 74).

During the 1930s, as a graduate student, Sigurd Olson underwent a similar shift in
perspective “from outright hostility to appreciation to advocacy” (Meine, 2009, p. 6). His field
research in the Superior National Forest of northeastern Minnesota was one of the first detailed
studies conducted on wolves anywhere in the world. Olson concluded that predation by wolves
did not threaten the region’s cervid populations with long-term diminishment, let alone
extermination. He also contended that “the timber wolf is an integral part of the wilderness
community” (Olson, 1938, p. 336), one that could not be eliminated without ecological impacts
on that community and aesthetic impacts on the “charm and uniqueness” (p. 324) of wilderness.
In reporting his findings and expressing his new views, Olson questioned “not only the wisdom
of control techniques but also the cultural stereotype of predators that had motivated the control

programs” (Meine, 2009, p. 6).
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By 1941, Leopold had become alarmed by rapidly expanding deer populations in the
western Great Lakes region. That year, he wrote to the chair of the American Society of
Mammalogists’ Committee on the Conservation of Land Mammals that wolf policy was the
region’s most urgent issue:

All of the lake states as far as | know continue an official policy of wolf extermination,

despite the fact that excess deer are a growing menace to forestry, to conservation of

flora, and to their own welfare. I, for one, think the time has come to begin an earnest

agitation for reversal of such antiquated policies. (Meine, 2009, p. 8)

Leopold harbored some hope that hunters and farmers would not strongly oppose the
reform of wolf-control policies in the region. But William Feeney, who headed a deer-research
project initiated by Leopold and others in 1941, thought resistance would be fierce. Wardens,
lumbermen, and settlers, he warned Leopold, were “not very receptive” to the idea and did “not
rate wolves valuable, esthetically or otherwise, except for the bounty they bring.” Feeney was
right. The 1940s brought intense controversy to the region, as researchers, officials, and citizens
argued over both deer and wolves (Meine, 2009, p. 8).

By the 1940s, Leopold had shifted away from his earlier, predominantly utilitarian, views
of nature and had begun to argue that nature should be understood as more than a set of economic
resources. Human relationships to the larger world should, he contended, be guided by an ethic
that “enlarges the boundaries of the community to include soils, waters, plants, and animals, or
collectively: the land.” Such a “land ethic,” he wrote, “changes the role of Homo sapiens from
conqueror of the land-community to plain member and citizen of it. It implies respect for his
fellow-members, and also respect for the community as such” (1949, pp. 239-240). In this idea,

we can hear implicit echoes of Darwin’s suggestion that humans are part of the larger community

of the planet’s life forms." Elsewhere in Leopold’s writing, these echoes become explicit:

! In Leopold’s time, as in Darwin’s, this perspective was not without its critics. Nor is it now. One
striking example is the recent independent film Crying Wolf, which encourages a Biblical understanding of
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It is a century now since Darwin gave us the first glimpse of the origin of species. We
know now what was unknown to all the preceding caravan of generations: that men are
only fellow-voyagers with other creatures in the odyssey of evolution. This new
knowledge should have given us, by this time, a sense of kinship with fellow-creatures; a
wish to live and let live; a sense of wonder over the magnitude and duration of the biotic
enterprise. (1949, pp. 116-117)

By 1944, Leopold had perceived a connection between “the near-extirpation of the timber
wolf and the cougar” and the subsequent “plague of excess deer and elk and the threatened
extirpation of their winter browse foods.” In comparison to open hunting seasons on cervids,
Leopold considered the wolf “a precision instrument” that regulated “not only the number, but the
distribution, of deer.” Though he did not advocate repopulating the entire landscape with wolves,
he thought they should inhabit some areas, where they would help maintain a healthy relationship
between deer and land. Writing of Wisconsin, Leopold contended that “in thickly settled counties,
we cannot have wolves, but in parts of the north we can and should” (Meine, 1988, p. 458).

Later in 1944, Leopold proposed the reintroduction of wolves to Yellowstone and the
introduction of wolves to Lake Superior’s Isle Royale.? In the last four years of his life, which
ended in 1948, Leopold corresponded with NPS biologist Victor Cahalane about the presence of,
and potential for the conservation of, large predators in national parks. These discussions
continued to be circumspect. When wolf tracks were found in Yellowstone in 1946, Cahalane
wrote to Leopold to tell him. Leopold, in turn, shared the news with his graduate student Dan
Thompson, and with Feeney, but made it clear that the information was confidential (Meine,

2009, p. 10). Leopold was evidently concerned about what might happen if the news reached the

wrong ears.

humanity’s God-given “dominion” over and “stewardship responsibility” for the earth, and criticizes
environmentalists for “rejecting the Creator” and “worshiping the creature.”

2 As it happens, wolves got there on their own several winters later, by crossing the ice from
northern Minnesota. The island, which is technically part of Michigan, became one of the most famous
wolf research sites in the United States.

14



Thompson completed his thesis in 1952. Though Wisconsin’s wolf-bounty law was still
on the books at the time, in the conclusion of his thesis Thompson made several
recommendations on how to provide wolf habitat in northern parts of the state. He had no
illusions about his suggestions being adopted in the near future. Despite the fact that wolves were
all but extirpated from the state, he knew that “public opinion [was] unprepared for such an
extension of conservation thinking” (Meine, 2009, p. 11). Public opinion may have been
unprepared but, just five years later, the Wisconsin legislature repealed the state’s bounty system
and extended full protection to the wolf. Michigan repealed its bounties in 1960 and Minnesota
followed suit in 1965 (Schanning, 2009, pp. 253-254).

In the same time period, major policy shifts were beginning at the national level. In 1962,
amid controversies over NPS policies, Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall called for detailed
studies of the park system’s resource management. One study would focus on natural history and
science, the other specifically on wildlife management. Udall convinced Aldo Leopold’s son, A.
Starker Leopold, to lead the latter (Sellars, 1997, p. 200). The resulting reports—known
colloquially as the National Academy Report and the Leopold Report—criticized the NPS for
pursuing policies that lacked scientific basis. The Leopold Report urged a turn toward science,
while also promoting an ethnocentric, nationalistic vision of the parks as proxies for the pioneer
past and the “illusion of primitive America.” The report recommended that the NPS should
“recognize the enormous complexity of ecologic communities” and further that all management
should be guided by science and fall under the “full jurisdiction of biologically trained personnel”
(pp. 214-215).

The Leopold Report’s guidelines, in conjunction with the more scathing critiques and
more detailed recommendations of the National Academy Report, challenged many aspects of
NPS policy, including predator elimination and continued PARC operations on NPS land.
Though the reports did not immediately lead to the dismantling of predator control operations,

they did result in changes to NPS leadership and structure. One such change was the renaming of
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PARC, which became the Division of Wildlife Services, and the adoption of a new mission
statement that reflected the Leopold Report: henceforth, the division’s predator control program
would aim to remove “the offending individual animal” rather than the population as a whole.
These changes, along with Senate hearings on predator-control policy in 1966, put western

ranchers and wool producers on the defensive (Dunlap, 1988, pp. 127-130).

6. The road to the Endangered Species Act

Meanwhile, the environmental and humane movements were gaining momentum. By
1970, the poisoning of wildlife had become a national issue and anti-poison campaigns were
being waged by the Audubon Society, Defenders of Wildlife, and the National Wildlife
Federation. That year, the Department of the Interior assembled a new committee to revisit
predator-control policy and to assess how closely the Division of Wildlife Services was adhering
to its new mandate. The committee—again including Starker Leopold—returned a critical report,
recommending a complete overhaul of the division and reaffirming the guidelines of the original
Leopold Report. In a remarkable political shift, ranchers and wool producers were excluded from
the committee. Moreover, they were not even given an opportunity to review and comment on the
report. It went straight from the Department of the Interior to the White House.

In February 1972, President Nixon delivered a State of the Union Address that
enumerated several environmental priorities for the administration. One of those priorities was an
immediate ban on the use of predator poisons on federal land and a push to prevent their use on
private land as well. Within eight months, the Environmental Protection Agency had banned
interstate shipment of the most common predator poisons and Congress had passed legislation
mandating state compliance with federal pesticide- and poison-control standards.

By then, the political shift toward federal protection of endangered species was already
underway. Since the 1930s and 1940s, the USFWS and NPS—sometimes in collaboration with

the Canadian Wildlife Service and non-profit organizations including the Audubon Society—had
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been working to protect individual species such as the whooping crane and trumpeter swan. In
1962, the USFWS had created a Committee on Endangered Species to catalog endangered species
and make recommendations for their protection. The initial list, completed in 1964, had included
the gray wolf.

Though years of bitter political struggle ensued, both on the national stage and in
individual states, the political tide was turning in favor of species protection. Following passage
of the federal Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966—which directed the Secretary of the
Interior to purchase and manage land for the purpose of protecting threatened species, but was
short on specifics and gave the federal government no substantial enforcement power—wildlife
advocates continued fighting for more serious measures. Not long after Nixon’s landmark
environmental State of the Union address, major precedents were set by the passage of the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 and the signing of the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES).

Finally, in 1973, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) was signed into law, with the
express purpose of protecting “the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened
species depend.” In 1974, the western Great Lakes region subspecies known as the Eastern
Timber Wolf was protected by the ESA. By 1978, all gray wolves in 47 of the contiguous United
States were listed as endangered under the ESA and killing them (except in defense of human
life) became a federal offense. In Minnesota, they were listed as threatened, which allowed the
government to practice lethal control of wolves that killed livestock. Over the next three decades,
an average of 91 wolves were killed by federal employees in Minnesota each year (Erb &
DonCarlos, 2009, p. 51).

Protection under the ESA allowed wolves in northern Minnesota—the only remaining
population in the contiguous United States—to begin a remarkable recovery, multiplying in

number and returning not only to significant portions of that state but also to Wisconsin and to
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Michigan’s Upper Peninsula. Elsewhere in the country, particularly in the northern Rockies,

protection also set the stage for reintroduction of wolves by the federal government.

7. Resistance and defiance

State and federal wolf-protection policies were not universally accepted. In some places,
they were resented, resisted, and violated. The Michigan Department of Natural Resources, for
instance, reintroduced four wolves into the state’s Upper Peninsula in 1974. Within a year, all
four were dead: three shot and one killed by a car. Over the next two years, wolves migrating into
the same area—presumably from Minnesota and Wisconsin to the west—were also found trapped
and shot (Schanning, 2009, p. 255).

One night in December 1976, a dead wolf was deposited on the steps of the headquarters
building at VVoyageurs National Park in northern Minnesota. The animal had apparently been
killed by a bullet to the head. On its fur, in white paint, were the letters “SOS.” A group calling
itself “Sportsmen’s Only Salvation” claimed responsibility and threatened to kill more wolves.
Soon thereafter, a second carcass appeared in front of city hall in Minneapolis. And the severed
head of a wolf was left on a stairway in the building that housed the Duluth Herald and News-
Tribune. At the time, the federal penalty for killing a wolf in Minnesota could run as high as
$20,000 plus a year in prison (Hornblower, 1977). These violations of federal law illustrate the
intense antipathy felt by some toward wolf protection and toward governmental agencies and
other entities perceived as supportive of such protection. They also indicate one source of that
antipathy: the belief that wolves constitute an imminent threat to the deer population cherished by
“sportsmen.”

By early 1977, there was widespread agitation across northern Minnesota to rescind all
wolf protection (Wehrwein, 1977). In a 1985 survey conducted in Minnesota, 12 percent of
responding farmers and 17 percent of responding trappers stated that they had killed a wolf

personally, despite continued legal prohibitions. More than 40 percent of all respondents from the

18



northern section of the state, where wolves were most densely populated, indicated that they
knew someone who had killed a wolf (Schanning, 2009, p. 257).

On the other hand, Minnesotans’ views of wolves were far from wholly negative and
most residents supported protection and conservation of the species. Based on the 1985 survey,
three competing social constructions of wolves were described: (1) the wolf as “evil predator,”
(2) the wolf as “aesthetically pleasing and ecologically necessary,” and (3) the wolf as generally
acceptable but “considered in relation to competing human needs, wants, and desires.” It was
hypothesized that the strongest anti- and pro-wolf attitudes might be “the product of a generation
who did not have to live with wolves on the landscape,” while the third—*“utilitarian or
pragmatic”—attitude might, in part, be the result of co-existence with wolves (Schanning, 2009,

p. 256-257).

8. Recent policy battles

In recent years, wolf-policy battles have again become heated in the western Great Lakes
region, as well as in other regions of the U.S., including the northern Rockies. In 2003, the
USFWS downlisted Wisconsin and Michigan’s wolves from endangered to threatened. With this
status change, and with it becoming increasingly difficult to find places to which wolves could be
relocated, lethal removal of “problem wolves” (mainly animals involved in livestock depredation)
became standard operating procedure for state agencies. In 2005, however, Wisconsin and
Michigan’s wolves were federally relisted as endangered. The Michigan and Wisconsin
Departments of Natural Resources responded by applying for permits to allow continued lethal
control in response to wolves killing livestock. Permits were issued by the USFWS, enjoined by a
federal court due to insufficient public notice, reissued by the USFWS, and finally annulled in
2006 as the result of a lawsuit filed by the Humane Society of the United States and others. In
2007, the USFWS removed the entire western Great Lakes distinct population segment of wolves

from the threatened and endangered species lists. By 2008, however, the region’s wolves were
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back on the lists following another lawsuit filed by the Humane Society and its allies. A similar
delisting proposal and court-ordered relisting occurred in 2009 (Gray Wolves in the Western
Great Lakes States).

In January 2012, the USFWS removed the western Great Lakes population segment of
wolves from the threatened and endangered species lists completely, thus returning wolf-
management authority to the states, and to tribes—primarily Ojibwe but also Menominee and
Mohican, among others—with jurisdictions and treaty rights related to natural resources
management in the region. Shortly after this delisting, the legislatures of both Wisconsin and
Minnesota proposed and passed bills that established wolf hunting and trapping seasons to begin
that autumn; Michigan’s first wolf season would begin the following year. Not surprisingly,
controversy quickly arose.

That, of course, is when | began seeing online articles about the wolves of the western
Great Lakes. Most of my research was conducted between the summer of 2012 and the autumn of
2014. In December 2014, a federal court ruling returned the Great Lakes wolves to the federal
threatened and endangered species lists. My research thus coincided with a unique three-year
period during which the western Great Lakes population segment of wolves was not on the
federal lists.

In 2015, a number of federal legislators advocated Congressional action to overturn the
court ruling and delist wolves in all of the contiguous United States. By December 2015, it was
widely expected that a massive year-end federal tax and spending bill would include a rider,
removing wolves in Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, and Wyoming from federal lists and
returning management authority to those states. At the last minute, budget negotiators removed
the provision (Karnowski, 2015). At the time of this writing, in early 2016, the western Great

Lakes wolves remain on the federal threatened and endangered species lists.
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9. Summary

The preceding pages have briefly sketched certain aspects of Euro-American interactions
with, and understandings of, the wolf over the past several hundred years, with a primary focus
on the twentieth century. The early view of wolves as a dangerous menace—a “beast of waste
and desolation,” as Theodore Roosevelt put it, that destroyed both livestock and game—
predominated in Euro-American culture into the early twentieth century. Largely successful
efforts to eradicate wolves were made by farmers, ranchers, hunters, and state and federal
agencies. In the first two decades of the twentieth century, however, early doubts were raised by
Roosevelt, Shoemaker, and mammalogists both within and outside of the federal Division of
Biological Survey.

By 1924, “predator control” was a subject of open debate within the scientific
community, with some biologists arguing that extermination must be avoided and others arguing
that it was inevitable. By the 1930s, both policy and science were in upheaval, as research—
conducted by the Murie brothers, George Wright, Aldo Leopold, Sigurd Olson, and others—shed
new light on predator-prey-habitat relationships and expressed appreciation for those
relationships, and for the wolf, in increasingly favorable aesthetic, ethical, and ecological terms.

By the 1940s, Leopold, among others, had become an advocate for wolves and their role
in ecological systems, and had quietly begun suggesting the possibility of reintroduction in
relatively unsettled areas. These shifts in perspective set the stage for further research and for
early state wolf-protection in the 1950s and early federal protection in the 1960s. Sweeping
federal protections came in the 1970s, when longstanding scientific challenges to predator control
policies were combined with the rising forces of the environmental movement and the movement
for the humane treatment of animals.

In short, Euro-American discourses have long treated the human-wolf relationship as one
of enmity, yet in more recent decades have attributed ecological and symbolic value to wolves

(Kellert et al., 1996; Meine, 2009). Throughout those decades, however, such shifts in thinking
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and policy have been met by resistance. This resistance has often been political and symbolic, yet
has also been physical and material, as evidenced by the persistent illegal killing of wolves in the
western Great Lakes region since federal protection began. Despite the dramatic shift in the
wolf’s political fortunes that came with passage of the Endangered Species Act, it is evident that
Euro-American cultural attitudes toward, and tangible treatments of, the wolf have not undergone
a complete transformation. Rather, values and discourses concerning wolves have become more
diverse and conflicted. Utilitarian viewpoints—and protective stances in relation not only to
livestock but also to game—remain, dueling with views informed by ecology, biocentrism, and
aesthetic appreciation of large predators.

As noted at the outset, the pages above are but one brief history of wolf-human relations
in the United States in general and the western Great Lakes region in particular. Though it
acknowledges some voices, it excludes others. Though it acknowledges some nuances, it is a
telling which also reinforces a familiar binary: extirpation versus recovery, anti-wolf versus pro-
wolf.

Even within the relatively narrow scope of this dissertation, things turn out not to be so
simple. Among hunting communities in the western Great Lakes region, there are other views and
narratives. Some, rooted in this same cultural history, complicate the familiar binary. Others,

including Ojibwe views and narratives, spring from entirely different ground.

B. Focus and relevance of this dissertation

From the beginning, at that first Wisconsin Natural Resources Board meeting in Stevens
Point, | found myself listening to and talking with a remarkably diverse array of people: from
deer hunters to anti-hunting activists, from state-employed wildlife biologists to representatives of
the Humane Society of the United States. It soon became clear that, for my study to be practical
and doable, | would need to narrow its scope. (My committee members, in their wisdom,

encouraged me to narrow it even further than 1 did. | probably should have heeded their advice.) |
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ended up deciding to focus my research on discourses among hunting communities, especially
deer hunting communities. My reasons are explained below.

First, however, | wantto make an emphatic note: My choice to focus on these
communities’ discourses does not reflect a belief on my part that other communities’ views on
wolves are less important or less deserving of attention. Other views and voices are critically
important, in their own right and in their interactions with and relations to hunting communities. |
hope that this dissertation will, in some small measure, contribute to improving those interactions
and relations.

It is also important to note that, in choosing this focus, | did not have a particular
definition of “deer hunting community” in mind. Rather, listening to voices readily audible in the
local wolf debate, I simply focused on ways of speaking that (1) addressed wolves and wolf-
human relations, and (2) prominently depicted deer hunting as an accepted practice. This
discourse-oriented approach led me to include the voices of individual hunters, leaders of
hunting-related nonprofit organizations, and state and tribal natural resources employees (many of
whom hunt deer, and for whom hunting is closely linked to the purposes and practices of wildlife
management), among others. One consequence of focusing on hunting discourses readily audible
in local wolf debates is that the voices of some local hunting communities and cultures (e.g.,
Minnesota’s numerous Hmong hunters) are not represented in this study.

In part, | chose to focus on hunting communities because hunting and deer are, by all
accounts, central to wolf politics in the western Great lakes region. Though farming and livestock
issues come into play, they are secondary in most public debates. At the meeting in Stevens Point,
for instance, there was no vocal contingent of dairy farmers. Those who mentioned livestock
concerns were mainly hunters. (In western states, ranching and livestock tend to play a much
more prominent role in public discourse.)

In part, I chose this focus out of personal curiosity. After a decade as a vegan with strong

anti-hunting sentiments, | became a deer hunter in my early thirties. Since then, a significant

23


Nimrod
Highlight


portion of my research and writing has focused on hunting-related matters (e.g., Cerulli, 2011,
2012). Extending these explorations in a new direction, by tracking cultural dimensions of a
controversial predator, appealed to me.

In part, | chose this focus out of professional curiosity. In recent years, as a consultant
and presenter, | have often found myself moving among various social and cultural camps,
helping people gain insight into hunting- and conservation-related issues. Deepening my
understanding of hunting communities’ varied understandings of predators was therefore
attractive.

In part, | chose this focus because of common cultural stereotypes of hunters as enemies
of predators. Such stereotypes—which encompass political assumptions, and which are
frequently perpetuated both by the mainstream media and by participants in conflicts—hold, for
instance, that proposals to delist wolves “[prompt] howls of protest from environmentalists and
congressional Democrats” but “[give] ranchers, hunters and Republican lawmakers reason to
cheer” (Chebium, 2013). From personal and professional experience, | knew in general that
hunters’ predator-related values and beliefs are diverse and nuanced, that “pigeonholing hunters
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can be as difficult and foolhardy as stereotyping ‘the environmentalist,””” and that “some of the
most ardent wolf and wilderness advocates hunt” (Nie, 2003, p. 58). From acquaintances and
friends, | knew in particular that hunters in the western Great Lakes region understand wolves in
diverse ways. As recently as the late 1990s, survey responses in Wisconsin indicated that 78
percent of those with at least some hunting experience felt it was “either somewhat or extremely
important to protect rare predators” (Wisconsin Wolf Plan, p. 68). In choosing to conduct this
study, I aimed to illuminate such diversity and nuance.

In part, I chose this focus because | see two barriers between the social sciences and
wildlife conservation, and believe that both must be overcome. First, although social scientists

have long studied human-nature relations, many have tended to ignore or disparage contemporary

hunting in the United States, with critical analyses predominating. With notable exceptions,
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scholars have paid hunting little ethnographic attention. As a result, hunting communities’
discourses and values have not been examined as closely as warranted. By way of this project, |
want to suggest that modern hunting communities must be approached with the kind of
interpretive commitment afforded traditional hunting communities by anthropology and related
disciplines.

Second, in the field of wildlife conservation, much examination of human values has
been confined to quantitative subfields of “human dimensions” research. I want to encourage
inclusion of greater contributions from qualitative social sciences, suggesting that increased
interpretive study of values is essential to effective wildlife conservation. From water quality
legislation to critical habitat preservation, from eradication efforts to the Endangered Species Act,
from removal of federal protection for some species (e.g., wolves) to continued protection for
others (e.g., eagles), all decisions about fish and wildlife conservation are rooted in sometimes-
conflicting human values and the communication of those values.

Finally, and in a closely related vein, | chose this focus because hunters’ values and
beliefs—deeply rooted in history, identity, intergroup relations, and senses of place—are
consequential for predators and for wildlife more broadly. One reason is that effective
conservation depends on meaningful collaboration among disparate players, requiring the
reconciliation of complex, deep-seated social conflicts among organizations, social and cultural
groups, and state, federal, and tribal governments (Madden & McQuinn, 2014).

A second reason is that, through license purchases and excise taxes, hunters have long
supplied the majority of funding for most state wildlife agencies. Non-hunting wildlife advocates,
as well as some hunters, have questioned both the fiscal soundness and the propriety of a funding
model so dependent on hunters (and anglers). This model is sometimes characterized as
incompatible with the so-called “public trust doctrine,” which holds that wildlife resources are
held in trust for all citizens. The arrangement generates political tensions, especially in relation to

predators. With costs outstripping revenues, it also faces imminent change. As the funding base
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broadens, a central challenge will be to shift agency priorities without alienating hunters
(Bruskotter, Enzler & Treves, 2011; Cerulli, 2013; Jacobson et al., 2010; Nie, 2003, 2004; Treves
etal., 2015).

Problems inherent in such a funding model were, incidentally, foreseen by Aldo Leopold
and fellow members of the Committee on Game Policy of the American Game Association, who
wrote in 1930 that it was necessary to “recognize the non-shooting protectionist and the scientist
as sharing with sportsmen and landowners the responsibility for conservation of wild life as a
whole” and to “insist on a joint conservation program, jointly formulated and jointly financed,”
with “public funds from general taxation [paying] for all betterments serving wild life as a whole”
and “sportsmen [paying] for all betterments serving game alone” (“Report to the American Game
Conference,” emphasis in original).

If we are to facilitate a positive future for wildlife and wildlife conservation, we need
greater insight into how hunters symbolically construct their relationships with nature and
animals, including predators. Studying battles like the one still fought over wolves in the western
Great Lakes region, we need to understand the dueling dynamics at play, and listen for the
multifaceted truths and potential mediating forces often drowned out by polarized rhetoric.

In his analysis of a land-use debate that pitted “locals” against “outsiders,” Carbaugh
(1996b) observed that bringing people together required that one “be willing or able to understand
not only one’s own [discursive] code, but moreover to speak in terms of both codes—and to
create hybrid codes—forcefully, in order to give each its due” (p. 185). That is my overarching
hope and aim in doing this research and writing this dissertation: to help people hear each other
more deeply and understand others’ ways of speaking and thinking, so that they may, perhaps,
begin to speak in and on one another’s terms, opening up the possibility of bridging and common
ground.

In this project, | seek to give forceful voice to several distinct discourses which often

sound incompatible and even irreconcilable. | then offer a few tentative suggestions and questions
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concerning relations among them and, more widely, among other prominent predator-related
discourses.

As this project neared completion, | shared several draft chapters with interviewees and
others familiar with the Great Lakes wolf situation. One of those, a hunter from Wisconsin, on
reading my interpretation of a discourse which dramatically opposed and challenged his ways of
thinking and speaking, e-mailed me, saying: “Now I better understand why some of those people
think the way they do, and that somehow makes empathy and understanding a little easier.” If this

project helps others gain similar insight, 1 will be grateful.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This dissertation is topically related to a vast array of literature—on wolves, wolf-human
relationships, intercultural relationships, and hunting—across many disciplines. In addition, it is
theoretically and methodologically related to a wide range of literature in cultural
communication, sociolinguistics, ethnography of communication, speech codes theory, and
cultural discourse analysis.

This review focuses on the several sets of literature most closely related to this study,
especially those which share both related topical concerns and methodological approaches. These
sets of literature have origins in the subfield of environmental communication, in ethnographic
investigations of relationships between Euro-Americans and American Indians (especially in
connection with nature), and in ethnographic investigations of Euro-American and indigenous
(especially Ojibwe) understandings of nature, animals, and hunting. The broader theoretically and
methodologically related corpus of work—particularly in the ethnography of communication
(EC) and cultural discourse analysis (CuDA)—is discussed in Chapter 111, where | address this

study’s framework.

A. Environmental communication

Various studies in the subfield of environmental communication have explored subjects
closely related to this dissertation. A number of environmental communication scholars have, for
instance, examined boundaries between humans and non-human nature. Corbett (2006), for
example, devoted a chapter to “communicating the meaning of animals,” with a subsection on
predators including wolves and cougars and their perceived relationships with favored game
species such as deer. Milstein (2008, 2011) employed EC in exploring human/nature interactions

in a wildlife tourism setting. Schutten (2008) discussed the film Grizzly Man and proposed that
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the discomfort it evokes in viewers is linked to how it challenges the nature/culture binary, as the
human protagonist ends up as prey and food. Similarly, a textual analysis by Cassidy and Mills
(2012) examined media treatments of two infants in East London being attacked by “urban
foxes.” Drawing on phenomenology and study of Nez Perce discourse concerning wolf
reintroduction in ldaho, Salvador and Clarke (2011) proposed integrating embodied experience
into rhetorical analyses in environmental communication research, with the goal of moving
beyond symbolic/material dualisms. In various ways, each of these studies raises the question of
human/animal boundaries and their construction.

Other scholars have examined indigenous cultural perspectives and practices concerning
human relationships with nature. Rowe’s (2008) rhetorical analysis examined news coverage of
Mattaponi Indians’ opposition to the creation of a reservoir. Rowe noted that media focused
attention on the species of particular concern (the shad) rather than on the values represented by
the shad for the Mattaponi. Employing the rhetorical concept of synecdoche (a part representing a
whole; see Burke, 1969), she noted that a single species can represent conflicting cultural realities
because of the varied connotations assigned to the species by different stakeholders.

Also employing synecdoche and in more direct connection with this dissertation, Clarke
(1999) examined controversy over the 1995 reintroduction of wolves to Idaho, devoting particular
attention to the clash between Euro-American opponents of the reintroduction and Nez Perce
supporters. Euro-American opponents, Clarke argued, viewed the wolf-reintroduction program as
a manifestation of “environmentalism in general, which is a threat to the economic progress and
the liberty and lifestyle of the American farmer.” For Nez Perce supporters, in contrast, the
program was an indicator of “cultural resurgence and environmental wholeness” (p. 124).

In her exploration of indigenous understandings of rivers in New Zealand, Tipa (2009)
employed CuDA, noting that almost all water management methods are based on Western science
techniques that emphasize physical, chemical, and biological criteria, rather than cultural values

and needs. Further, drawing on Carbaugh and Rudnick’s (2006) work on Blackfeet place-naming
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and storytelling, Tipa argued for the value and potential of a sustainability assessment method
that encompasses social and cultural values.

In a related rhetorical analysis, Endres (2012) discussed the role of values in public
participation concerning proposed storage of nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain. In particular, she
noted that the dominant model for such participation lacks any viable means for discussion of
competing values. Lack of such discussion, she argued, prevents meaningful and effective
participation by American Indians.

The four studies above have particular resonance with my proposed research, as they
variously deal not only with cultural perspectives and communication practices but also with
particular species and associated cultural values, interactions between indigenous cultural values
and Western science, and indigenous cultural values in the context of public participation
processes.

Other studies in the subfield of environmental communication are closely related to this
dissertation in that they employ the same methodological and theoretical frameworks. As noted
above, Milstein (2008, 2011) employed EC and Tipa (2009) employed CuDA. Additionally,
Carbaugh employed EC, cultural communication, and speech codes theory in his examinations of
a land-use controversy in western Massachusetts (1996b), Finnish relationships with nature and a
U.S. American discourse of wildness (1996a), and a mythic form of Blackfeet cultural narrative
that treats the landscape, people, and spiritual life as intimately connected (1999). Morgan (2002,
2003) also employed these frameworks in analyzing discourses of place and water, and exploring
how aspects of nature function in communicative terms. Cerulli (2011) employed CuDA in
exploring adult-onset hunters’ talk about hunting, as did Carbaugh and Cerulli (2013) in
discussing cultural discourses of dwelling and place-based communication practices. In short, this
study is linked to specific sub-portions of environmental communication, both by method (e.g.,
EC, CuDA) and by topical foci (e.g., indigenous perspectives and practices, human/nature

boundaries).
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B. Ethnography of communication on Euro/Native relations

This dissertation is also linked to EC investigations of relationships between Euro-
Americans and American Indians, especially where land and nature are involved. In one related
study, Hall (1994) explored the conflict between Ojibwe people and Euro-Americans over the
former’s assertion of treaty rights related to spearfishing for walleye in the western Great Lakes
region. Hall found that “rights” functioned as a key symbol in both communities. Among whites,’
Ojibwe fishing practices and treaty rights were symbolically constructed in terms of inequality: a
special-interest-group denial of individual rights, such rights being constructed as a matter of
equitable, personal freedom to pursue self-sufficiency and material well-being. Among Ojibwe,
their fishing practices and treaty rights were symbolically constructed in terms of identity: a
symbol of who they are as Ojibwe people and an affirmation of their collective rights, such rights
being constructed as a matter of a collective way of life involving various relationships and
responsibilities.

In another related study, Carbaugh and Rudnick (2006) explored dueling cultural
discourses at the border of the Blackfeet Reservation and Glacier National Park. The focal genre
here was “tour talk” and the focal practices were place-naming and storytelling. The authors
examined how places are identified in naming and storytelling practices, what symbolic meanings
are constructed, and how people are discursively situated in those places and in relation to those
meanings. In tendencies of practice among non-Native tour guides (toward discourses of science,
scenic splendor, natural resources, discovery, and nation-building) and among Blackfeet guides
(toward discourses of a traditional homeland, sacred places, and a continued history of difficulty
with white settlers and officials), discursive identity boundaries are presumed and created,

especially as they are mapped onto symbolically constructed landscapes. This study devoted

9999

® In this dissertation, I have opted to use “white” and “Euro-American” interchangeably.
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attention to mythic narratives, as did Carbaugh’s (2001) earlier interpretation of storytelling as a

resource for contemporary Blackfeet living.

C. American Indian understandings of animals

Another set of literature related to this dissertation focuses on Ojibwe (and other
American Indian) understandings of animals. In a classic anthropological essay on Ojibwe
ontology, for instance, Hallowell (1960) wrote of a categorical understanding of “persons” that
includes not only humans but also a wide range of other beings, including animals, stones,
thunder, and the sun, all of which are understood to be communicative. Hallowell noted that the
web of social relations (and moral values and obligations) within which humans live and act
extends beyond humans to these other beings.

Philosophical and linguistic examinations of Ojibwe narratives and worldviews (e.g.,
Callicott, 1989; Overholt & Callicott, 1982) have similarly noted that the identity category of
“person” extends beyond humans. Here, the defining characteristic of personhood is not human
form but rather the ability and willingness to enter into social relationships. In an ethnographic
examination of communication, Valentine (1995) indicated that Ojibwe “legends” are identified
as stories temporally located in a time when humans could understand the animals, and that
human-animal communication continues today, though primarily in the spiritual realm or dream
world, rather than in face-to-face interaction. Morrison (2000) employed the notion of
interpersonal interaction among human and other-than-human persons in exploring how the
beings commonly glossed as “spirits” can be understood in various American Indian (and
especially Ojibwe) realities. Drawing both on his own anthropological fieldwork among the
Kluane in the Southwest Yukon and on literature concerning the Ojibwe and other hunting
peoples, Nadasdy (2007) argued that serious consideration of aboriginal ontology is warranted; in
particular, he argued for a reconsideration of hunting cultures’ accounts of human-animal

relations as relations among human and animal persons. Other related analyses include those by
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Nelson (1983) and Harrod (2000), of American Indian relationships with animals in western
Alaska and on the northern Great Plains, respectively.

Though developed across a range of academic disciplines, examinations of human and
animal identities can be seen as related to identity literature developed by scholars studying
culture and interaction. Barth (1969), for instance, proposed that ethnic and cultural identities are
defined by the boundaries drawn and recognized by group members and non-members. Those
boundaries entail social processes of exclusion and inclusion—processes that establish and
maintain discrete categories. By Barth’s definition, ethnic and cultural groups are categories of
(self- and other-) ascription and identification, and can be understood as fields of communication
and interaction. Similarly, Carbaugh (1996b) proposed a cultural pragmatic understanding of
identity (including not only group identity but also individual identity) as something that people
invoke, achieve, and perform by way of interaction and communication. This cultural pragmatic
approach suggests various “cultural codes of the agent,” in which the very notion of personhood
is variously shaped and variously ascribed to various entities, whether embodied in human form
or not. In this sense, the cultural pragmatic approach does not assume a particular typology of
persons and identities and relations/interactions among them; rather, it assumes that activities
(including the creation and maintenance of identities) take place in communication practices, and

proposes that we investigate the nature of such activities where and as they occur.

D. Other literatures

Also relevant are the writings of Ojibwe authors (e.g., Benton-Banai, 1979) concerning
their own cultural traditions, including creation stories in which the wolf (ma ’iingan) plays a
central role, especially in interaction and relationship with humans. Though not reviewed here,
such material is considered as part of this study’s corpus of data.

Another set of relevant literature encompasses extensive and varied writings concerning

wolves. These include a wide range of general audience books (e.g., Lopez, 1978; Steinhart,

33



1995) as well as texts focused on natural sciences (e.g., Mech, 2012; Mech & Boitani, 2003;
Olson, 1938), social sciences (e.g., Dunlap, 1988; Heberlein & Ericsson, 2008; Houston,
Bruskotter & Fan, 2010; Kellert, 1985, 1991; Kellert et al., 1996; Marvin, 2012; Mcintyre, 1995;
Nie, 2003, 2004; Scarce, 1998; Van Horn, 2008), and mixes of the two (e.g., Sharpe, Norton &
Donnelley, 2001; Wydeven, Van Deelen & Heske, 2009). Among these, a number of studies have
focused on human attitudes toward wolves in the western Great Lakes region (e.g., Hogberg et
al., 2015; Kellert, 1985; Lute & Gore, 2014; Schanning, 2009; Treves & Martin, 2011; Treves,
Naughton-Treves & Shelley, 2013), and on Ojibwe and Euro-American viewpoints (e.g., David,
2009; Shelley, 2010; Shelley, Treves & Naughton, 2011). Though this broad wolf literature is
beyond the scope of this review, a number of these works—especially where they overlap most
directly with this study’s central concerns—are referred to in the dissertation and are considered
as part of the corpus of data.

More broadly related—given my focus on hunting communities—is the ethnographic
literature on Euro-American hunting. In sociology, such work includes Dizard’s (2003)
examination of the place of hunting in contemporary U.S. American society. In anthropology, it
includes Marks’s (1991) examination of the history and contemporary meanings of hunting in the
rural American South, and Boglioli’s (2009) examination of the same in rural Vermont. Of
particular note here is Boglioli’s chapter on coyotes, in which he discusses the view held by some
hunters: that these four-footed predators are “illegitimate killers” of deer.

It is my hope that this study will contribute something of value to this already rich, vast,

and varied literature.
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CHAPTER I11

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

A. Cultural discourse analysis

This study is conceptualized and conducted within the theoretical and methodological
framework of cultural discourse analysis (CuDA). The origins of CuDA can be found in the
ethnography of communication (EC), a conceptual framework for analyzing culture as a complex
expressive system of communication practices. EC’s origins can, in turn, be found in diverse
intellectual traditions which, in various ways, have explored relationships among language,
culture, symbols, interaction, and meaning. Crucial to the emergence of EC was the attention each
of these traditions devoted to situatedness; that is, to the ways in which communication is always
situated both within systems and within particular social contexts and scenes. From this
perspective, a cultural system can be understood as being made up of symbols, their meanings,
and their situated social uses.

EC, originally called the “ethnography of speaking,” was first proposed as a program of
research by Hymes (1962), drawing together core strands from linguistics and anthropology to
initiate a study of speaking. His proposal was that scholars explore speaking as an activity in its
own right, including variations (by group and community) in the structures, functions, uses, and
social rules of speech. He proposed that primary attention be given to the investigation of how
communication is shaped in social contexts.

A decade later, Hymes (1972) offered programmatic specifics. He proposed a set of
social units for analysis, including speech events, speech acts, speech situations, and speech
communities. He also proposed the mnemonic SPEAKING, referring to a set of components
which could be employed in studying those units: S (setting/scene), P (participants), E (ends, both
intended and achieved), A (acts and act sequences), K (key or tone), I (instruments or channels),

N (norms for interaction and interpretation), G (genre).

35



In recent decades, EC has developed into a comprehensive philosophy, theory, and
methodology which are fundamentally investigative, exploratory, and interpretive. Its guiding
guestions are these: What culturally distinctive means of communication are used in a given
context? What are the meanings of such communication to participants? EC’s primary goals are
descriptive (of communication as used and shaped in the context of a particular case), interpretive
(making what was inscrutable and inaudible more readily available for consideration), and
comparative (yielding cross-case insights and claims).

EC has been extended in several interrelated directions. Prominent among these
directions are cultural communication, speech codes theory, and cultural discourse analysis. Like
their progenitor (EC), each of these approaches focuses on distinctive means of communication as
used in specific contexts of sociocultural life, and on the meanings of those communication
practices for participants.

Cultural communication was proposed as a field of study by Philipsen (1987). Among
other foci, the field would attend to how communication functions to balance the forces of
individualism and community, by way of the creation and affirmation of shared identity in social
life. Cultural communication would also attend to specific forms of communication, including
ritual, myth, and social drama.

Carbaugh (1995) provided an overview of EC and cultural communication, noting key
theoretical elements, including these assumptions: (1) communication exhibits systemic
organization, (2) communication is a sociocultural performance, involving both cultural meaning
systems and social organization (meaning that to speak is always to speak both culturally and
socially), and (3) communication is constitutive of part (though not all) of sociocultural life.
Another key element of these approaches is dual attention to society (including norms, rules for
action, and social positions and relations) and to culture (including symbols, symbolic forms,
their patterned uses, and interpretations of those symbols, forms, and uses). In EC and cultural

communication, symbols and meanings are understood to be historically grounded, culturally
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accessible, socially negotiated, and individually applied. Philipsen (2002) further defined and
discussed cultural communication as a complex practice encompassing culturally distinctive ways
of communicating (including means and meanings) and culturally distinctive ways of performing
the communal function (i.e., constituting communal life and providing people with the
opportunity to participate in, identify with, and negotiate that life).

Building on EC and cultural communication, Philipsen (1997) offered the first detailed
explication of speech codes theory; Philipsen, Coutu, and Covarrubias (2005) offered a
subsequent restatement and revision. Speech codes theory provides a theoretical
conceptualization of a code as a system of symbols, symbolic forms, norms, and premises (beliefs
and values). Each code or system is active in patterns of speaking and distinctive in its means and
meanings. Employing this conceptual model, Carbaugh (2005) provided a detailed examination
of discursive codes in four cultures, with each code revolving around a focal symbol: the “self”
and “self-expression” in American culture, “silence” and quietude in Finnish culture, “soul” and
“soul talk” in Russian culture, and “spirit” in Blackfeet culture. In each case, the focal symbol is
shown to be tied to particular forms of communicative action and conversation, and also to
various premises created and presumed in such actions and interactions.

Cultural discourse analysis (CuDA), in turn, emerged out of cultural communication and
speech codes theory, and is conceptually housed within the broader framework of EC. Building
on these earlier frameworks, CuDA devotes primary attention to culturally distinctive
communication practices and the meaning-making active in them. The approach assumes (1) that
people create and use localized communicative means and meanings, (2) that these vary cross-
culturally, (3) that these should be investigated and interpreted on and in their own terms, (4) that
social life is formed and shaped by communicative practices, and (5) that these expressive
practices are rooted in the past, drawing on deeply historical resources and using these resources

to create new practices.
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CuDA encompasses five distinct but interrelated modes of inquiry: three of which
(theoretical, descriptive, and interpretive) are required and two of which (comparative and
critical) are optional. In the necessary theoretical mode, the analyst formulates and explicates the
conceptual framework guiding the particular study at hand. In the necessary descriptive mode, the
analyst investigates, records, and presents multiple instances of communication relevant to the
particular study. In the necessary interpretive mode, the analyst identifies and explicates
meanings and beliefs active for those participating in the communication practices described. In
the optional comparative mode, the analyst examines and provides an account of similarities and
differences in these communication practices and underlying meanings and beliefs. In the
optional critical mode, the analyst—having already described and interpreted communication
practices from participants’ viewpoints—eVvaluates those practices from some explicitly
articulated ethical standpoint (Carbaugh, 2007).

As a model for interpretation, CuDA presumes that communicative practices are
meaningful to those engaged in them, and that these practices and meanings are deeply rooted in
often-unspoken premises about the world and proper action in the world, including beliefs and
values concerning people, nature, spirit, and their interrelations. In other words, communication
encompasses both explicit and implicit meanings. As people communicate with each other, they
are saying things literally about the specific subject being discussed, and they are also saying
things culturally, about who they are, how they are related, what they are doing together, how
they feel about what is going on, and about the nature of things.

To interpret such meanings, we employ a conceptual model of five discursive hubs and
radiants: identity, relationship, action, feeling, and dwelling. In any communication practice, at
any given moment, one (or more) of these may be verbally explicit; when, for instance, identity is
made verbally explicit, it can be conceptualized as a discursive hub. An explicit hub is only one
part of a larger discursive web, however. To understand cultural discourses, we also interpret the

taken-for-granted, implicit meanings activated and invoked by such communication; such
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meanings can be conceptualized as radiants. Thus, various implicit meanings (e.g., about how one
acts, or should act, as a certain kind of person) might radiate from an explicit discursive hub of
identity (Carbaugh, 2007, 2010; Carbaugh & Cerulli, 2013).

With these hubs and radiants in mind, CuDA analysts can examine participants’
communicative practices for cultural terms (symbolic key terms), especially as they appear in
clusters, and then seek to formulate cultural propositions (arrangements of cultural terms that
express taken-for-granted views) and cultural premises (statements that capture the essence of
participants’ beliefs). Cultural premises can include both premises of existence (beliefs about
what exists) and premises of value (beliefs about what is better or worse) (Carbaugh, 2007). This
draws our attention to the fact that, in communicating, we make systematic statements about
beliefs and values. That is, cultural discourses are morally infused. In creating and using cultural
discourses, we tell ourselves and each other how we should be, relate, act, feel, and dwell.

Note that the phenomena of concern here are discourses, not groups of people. In other
words, though communicative and interactional processes are central to the establishment and
maintenance of group identities (e.g., ethnic, social), use of a given discourse is not restricted to a
single group. Rather, distinctive, morally infused ways of speaking may be—and, as we will hear

in this study, sometimes are—employed by members of multiple groups.

B. Research questions in theoretical context

As noted in Chapter I, my overarching research question is this: How do people create
and use discourses of wolves? Or, more simply, how do people talk and write about wolves, and
what do they mean?

What, for instance, does it mean for some people to say that “the fate of the wolf is
closely tied to the fate of all the Ojibwe”? What does it mean for others to say that conservation

and wildlife management can and should be separated from “cultural issues”?
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As | began to think about these questions in more detail, they suggested others: In these
ways of speaking, what (or who) is the wolf? What principles and ethics are said to best guide
human interactions with wolves? In what ways do such beliefs differ from one community to
another? In what ways might they be similar or resonant? And what implications might insight
into these discourses and premises have for scholarly and popular understandings of, and
professional practices of, wildlife management, especially in cases involving intercultural
conflict?

Guided by the conceptual frameworks of EC and CuDA, this study examines (1)
distinctive means of communication used in relation to wolves in specific sociocultural contexts
and (2) the meanings of such communication for participants. In particular, it describes and
interprets specific instances of these means and meanings among hunting communities in the
western Great Lakes region, explores their historical roots, and makes comparisons among them.

The study’s primary questions reflect the middle three of CuDA’s five modes of inquiry:
theoretical, descriptive, interpretive, comparative, and critical (Carbaugh, 2007). The starting
point is a descriptive question: How are wolves discussed and verbally represented by
participants? The next set of questions is interpretive: How do various communicative means
render wolves—and the larger world—meaningful? What links are drawn between wolves and
other topics and terms? What cultural logic is used in and created by these discourses? What
beliefs and values underpin such logic? What historical roots-of-discourse are explicitly or
implicitly referenced? What must be presumed for participants’ communicative actions to be
coherent? In terms of CuDA’s model of five hubs and radiants, additional interpretive questions
include these:

e What (or who) is the wolf said to be? Who are the participants said to be? [identity]

e What kind of relationships is it said (should) exist between humans and wolves?
[relationship]

e What kinds of (inter)actions are said to occur between humans and wolves? What
kinds should occur? [action]
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e How are humans said to feel about wolves? How is it said they should feel?
[emotion]

e What parts is it said that humans and wolves play (or should play) in the natural
world? [dwelling]

The final set of questions is comparative: In what ways do these communicative means
and meanings, and the underpinning beliefs and values, vary? In what ways are they consistent?
How do these discourses interact with one another, dueling, resonating, or in other dynamics?

Broadly speaking, these questions orient the study toward the explication of cultural
logics through the investigation of communicative means and meanings. By attending to each hub
and radiant, these questions tune the analysis to a range of dimensions, assuring that the
prominence of one does not obscure the role and importance of others. They assure, for example,
that despite the prominence of action-specific language and terms (e.g., “management”) in
dominant public discourse, the study also attends (1) to how such discourse is rooted in other, less
immediately audible ideas (e.g., about the identity of the wolf) and (2) to how other, less
dominant discourses (e.g., Ojibwe discourse) are rooted in fundamentally different central
concerns and ideas (e.g., about the history of white/Indian relations). Guided by these questions,
the overall study—framed by CuDA—adds new dimensions of cultural voice(s) and analyses to
the aforementioned literatures on environmental communication, on Euro/Native relations, on
American Indian understandings of animals, on wolves, and on hunting. By attending to cultural
discourses as historically transmitted expressive systems, the study puts distinct ways of speaking
in larger contexts, each evolving over time (in the past, present, and future) and in relation to one
another.

More specifically, each hub/radiant-focused question above serves particular purposes:

e Asking what (or who) the wolf is said to be draws our attention to a frequently
overlooked dimension of wildlife-related discourses and analyses thereof: the
identity of animals. Asking who participants are said to be draws our attention
not only to social and cultural identity (which is sometimes considered in nature-

and wolf-related scholarship) but also more particularly to ways in which such
identity is communicatively created and shaped.
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e Asking what kind of relationships it is said (should) exist between humans and
wolves draws our attention to conceptualizations made explicit in some
discourses and literatures (e.g., concerning human-wolf coexistence) and left
largely implicit in others (e.g., concerning wolf management).

e Asking what kinds of (inter)actions are said to occur, and should occur, between
humans and wolves draws our attention to actions by wolves, actions by humans,
interactions between the two, and related cultural understandings and beliefs as
they are communicated. These culturally-specific understandings and beliefs
(e.g., about “predation” and “depredation”; about what “management” means as
a program of action) are not often made explicitly scrutable in wolf- and other
wildlife-related literatures.

e Asking how humans are said to feel about wolves, and how it is said they should
feel, draws our attention to emotional dimensions of wolf-related discourses.
These dimensions play critical (and sometimes conspicuously muted) roles in
these discourses, and do so in ways more subtle than the stereotyped contest of
wolf-hater-versus-wolf-lover.

e Asking what parts it is said that humans and wolves play (or should play) in the
natural world draws our attention to broad ideas often investigated in literatures
concerning humans and the larger-than-human world. In this study, our attention
is drawn to these ideas as part of multiple, distinct discursive webs, each also
encompassing the other four hubs and radiants.

Subsequently, asking cross-discourse comparative questions—about similarities,
differences, and relations among communicative means, meanings, beliefs, and values—helps us
hear commonalities, contrasts, and interactive dynamics with greater clarity. This sort of
comparison, particularly across distinct discourses created and used by hunting communities, is a

new addition to the aforementioned literatures. It will, I hope, provide helpful insight and suggest

new avenues and possibilities for participants, practitioners, and scholars alike.

C. Data collection

As already indicated, this study is focused on communication. It asks how actual
language-based communication practices are used to render the world meaningful, especially with
regard to wolves. In other words, the study’s primary data are instances of verbal communication

as they occur: things people actually say and write.
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As also indicated, my broadly defined research site is the western Great Lakes region of
the United States, primarily Minnesota and Wisconsin. More particularly, this dissertation is
focused on the communication practices of various communities involved in hunting, especially
deer hunting. Primary participants thus include people from Ojibwe hunting communities, people
from Euro-American hunting communities, leaders of hunting organizations, and others variously
involved with hunting and hunting-related institutions, including state wildlife agencies. Thus, the
data of primary interest and relevance are instances of wolf-related communication as they occur
among various hunting communities in this region.

Data collection began with my first trip to Stevens Point in July 2012. There, | audio-
recorded the day-long meeting of the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board (approximately 100
participants), using an Edirol R-09HR recorder, and also took handwritten field notes which |
later typed into my laptop. As it happened, the nonprofit channel WisconsinEye video-recorded
the meeting and made the material available online; WisconsinEye’s archives offer invaluable
resources for anyone interested in Badger State politics. From that starting point, | pursued
multiple avenues of further data collection.

First, | made additional digital audio-recordings—and also video-recordings using a
Canon PowerShot SX50—of various events in the region from 2012 through 2014. These events
included a wolf conference hosted on the White Earth Reservation (8 hours; approximately 100
participants), the International Wolf Symposium (3 days; approximately 450 participants), an
Ojibwe-organized wolf-hunt protest (2 hours; approximately 60 participants), the annual Midwest
Wolf Stewards conference (2 days; approximately 75 participants), and three presentations and
discussions at the annual conference of The Wildlife Society (3 hours total; approximately 300
participants). In each case, | took handwritten field notes which I later typed into my laptop.
Where public events are referred to in the chapters that follow, most speakers’ names are used.

Second, via the Internet and archive requests, | gathered video recordings of three public

events | was unable to attend: two panel discussions hosted by the Center for Ethics and Public

43



Policy at the University of Minnesota-Duluth (2 hours each; 5 panelists each; audience size
unknown), and a lecture delivered at the University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point by a
representative of the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (1 hour; audience size
unknown).

Third, I conducted in-depth interviews with 25 participants in the region. These
interviews—which ranged in duration from 38 to 105 minutes—were primarily conducted in
person, though three were conducted by phone. Interview participants included five employees of
state Departments of Natural Resources, eight representatives of Ojibwe communities and
governments, four representatives of nonprofit hunting-related organizations, and eight individual
hunters active in hunting and conservation matters. Each came to my attention as a result of their
personal, cultural, political, or professional involvement and interest in regional wolf issues.

All interview participants were offered informed-consent forms which were pre-approved
by the Department of Communication’s Human Subjects Review Committee. Written and/or
verbal permission for interview use was obtained from each participant. As part of the informed
consent process, | committed to making every effort to prevent public identification of
participants’ identities. Except in cases where participants expressed a desire to be identified,
names are omitted in the chapters that follow.

In twenty cases, interviews were audio-recorded; in five cases, where requesting
permission to audio-record did not seem appropriate, detailed interview notes were handwritten
and subsequently typed into my laptop. Interviews were semi-structured, so that important topic
areas would be addressed while allowing participants’ own thoughts, ideas, and terms to emerge.
Though | employed an interview guide (see Appendix A), its questions were used only as a
general framework. Many interviewees spoke at length with little prompting. Depending on how
each conversation progressed, most questions proved unnecessary or needed to be asked in a
different way, sometimes with reference to earlier parts of the conversation. Often, unanticipated

lines of conversation opened up, requiring entirely new questions.
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Fourth, | engaged in informal conversation with more than 100 participants in a wide
variety of settings, including the events mentioned above. Details of these sometimes brief but
often illuminating interactions were handwritten and subsequently typed into my laptop.

Fifth, I gathered a range of texts related to wolves in the region. These included 94
articles and letters published online or in Wisconsin Outdoor News, Minnesota Outdoor News,
and Michigan Outdoor News (which I photographed from the bound archives stored at the
Outdoor News office near Minneapolis), 62 examples of written testimony submitted to
government entities (obtained online and by request), text from 14 relevant websites, 28
newspaper and magazine articles, 8 wolf management plans (from Wisconsin, Minnesota, and six
Ojibwe communities), and 9 books on wolf recovery and management. Books aside, these texts
totaled approximately 540 pages.

When | began considering this research site and topic, the geographic distance between
the western Great Lakes region and my home in Vermont gave me pause. And the distance did
prove to be a challenge. For various reasons, it was not feasible for me to spend an extended
amount of time in region. But | was able to make six trips, totaling nine weeks on the ground
there. Those weeks yielded twenty-two of my in-depth interviews, audio- and video-recordings of
events, informal conversation, and event observation. They also yielded archival materials
including the Outdoor News texts mentioned above.

In total, my primary data included the following:

e 26 hours of in-depth interviews audio-recorded by me,

e 64 hours of events audio- and video-recorded by me,

e 14 hours of audio- and video-recordings by others,

e more than 100 hours of informal conversation and observation,

e 96 pages of single-spaced typed field notes, and

e several hundred pages of text produced by others.
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D. Data analysis

In their sheer volume, these data seemed daunting at times. Knowing this challenge first-
hand, my adviser reminded me to tune my ear—when in the field and also when reviewing data—
toward participants’ vantage points, toward what those people living and speaking in these
situations would prioritize amidst all the terms, phrases, symbols, ideas, and meanings at play.
This was my guiding principle in sifting through data, aiming as I was to give participants’ views
and interpretations their due. Consequently, though all data contributed to my understandings, not
all are directly used or quoted in the chapters that follow.

I started in a descriptive mode, transcribing all recorded interviews and events at the topic
level, creating descriptive outlines of each, noting topics discussed. Still in a descriptive mode, |
then sought to identify and make note of apparent patterns of communicative practice concerning
these topics. Then, shifting toward interpretation, | began to review these descriptive
transcriptions and notes, my field notes, and the written texts | had gathered, seeking to elucidate
recurrent themes and meanings in these patterns of practice. Over the months, as | watched,
listened, and reviewed, | began to recognize the recurrence of certain patterns of talk: certain
broad, as-yet-vaguely-defined patterns of practice (e.g., the repeated use of specific terms and
phrases) and meaning. Simultaneously, | was struck by the great diversity in talk, not only among
different participants but also among utterances made by each individual.

As | began to wrestle with this complexity, | decided that one important step toward
understanding the patterns | was hearing was to conceptualize practices and meanings as being
clustered around themes that were central for participants. In the transcriptions, notes, and texts, |
identified particular segments where participants’ speech appeared to constellate around such
themes, and began to examine these segments for terms which appeared to play key symbolic
roles. Identification of these terms helped refine my tentative map of prominent themes apparent

in hunting communities’ verbal depictions of wolves and human-wolf relations.
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For example, in transcribing interviews and events, and in reviewing texts, I described
and noted how programs of human action toward wolves were verbally depicted, and how the
term “management” was frequently employed in such depictions. Shifting toward interpretation, |
noted other terms, phrases, and clusters of terms and phrases which often co-occurred with it
(e.g., “endangered species recovery,” “depredation control,” “predator control’). Proceeding
further with interpretation, I investigated how various uses of “management” were, in specific
instances of communication, linked to these and other central terms and phrases and used to shape
and express values and meanings central to one or more discourses.

Where necessary, | returned to a descriptive mode, making verbatim transcriptions of the
most relevant segments of audio- and video-recordings. At this stage, in identifying themes, in
mapping them, and in choosing what to transcribe in detail, | was already making analytic
choices.

For all spoken utterances (e.g., interview or event excerpts) which are (1) more than
several words long and (2) analyzed in any depth, | employ a transcription style informed by
ethnopoetics (Hymes, 2003). The aim is to draw attention to cultural features and meanings. Such
excerpts are readily identified, as they appear in Courier font and not in typical paragraph form.
Line breaks typically indicate pauses, though longer utterances are sometimes wrapped to the
next line out of necessity. Indentations draw attention to parallel constructions and illustrate
narrative and conceptual structures. Stanza breaks draw attention to larger shifts (e.g., in time,
setting, character, or topic). The intent is to give the reader a sense of the rhythms and patterns of
speech and to make certain features more readily available for consideration and analysis. Briefer
spoken excerpts as well as some analyzed in less depth are presented as in-text quotes without the
use of this ethnopoetic transcription style, though I employ a forward slash to indicate where line
breaks would occur using the ethnopoetic approach. Excerpts from written texts are also

presented as in-text quotes and block quotes, without use of any transcription style.
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Referring both to the detailed transcripts and to the thematic map, | then began to
formulate a more detailed interpretive map, articulating the range of meanings apparently audible
in the clusters of terms and phrases identified, and the relationships within and among these
clusters. At this stage, | began to formulate cultural propositions using participants’ own words.
(This dissertation makes extensive use of quotation marks, indicating that a term, phrase, or
excerpt comes directly from a primary data source. They are not intended as so-called scare
quotes, which convey irony or skepticism.)

I then began to ask what must be presumed—for instance, about being, relating, acting,
feeling, or dwelling—for participants’ speech and writing to be coherent. Here, my aim was to
formulate cultural premises, abstract statements that captured the essence of the terms and
propositions identified. I also sought to discover how participants’ speech invoked history,
actively employing it in discourse, and how their talk might be part of a “historically transmitted
expressive system” (Carbaugh, 2007, p. 169).

Tacking back and forth—between my broad thematic map and detailed analyses of terms,
propositions, and premises—I formulated a model of four prominent and distinctive cultural
discourses among regional hunting communities. In each discourse, | recognized some substantial
variations, most of which | heard as sufficiently compatible to constitute variations within a
single discourse. In one case, however, | eventually concluded that | was hearing patterns
sufficiently distinct to warrant treatment as separate discourses.

Thus, the four chapters that follow encompass five discourses: a discourse of population
conservation and management, two discourses of predator control, a discourse of kinship and
shared fates, and a discourse of coinhabitation. Though not inclusive of every way of speaking
about wolves in deer hunting communities in the western Great Lakes region, these discourses
provide what | hope is a useful framework for developing an overall understanding of diverse

verbal depictions.

48



Throughout the process of analysis, | regularly returned to the primary data—for
instance, setting aside line-by-line transcriptions in favor of watching or listening to recordings—
and also to the results of earlier phases of analysis. In these cyclical returns, | asked whether my
interpretive analyses might require improvement in order to be faithful to the patterns of meaning
apparent in participants’ own meanings and their interactional contexts.

Once confident in my interpretive analyses—as confident as | could get in such an
endeavor, at any rate—I shifted into a comparative mode. Here, | focused on identifying
similarities, connections, and overlaps, as well as distinctive differences, among the five
discourses. I also sought to identify dynamics apparent among them.

The next four chapters examine the five discourses in turn. In each chapter—employing
careful analysis, hopefully without bogging the reader down in painstaking detail—I have sought
to show how my understanding of a way of speaking developed. In each, | use various data to
demonstrate both the patterns that came to my attention and the meaningfulness of those patterns
for participants. In these primarily interpretive chapters, | make a few explicitly comparative
observations. These four chapters—investigating several wolf-related discourses in sequence—
are also intended to be comparative in a more implicit way, offering the reader opportunities to
hear commonalities and differences. Following these chapters, | move on to a few more explicit
comparative and inter-discursive considerations and, finally, to concluding remarks.

In writing these chapters, and considering new details and connections, | often found it
necessary to return to and revise prior analyses. Once | had completed and edited full drafts of the
following chapters, I sent them to people (including some interviewees) with longtime, firsthand
experience of these matters in the western Great Lakes region. In particular, | asked people who,
as | heard it, employed a given discourse to reflect and comment on my description and
interpretation of that discourse. Their feedback was invaluable in confirming and refining my

analyses, and is occasionally noted in the final text that follows.
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As clearly as possibly, I hope to draw the reader’s attention to how this study was
conducted and to the conceptual moves | made in the process. The discourses identified are my
formulations; they are artifacts of analysis. Though | hope to demonstrate that my
conceptualizations are useful, | invite the reader to utilize them only to the degree that they help
to deepen understandings, taking advantage of my articulations only to the degree that they are

helpful as guideposts.

E. Onward

As noted earlier, this study focuses on ways of speaking that (1) address wolves and
wolf-human relations, (2) prominently depict deer hunting as an accepted practice, and (3) have
been audible in the western Great Lakes region in recent years. The scene, as already described,
involves the removal of the region’s wolves from the federal endangered species list at the
beginning of 2012. Shortly thereafter, Wisconsin and Minnesota—the two states from which the
vast majority of this study’s data were gathered—established wolf hunting and trapping seasons
to begin that autumn. (A small subset of this study’s data was gathered from Michigan, where
wolf seasons were established in 2013.) These events elicited public comment and engagement
from a wide range of social and cultural voices. These included voices from the hunting
communities of central concern in this study: the Wisconsin and Minnesota Departments of
Natural Resources, hunting-oriented non-profit organizations such as the Wisconsin Bowhunters
Association and the Minnesota Deer Hunters Association, Ojibwe communities across the region,
and the region’s deer hunters more broadly.

As also noted, early stages of data analysis led me to formulate a model of four
prominent and distinctive wolf-related cultural discourses; in later stages, | divided one of the
four in two, for a final total of five. Four of these discourses loosely correlate with communities
mentioned above: (1) the discourse of population conservation and management is drawn from

the official discourse of state Departments of Natural Resources, (2) one discourse of predator
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control is drawn in part from a discourse employed by certain non-profit organizations (e.g., the
Wisconsin Bowhunters Association), (3) the other discourse of predator control is drawn from
the discourse of the Minnesota Deer Hunters Association, and (4) the discourse of kinship and
shared fates is drawn from a discourse employed by many Ojibwe people and communities. The
fifth discourse—that of coinhabitation—is not apparently represented by a particular institutional
entity in the region, but is audibly created and used by some deer hunters there. All five
discourses can be, and are at times, employed by a variety of individuals, inside and outside these
institutions, organizations, and communities. An individual hunter and biologist who works for a
state Department of Natural Resources, for instance, may use the official discourse of population
conservation and management in certain circumstances and utterances, and may use a discourse
of predator control or of coinhabitation in other circumstances and utterances.

The next four chapters (IV-VII) describe and interpret these discourses, with a few brief
and occasional shifts into an explicitly comparative mode. In these chapters, | describe more than
I interpret; as | shift from description to interpretation, in other words, the scope narrows. | hope
readers will find described-but-not-interpreted data portions worthy of consideration. After those
four chapters, the next (V1) shifts into a more explicitly comparative mode, though a few new
data are introduced there as well.

Versions of the first discourse examined (population conservation and management) are
dominant in many contemporary, public discussions of wolves and other wildlife in the United
States. As a dominant discourse, this way of speaking about wolves and other wildlife sets the
terms and context for other ways of speaking about them. | therefore present it first.

I have arranged the subsequent three chapters in order of what | have perceived as
decreasing public prominence. Those discourses presented later are by no means less interesting
or less worthy; on the contrary, I think they have much to offer. But among hunting communities’

various discourses concerning wolves, they have been, to my ear, less publicly audible.
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CHAPTER IV

“MAINTAINING A HEALTHY VIABLE POPULATION”:
A DISCOURSE OF CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT

This chapter investigates a discourse which depicts the wolf as a population to be
conserved and managed. Drawing on state wolf management plans, instances of public talk,
interviews, and other data, | describe and interpret this discourse, which has been central to state
wildlife agencies’ engagement with the public regarding wolves in the western Great Lakes
region in recent years. My aim is to describe and interpret the discourse’s central discursive
features, making its cultural logic and underlying values more audible and more readily available
for consideration.

The discourse examined here is institutional: an official way of speaking and writing
employed by representatives of state Departments of Natural Resources in this case, and by others
in other cases (e.g., representatives of federal agencies, academic institutions, NGOs). Those who
employ this discourse in professional, public settings may, and often do, employ other discourses
in other settings, speaking privately, for example, of their personal experiences with wolves or of
their perspectives as hunters.

This discourse is linked to and shaped by other and larger discourses: scientific and
professional discourses of wildlife management and conservation biology; related legal and
legislative discourses; political discourses which vary from state to state and administration to
administration (e.g., Minnesota and the Dayton administration; Wisconsin and the Walker
administration); discourses employed by diverse participants in “stakeholder engagement”
processes concerning endangered species, game species, predators, and so forth. In this chapter, |
focus more narrowly on primary forms of expression employed by state representatives in public
documents and public presentations, on primary terms and concepts in those forms of expression,

and—briefly—on their historical roots.
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Matters of particular and interrelated concern in this discourse include the following:

endangered species recovery and conservation;

maintenance of viable wolf populations;

the need to address wolf-human conflicts, especially livestock depredation;
the delineation of suitable wolf habitat in relation to human land-use patterns;
management and stewardship of wolf populations;

the wolf’s relationship to valued game species (e.g., deer);

the potential for making the wolf itself a valued game species.

My goals are to describe the shape of this discourse and interpret the cultural logic of

“conservation” and “management” both presumed and created when this discourse is used.

A. “The goal of this management plan”

This chapter begins with brief excerpts from the all-day meeting of the Wisconsin

Natural Resources Board which | attended in Stevens Point in July 2012, and from the Wisconsin

and Minnesota wolf management plans. | start here because these are prime examples of the kind

of public presentations and public documents in which this discourse is employed, and in which

its main forms of expression are audible.

When the wolf issue was introduced at the meeting in Stevens Point, the first person to

speak was Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WI-DNR) Land Division Administrator

Kurt Thiede. He spoke only briefly, mentioning—among other things—that “much has been

invested in a successful recovery of the gray wolf” and that WI-DNR’s “goal remains to assure

that we have a viable and sustainable population of wolves in Wisconsin for future generations.”

Thiede ended by introducing Bill Vander Zouwen, WI-DNR’s Wildlife Ecology Section Chief.
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Vander Zouwen proceeded to set the stage for the day’s meeting, providing context in
historical, legal, and scientific terms. After brief introductory remarks, he spoke of the reason for
the day’s meeting.

the real reason we’re here is really not Act 169*
it’s the incredible story of the wolf
the wolf population has recovered in the state
it came in from Minnesota
quite a few years ago
didn’t do real well for a long time
and then started to increase
and we started realizing
hey we need a wolf management plan
and back in 1999 the board did approve a plan
for wolves
set a population goal of 350
above which there could be control actions
whether depredation controls or
public hunting
and we’ve been at 350 or higher since 2004

As we begin to explore this discourse concerning wolves and wolf-human relations, this opening
statement offers a helpful starting point.

Similarly helpful is the introduction to the 1999 Wisconsin Wolf Management Plan
mentioned by Vander Zouwen. It states that “these guidelines provide a conservation strategy for
maintaining a healthy viable population of gray wolves in the state, and contribute toward
national recovery, while addressing problems that may occur with wolf depredation on livestock
or pets” (p. 8). The 2001 Minnesota Wolf Management Plan includes a closely related statement:
“The goal of this management plan is to ensure the long-term survival of wolves in Minnesota
while addressing wolf-human conflicts that inevitably result when wolves and people live in the

same vicinity . . . In particular, the plan addresses wolf conservation concerns in the areas of

* This was the act of the Wisconsin legislature that required wolf hunting and trapping seasons in
2012. The act also determined many of the parameters for those seasons, including season dates and harvest
methods: details traditionally determined by WI-DNR. Left to the NRB and DNR was determination of
“wolf harvest zones,” “wolf harvest quotas,” and the maximum number of wolf hunting and trapping
licenses to be sold. Act 169’s mandate led directly to this July 2012 meeting. Here, Vander Zouwen defines
“the real reason” for the meeting in a broader way.
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population monitoring and management, depredation management, habitat management, law
enforcement, public information and education, research, and program administration” (pp. 17-
18).

Though we have little material on the table at this point, we can begin to take initial steps
in our analysis. Employing the basic methods of CuDA, we can start by identifying key symbolic
terms and clusters thereof. Looking for key terms above, for instance, we find that wolves are
prominently and consistently referred to as a “population.” This population is variously depicted
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as having “recovered,” as needing to remain “healthy,” “viable,” and “sustainable” (at a level that
ensures long-term “survival”), and as causing “problems” and “conflicts” with humans. Various
past and potential human actions toward wolves are also mentioned, including “conservation,”

“management,” and “control.” In beginning to tease out the semantic logic of this discourse, we

can consider these clusters of terms one at a time.

B. “Recovery”

In spoken remarks above, and in Wisconsin’s 1999 wolf management plan, it is said that
local “recovery” of the gray wolf “population” has been “successful,” even “incredible,” that
much human effort has been “invested” in this recovery, and that this is intended to contribute to
“national recovery.” As used here, what meanings and values does “recovery” invoke?

Though a complete history of the term’s usage in relation to wildlife species is beyond
the scope of this chapter, we can gain insight by reviewing historical uses closely linked to this

13

particular scene. For example, Wisconsin’s 1999 plan refers to the state’s “recovery plan”—and
to its wolf population having “recovered from an endangered status”—in the historical context of
the wolf having been listed “as a Federally Endangered Species in 1967 . . . [and] in 1974 under
provisions of the 1973 Endangered Species Act” (p. 8). Similarly, the Minnesota Wolf

Management Plan of 2001 opens with references to the wolf having been “given full protection in

1974 by the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA)” and to the plan’s “ultimate goal” being to
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“exceed the population guidelines set forth in the 1992 federal Recovery Plan for the Eastern
Timber Wolf, and have the subspecies removed from the federal list of endangered and
threatened species because of its successful recovery” (p. 9).

These uses of the term “recovery” situate state discourses in the context of a national
discourse closely linked to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). Let us look briefly at that
Act’s findings and purposes. In its opening section, the U.S. Congress found and declared that:

(1) various species of fish, wildlife, and plants in the United States have been rendered

extinct as a consequence of economic growth and development untempered by

adequate concern and conservation;

(2) other species of fish, wildlife, and plants have been so depleted in numbers that they
are in danger of or threatened with extinction;

(3) these species of fish, wildlife, and plants are of esthetic, ecological, educational,
historical, recreational, and scientific value to the Nation and its people;

(4) the United States has pledged itself as a sovereign state in the international
community to conserve to the extent practicable the various species of fish or wildlife
and plants facing extinction, pursuant to [various treaties and agreements]; and

(5) encouraging the States and other interested parties, through Federal financial
assistance and a system of incentives, to develop and maintain conservation programs
which meet national and international standards is a key to meeting the Nation’s
international commitments and to better safeguarding, for the benefit of all citizens,
the Nation’s heritage in fish, wildlife, and plants.

Congress stated the ESA’s purposes as follows:
The purposes of this Act are to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which
endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to provide a
program for the conservation of such endangered species and threatened species, and to
take such steps as may be appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and
conventions set forth in subsection (a) of this section.

The phrase “endangered species” is defined as “any species which is in danger of extinction

throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” And a “threatened species” is defined as “any
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species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout
all or a significant portion of its range.”

The term “recovery” becomes prominent later in the ESA, beginning with this usage:
“RECOVERY PLANS.—The Secretary shall develop and implement plans (hereinafter in this
subsection referred to as ‘recovery plans’) for the conservation and survival of endangered
species and threatened species listed pursuant to this section.” Subsequent uses include further
discussion of “recovery plans,” and references to appointment of “recovery teams” and to
implementation of a system for monitoring “recovered species”—*“species which have recovered
to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to this Act are no longer necessary and
which, in accordance with the provisions of this section, have been removed from either of the
lists published under subsection (c).”

With these excerpts before us, we can begin to build a sense of the meanings and values
invoked by the terms “recovery” and “recovered,” as used in the Wisconsin and Minnesota plans
and by wildlife officials in these states. In the ESA, for example, we find several key terms and
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term clusters, including these: “species”; “ecosystems
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; “value”; “extinction,” “danger,” and

“threat”; “conserve” and “conservation.” We also find “recovery” and “recovered,” of course.
Employing these, we can formulate several cultural propositions that express views taken for

granted in this discourse:

e Wild “species” have particular kinds of “value,” including “esthetic, ecological,
educational, historical, recreational, and scientific.”

e Human actions, notably “economic growth and development,” have caused and may
continue to cause “extinction” of “various species.”

> The phrase “a significant portion of its range” (and how that portion relates to a species being “in
danger of extinction”) is not clarified in the ESA and has been extensively debated in and out of court. In
June 2014, the USFWS announced a new policy to clarify interpretation. Six months later, the
aforementioned federal court ruling—which set aside the USFWS’s delisting decision and put the western
Great Lakes wolves back on the endangered species list—hinged largely on interpretation of this very
phrase. Given that | am neither an attorney nor an attorney-in-training, | will not lead the reader any farther
into this particular tangle of interpretive weeds.
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e “Populations” of “endangered” and “threatened” “species,” and the “ecosystems”
upon which they “depend,” should be “conserved” and “recovered.”

e Human actions should be “tempered” by “concern” and “conservation.”

Explicit here are the discursive hubs of action and dwelling. Particular kinds of human
action (“untempered” “economic growth and development”) are depicted as having caused
harmful impacts (“extinction,” or the “danger” and “threat” thereof) to the natural world
(“species” and “ecosystems”). Contrasting human action (“conservation” and “recovery”) is
prescribed as a remedy for those impacts. Further, it is said that human action toward the natural
world should be guided by “concern” and by awareness of species’ various kinds of value in both
larger-than-human (“ecological”) and human (“esthetic,” “educational,” “historical,”
“recreational,” “scientific’’) terms.

Audible in this discourse are several cultural premises of belief and value:

e Wild species are valuable culturally (i.e., to humans).

e Wild species are valuable ecologically (i.e., to nature).

e Humans should not cause species to go extinct.

e Humans should take action to prevent extinction and to remove threats of extinction.

In the context of the ESA, “recovery” can be heard as synonymous with “conservation,”
or as a desired future condition to be achieved through “conservation.” The Act states that
“recovery plans” are plans “for the conservation and survival of endangered species and
threatened species.” “Conservation” is defined as “the use of 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.” “Recovery” is similarly defined
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as “the process by which the decline of an

endangered or threatened species is stopped or reversed, or threats to its survival neutralized so
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that its long-term survival in the wild can be ensured, and it can be removed from the list of
threatened and endangered species.”

In the context of state DNR discourses, the two terms “recovery” and “conservation” are
related but not synonymous. The 2001 Minnesota wolf plan, for example, noted that federal and
state “recovery goals” had already been met, but that “conservation” (i.e., “ensuring the long-term
survival of the wolf in Minnesota”) remained an ongoing priority. Here, species “recovery” can
be understood as a subset of species “conservation.” In other words, in this state discourse,
“conservation” is a broad category of human action intended to ensure long-term survival of a
Species; “recovery” is a narrower category of action, required to bring a species back to a point
from which survival can be assured.

Similarly, the 1999 Wisconsin wolf plan is said to “provide a conservation strategy for
maintaining a healthy viable population of gray wolves in the state, and contribute toward
national recovery, while addressing problems that may occur with wolf depredation on livestock
or pets.” Here, “conservation” again depicts a broad category of human action that extends
beyond recovery to encompass “maintaining a healthy viable population.” In a related way,
Wisconsin State Statute 29.605 directs WI-DNR to implement programs “directed at conserving,
protecting, restoring and propagating selected endangered and threatened species to the maximum
extent practicable.” Of the four actions mentioned here (conserving, protecting, restoring, and
propagating) “conserving” can be understood as the broadest category of action.

In short, “recovery” and “conservation” are central and related key terms in state DNR
discourse concerning wolves. The former is explicitly tied to the ESA, depicting actions intended
to alleviate harmful impacts and remove threats of extinction. The latter is broader, also
encompassing actions intended to assure species survival in the long term, even after recovery has

been achieved. In the context of a centuries-long history of extirpation—and decades of national

® http://fws.gov/endangered/about/glossary.html
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debate and policymaking concerning endangered species—use of these terms invokes two
primary discursive hubs (action and dwelling), depicting forms of human action intended (A) to
remedy harm done to species and ecosystems by previous actions, and (B) to ensure the long-term

survival of a species and the health of its habitat.

C. Kinds of “conservation”

Before digging deeper into the details of this discourse, it may be helpful for the reader—
as it has been for me—to consider how the term “conservation” has, at various times and in

various contexts of use, invoked a wide range of meanings.

1. Muir

Van Dyke (2008) traces the intellectual origins of the field of conservation biology to a
number of sources including John Muir, who advocated the preservation of forests and other
natural places on moral and religious grounds. For Muir, these places offered the opportunity for
worship, contemplation, healing, and aesthetic appreciation. Places in nature should be reserved
and preserved, Muir argued, so that these higher uses and values could be enjoyed (pp. 11-12).

Muir wrote of the Sierras in such terms: “These blessed mountains are so compactly
filled with God’s beauty” (1911, p. 238). He marveled at the intricacy of natural systems: “What
pains are taken to keep this wilderness in health—showers of snow, showers of rain, showers of
dew, floods of light, floods of invisible vapour, clouds, winds, all sorts of weather, interaction of
plant on plant and animal on animal, beyond thought! How fine Nature’s methods! How deeply
with beauty is beauty overlaid!” (p. 237). Muir was adamantly opposed to “development” of the
wild places he loved.

The smallest forest reserve, and the first | have ever heard of, was in the Garden of Eden;

and though its boundaries were drawn by the Lord, and embraced only one tree, yet even

so moderate a reserve as this was attacked. And | doubt not, if only one of our grand trees

on the Sierra were reserved as an example and type of all that is most noble and glorious
in mountain trees, it would not be long before you would find a lumberman and a lawyer
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at the foot of it, eagerly proving by every law terrestrial and celestial that the tree must
come down.” (1896, p. 276)

2. Pinchot

In marked contrast, Muir’s one-time friend and ally (Miller, 2007) Gifford Pinchot—the
first Chief of the United States Forest Service—envisioned conservation in terms of three primary
utilitarian principles. The first was development.

The first great fact about conservation is that it stands for development . . . Conservation

does mean provision for the future, but it means also and first of all the recognition of the

right of the present generation to the fullest necessary use of all the resources with which
this country is so abundantly blessed. Conservation demands the welfare of this

generation first, and afterward the welfare of the generations to follow. (Pinchot, 1910, p.

42)

Pinchot’s second principle was the prevention of waste. “The attack on waste,” he wrote,
“is an industrial necessity” (p. 44). In his view, such prevention was “a simple matter of good
business.” Further, he considered it humanity’s “first duty” to “control the earth it lives upon” (p.
45). In Pinchot’s thought and language, economic and industrial imperatives were closely tied to
morally infused imperatives of duty.

Pinchot’s third primary principle urged that the aims of the first two principles (resource
development and waste prevention) be accomplished “for the benefit of the many, and not merely
for the profit of a few.” His concerns here—summarized in the phrase “the greatest good to the
greatest number for the longest time”—were that people should “get their fair share of the
benefit” and that the nation “be made to endure as the best possible home for all its people” (pp.
46-48).

Of the three ideas that dominated Progressive Era conservation thinking (Koppes, 1988),

Muir spoke and wrote primarily in terms of one (aesthetics), while Pinchot favored the other two

(efficiency and equity, both rooted in a Progressive Era belief in technical, scientific fixes).
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3. Roosevelt

Theodore Roosevelt, a contemporary of both Muir and Pinchot, serves as a kind of
historical bridge between them. Roosevelt wrote of nature in aesthetic and religious terms, as
when he described camping with Muir in the Yosemite Valley in 1903: “It was clear weather, and
we lay in the open, the enormous cinnamon-colored trunks rising about us like the columns of a
vaster and more beautiful cathedral than was ever conceived by any human architect” (Fox, 1981,
p. 125). During his presidency, he also acted as a preservationist, establishing numerous wildlife
sanctuaries, national monuments, and national parks (Van Dyke, 2008, p. 13).

On the other hand, Roosevelt’s concern over the pillaging of the West by timber and
mining corporations led him to appoint Pinchot as Chief of the Forest Service, and to embrace the
European model of sustained yield forestry Pinchot advocated (Van Dyke, 2008, pp. 13-14). As
his presidency progressed, Roosevelt’s way of speaking about conservation increasingly echoed
Pinchot’s. In 1908, he warned that “the natural resources of our country” were “in danger of
exhaustion.”

We have become great in a material sense because of the lavish use of our resources, and

we have just reason to be proud of our growth. But the time has come to inquire seriously

what will happen when our forests are gone, when the coal, the iron, the oil, and the gas
are exhausted, when the soils shall have been still further impoverished and washed into
the streams, polluting the rivers, denuding the fields, and obstructing navigation. These

guestions do not relate only to the next century or to the next generation . . .

As a people we have the right and the duty, second to none other but the right and duty of

obeying the moral law, of requiring and doing justice, to protect ourselves and our

children against the wasteful development of our natural resources, whether that waste is
caused by the actual destruction of such resources or by making them impossible of

development hereafter . . .

The conservation of our natural resources, though the gravest problem of today, is yet but

part of another and greater problem to which this Nation is not yet awake, but to which it

will awake in time, and with which it must hereafter grapple if it is to live-the problem of
national efficiency, the patriotic duty of insuring the safety and continuance of the

Nation. (Roosevelt, 1908)

A few years later, he emphasized that conservation must be accomplished “not by disuse, but by

2

use.
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There can be no greater issue than that of conservation in this country. Just as we must
conserve our men, women and children, so we must conserve the resources of the land on
which they live. We must conserve the soil so that our children shall have a land that is
more and not less fertile than our fathers dwelt in. We must conserve the forests, not by
disuse, but by use, making them more valuable at the same time that we use them. We
must conserve the mines. Moreover, we must insure so far as possible the use of certain
types of great natural resources for the benefit of the people as a whole. (Roosevelt,

1913)

In Pinchot’s discourse, and often Roosevelt’s, we can hear close links between
“conservation” and a number of key utilitarian terms, including “development,” “use,”
“efficiency,” and “resources.” Muir, who wrote instead of preserving “beauty,” “blessed
mountains,” and “noble and glorious” trees, was quite aware of these connections. “The general

acceptance of the term itself, conservation, reflected the triumph of the utilitarian approach . . .

Given these implications, Muir seldom used the term” (Fox, 1981, p. 108).

4. Leopold

The utilitarian meanings of conservation were core principles for the Yale Forest School,
which was established in 1900 by a donation from Pinchot’s family and which, from 1906 to
19009, trained Aldo Leopold as a forester. By 1933, when his book Game Management was
published, Leopold was a leading voice in American conservation.

In the book, the utilitarian roots of its conservation discourse are evident. Its subject
matter, for instance, is defined as “the art of making land produce sustained annual crops of wild
game” (Leopold, 1933, p. 3). Leopold noted Roosevelt’s role in making conservation a national
issue, and cited the fundamental influence of “the Roosevelt doctrine of conservation” in
determining “the subsequent history of American game management” (p. 17). Leopold also made
it clear that, despite the book’s focus on “the conservation of game by management,” its
principles were “of general import to all fields of conservation” (p. xxxi) including forestry. All

forms of “land-cropping,” he wrote, were “applied ecology” (p. 39).
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Leopold died just 15 years later, at the age of 61, and his most famous works—A Sand
County Almanac and Round River—were published posthumously. In them, he discussed
conservation at length. Though the idea of natural “resources” remained key, here Leopold wrote
of the importance of an “ecological conscience,” offering new definitions of conservation:

e “Conservation is a state of harmony between men and land” (Leopold, 1949, p. 243).

e “Health is the capacity of the land for self-renewal. Conservation is our effort to
understand and preserve this capacity” (p. 258).

In these texts, Leopold argued that conservation involved asking “what is ethically and
esthetically right, as well as what is economically expedient” (p. 262). It required “love, respect,
and admiration for land” as well as “high regard” for its “value,” in both economic and
“philosophical” terms (p. 261). As mentioned in Chapter I, when Leopold wrote of “land,” he
meant not only soil but also “waters, plants, and animals” (p. 239). He emphasized that right and
wrong could be determined based on whether or not an action tended “to preserve the integrity,
stability, and beauty of the biotic community” (p. 262). This concept was closely linked to his
Most enduring idea, that of a “land ethic.”

A land ethic of course cannot prevent the alteration, management, and use of these

‘resources,’” but it does affirm their right to continued existence, and, at least in spots,

their continued existence in a natural state. In short, a land ethic changes the role of

Homo sapiens from conqueror of the land-community to plain member and citizen of it.

It implies respect for his fellow-members, and also respect for the community as such. (p.

240)

In contrast with his earlier, strongly utilitarian views, Leopold urged his readers to “quit
thinking about decent land-use as solely an economic problem” (p. 262). “One basic weakness in
a conservation system based wholly on economic motives,” he wrote, “is that most members of
the land community have no economic value” (p. 246). He argued that such community members
“should continue as a matter of biotic right, regardless of the presence or absence of economic
advantage to us” (p. 247).

In Leopold’s thought, these species included not only songbirds but also predators.

Critiquing the notion that “evidence had to be economic in order to be valid,” he welcomed the
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more recent, “more enlightened,” and “more honest argument that predators are members of the
community, and that no special interest has the right to exterminate them for the sake of a benefit,
real or fancied, to itself” (p. 247). Praising the work of the Wilderness Society which he helped
found and of the Sierra Club (p. 278) which Muir founded, Leopold also depicted outdoor
recreation as an essentially “esthetic exercise” (p. 283) and wrote of “the incredible intricacies of
the plant and animal community—the intrinsic beauty of the organism called America” (p. 291).
In Leopold’s words, we can hear an evolving cultural discourse of “conservation,” one
that employs historically transmitted discourses and uses them to create something new. We can
hear, for instance, a blending of economic, utilitarian ideas that echo Pinchot (e.g., “crops of wild
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game,” “resources,” “economically expedient”) and aesthetic ideas that echo Muir (e.g.,
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respect,” “incredible intricacies”). These
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“harmony,” “preserve,” “esthetic,” “beauty,” “love,
blended and hybridized discourses—these multiple and sometimes conflicted meanings—are
readily audible in more recent conservation discourses, including those concerning wolves.

As we have heard, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 defined “conservation” as human
action necessary to accomplish the recovery of species threatened and endangered by “economic
growth and development” and established its necessity on the basis of multiple values attributed
to those species, “esthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific.” Here,
“conservation” was used in a way that Muir might have appreciated: not as synonymous with

development but as a remedy for it.

D. Discourses of law and science

As noted above and as suggested by data excerpts and introductory histories, state
discourse concerning wolf conservation and management is linked to, and part of, much larger
scientific and legal discourses. In-depth consideration of those broader discourses is beyond the
scope of this project. Yet it has been helpful for me, as | hope it will be for the reader, to consider

briefly a few primary ways in which the recovery and conservation of wildlife populations in
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general—and federal and state agency actions toward, and relationships with, wolf populations in

particular—are defined in terms of law and science.

1. “Pursuant to this Act”

The legal and legislative roots of this discourse are highly visible and audible. Most
prominent is the classification of wolves as “endangered,” “threatened,” “delisted,” or
“nonlisted.” Rooted in the ESA, these status classifications are used in assigning management
authority to various federal, tribal, and state government entities and in defining mandates for
action by such entities. The Wisconsin Wolf Management Plan of 1999, for example, notes that
WI-DNR “is directed by State Statute 29.605 (formerly s.29.415) to implement programs
‘directed at conserving, protecting, restoring and propagating selected endangered and threatened
species to the maximum extent practicable’ (p. 8).

Similarly, we can hear how the ESA’s definition of a “recovered species” hinges on a
particular concept: “species which have recovered to the point at which the measures provided
pursuant to this Act are no longer necessary and which . . . have been removed from either of the
lists.” In other words, the “recovery” of a species—though assessed in terms of science—is

defined in terms of legal listing status.

2. “Canis lupus”
The scientific roots of this discourse are also highly visible and audible in the terms used,
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for example, to classify wolves taxonomically (e.g., “species,” “Canis lupus,” “subspecies”), to
depict their populations (e.g., “population density,” “population distribution,” “subpopulation
connectivity”), and to indicate their likelihood of collective survival (e.g., “viability analyses”).

Such scientific terminology is, of course, applied not only to wolves but also to other wildlife

species. In some instances, related language is also applied to humans; the 1999 Wisconsin plan,
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for example, notes that “human population density” is one variable used to evaluate potential
wolf habitat (p. 22).

More broadly, human understandings of wolves and other wild species are described as
emerging primarily from “biology” and “ecology,” or, broadly speaking, “science.” The 2001
Minnesota plan, for instance, notes that “worldwide, wolves have been scientifically studied more
than any other carnivore species, resulting in a comprehensive understanding of their ecology and
relationship to humans” (pp. 10-11). We can formulate two cultural propositions here:

e “Wolves” can be, and are best, “understood” through “science.”

e “Relationships between “wolves” and “humans” can be, and are best, “understood”
through “science.”

In short, scientific disciplines and methods—especially from biology and ecology—are
widely recognized as core means of understanding wolves and other wildlife species and human
relationships with them. Not surprisingly, the centrality of the natural sciences “as a base for
informed decision making in wildlife management” (Organ et al., 2012) is frequently emphasized
in wildlife-related professional publications and in public discussions of wildlife management and

policy.’

3. Discursive uses of “science”

This emphasis has led to particular uses of scientific language. Speakers on all sides of a
contested wildlife issue (e.g., wolf conservation) commonly call for “science-based” decision
making. Such calls are coherent in civic settings (1) because emphasis has long been placed on
science as a basis for wildlife-related decision making, (2) because science—in contrast to

emotion, faith, or sociocultural values, for example—is presumed to yield neutral, objective

" In recent decades, wildlife professionals have also developed an increasing appreciation for the
“human dimensions” of wildlife management: the ways in which human society, culture, and values
influence and shape wildlife and wildlife-related decisions and policies (e.g., Brown & Decker, 2001).

67



truths, and (3) because neutral, objective rationality has long been a core ideal in deliberative
democracy. In other words, scientific language, and sometimes simply the word “science” by
itself, is commonly employed as a symbolic stand-in for rationality.

Such calls for and emphasis on “science-based” policy often obscure other foundations
for speech and decision making including emotion,® and contribute to a collective inattention to—
and perhaps an impaired ability to recognize and discuss—the central roles played by
sociocultural values in such decision- and policy-making. Nie (2004) contends that we need to
“recognize the limitations of science and biology as a way to resolve wolf-centered political
conflict.”

Environmental politics, including the subject of wolves, is often characterized by an

adversarial form of analysis in which opposing groups use ‘their science’ to forward their

policy objectives. If | only had a dollar for every time someone involved in wolf politics
told me, ‘The other side isn’t using good science.” Even when stakeholders agree on the

science, they often filter this science using disparate belief systems. (p. 206)

Though he certainly acknowledges the value of science in informed decision making, Nie (2003)
argues for paying attention to the words, ideas, symbols, values, and cultural meanings at play in
wolf policy.

While science can certainly answer a question such as how much livestock depredation

can be expected from a recovered wolf population in a national forest area, it cannot

answer the normative question of whether wolves or cows should be in this national
forest. (pp. 19-20)

& The role of emotion in public debate and participation, and the relationships between emotion
and rationality in such communicative action, have been examined by scholars in a variety of fields, from
theology (e.g., Elliott, 1928) to geography (e.g., Cass & Walker, 2009; Woods et al., 2012), social policy
and political theory (e.g., Thompson & Hoggett, 2001, 2012), and communication (e.g., Beck, Littlefield &
Weber, 2012; Gesch-Karamanlidis, 2015; Keith, 2007; Mumby & Putnam, 1992; Tracy & Durfy, 2007).
Some researchers (e.g., Slagle, Bruskotter, & Wilson, 2012) have specifically investigated the role of
emotion in position-taking on wolf management.

° One biologist suggested to me that, in recent years, some who want wolf-hunting seasons and

substantial reductions in the wolf population have recognized the limitations of science as a way of
achieving their goals, and have “switched tactics” and “adopted a legislative-based approach.”
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My research in the western Great Lakes region indicates that at least some carnivore
biologists agree. During an informal, unrecorded conversation, one DNR biologist in the region
observed that the natural sciences can tell us how to increase and maintain wolf populations, and
can also tell us how to extirpate them. Those sciences can also predict likely material
consequences of each. But they cannot tell us which path to take. That decision is inevitably
rooted in other ground.

During a recorded interview, another DNR biologist spoke of wolf seasons this way:

it’s not the biology that

says we have to or need to
it’s the biology that says we can
the question is more a social question
I mean the science is clear
you can allow hunting and trapping of wolves
you can have a regulated season
In response, I restated this biologist’s view as “the science doesn’t say you need to or should / but
it says you can.” He affirmed my summary: “Right / and science rarely can answer that question.”
Later in the interview, he added this comment: “I don’t try to make the case [that] we need to
hunt wolves . . . we don’t need to.”

Leopold—a disciplined and dedicated scientist—Ilikewise contended that scientific
knowledge could not serve, by itself, as the guidepost for human-nature relations. In addition to
ecological knowledge, he argued for the importance of developing an “ecological conscience,” a
process involving “change in our intellectual emphasis, loyalties, affections, and convictions”
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(1949, p. 246). He argued for the importance of “love,” “respect,” “admiration” and “high regard”
for the “value” of the “land community” in a “philosophical sense.” And he asserted that “the
evolution of a land ethic is an intellectual as well as an emotional process” (pp. 261-263).
Wilber (1998) comments as well:
There is a strange and curious thing about scientific truth. As its own proponents
constantly explain, science is basically value-free. It tells us what is, not what should be
or ought to be . . . [S]cience, in elucidating or describing these basic facts about the

universe, has virtually nothing to tell us about good and bad, wise and unwise, desirable
and undesirable. Science might offer us truth, but how to use that truth wisely: on this
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science is, and always has been, utterly silent . . . Truth, not wisdom or value or worth, is
the province of science. (p. x)

This is not to say that practices and discourses of science lack cultural roots; they do not. It is
simply to say that science does not, by itself, provide us with substantial guidance concerning
proper human action.

These statements by scientists and observers of science provide a context for considering
other statements concerning, and discursive uses of, science. In Chapter 1, for instance, |
mentioned Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MN-DNR) Fish and Wildlife Division
Director Ed Boggess’s reported wolf-related statements: “all we can deal with are issues of
conservation, public safety and public health”; “cultural issues are for each culture to address as
they see fit.” These utterances suggest a taken-for-granted understanding (1) that issues related to
wolf (and other wildlife) management can and should be answered by scientific, technical, and
rational means, without involving “cultural” factors and, more broadly, (2) that “conservation” is
not a “cultural issue.”

Yet we know from the brief history sketched in Chapter | that the very ideas and practices
of conservation and wildlife management are deeply cultural, and have changed dramatically over
the past century. And DNR biologists themselves tell us that wildlife conservation and
management decisions are based primarily on cultural and social questions which science cannot
answer. Thus, when science is invoked—or when conservation and management are depicted as
being solely scientific, technical, and rational matters—we need to listen for the ideas, symbols,

values, and cultural meanings embedded in these invocations and depictions.

E. “A viable and sustainable population”

Let us return to the July 2012 Wisconsin Natural Resources Board meeting. In his
opening remarks, Thiede stated that WI-DNR’s “goal remains to assure that we have a viable and

sustainable population of wolves in Wisconsin for future generations.” Vander Zouwen made a
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similar statement: “T hope it comes across that our goal is / a managed but sustainable / wolf
population in the state / for all time to come.” Likewise, the 1999 Wisconsin Wolf Management
Plan states that part of its goal is to “provide a conservation strategy for maintaining a healthy
viable population of gray wolves in the state.” And the 2001 Minnesota Wolf Management Plan
states that part of its goal is to “ensure the long-term survival of wolves in Minnesota.”

In these phrases, “viable” and “sustainable” appear to be employed as synonyms,
describing a population for which “long-term survival” is assured. Clearly articulated here are
two cultural propositions taken for granted in this discourse:

e “Wolves” are “a population.”
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e [t is appropriate and necessary to “assure,” “ensure,” and “maintain” a “viable” and
“sustainable” “wolf population,” one that will “survive” indefinitely.

State DNR uses of “viable,” “sustainable,” and “survival” echo ESA and USFWS
definitions of “recovered” species for which “long-term survival in the wild can be ensured.”
These uses presume two of the premises of recovery formulated above: (1) humans should not
cause species to go extinct, and (2) humans should take action to prevent extinction and to
remove threats of extinction. A “viable and sustainable population” of wolves, in other words,
is—at a minimum-—not in danger of extinction; “viability” and “sustainability”” can also be heard
as referring to more robust populations, exceeding the bare minimum of avoidance-of-extinction.
In either case, the key idea is that the population’s survival is assured, as it should be according to

this discourse.

F. “Problems,” “conflicts,” and “zones”

Population viability, however, is not the only aim highlighted in this discourse. Recall
that the 1999 Wisconsin plan describes its guidelines as being intended to maintain a viable

population of wolves and contribute to national recovery “while addressing problems that may
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occur with wolf depredation on livestock or pets.” The plan addresses these matters in more
detail:
e “The large land requirements of wolves can conflict with human uses of those lands.
Examples of direct conflict over land use by humans include livestock production,

urban areas, and intensive recreational activities. Conflicts may also arise anywhere
people have the opportunity to encounter wolves either accidentally or intentionally”

(p. 13).
e “The purpose of zone management is to vary management depending on potential
wolf habitat and the possibilities of conflicts between wolves and humans . . . Wolves
belong in some areas and not others because of potential conflicts with humans” (p.
18).
Recall, too, that the 2001 Minnesota plan states that its goal is to ensure survival of the wolf
population “while addressing wolf-human conflicts that inevitably result when wolves and people
live in the same vicinity.”

In these brief excerpts, “problem” and “conflict” are used to describe interactions
between wolves and humans, and between wolves and animals owned by humans (“depredation
on livestock or pets”). These problems and conflicts are variously described as events and
situations that are “potential” and “may occur,” or that “inevitably result,” when wolves and
humans live near one another.

Each state’s goal is defined in terms of two main elements: (1) maintaining a “viable” or
“sustainable” population, and (2) addressing wolf-related “problems” and “conflicts.” In these
verbal depictions, the discursive hubs of dwelling and action are central. Acting to maintain a
viable wolf population is articulated as an imperative part of a proper way of dwelling in the
world. Acting to address interactional conflicts between humans and wolves is also said to be

imperative. Drawing on terms used above, we can formulate a cultural proposition:

e “Wolf-human conflicts” and “problems”—particularly “wolf depredation” on
“livestock™ and “pets”—often “result” when wolves and people live near each other.

We can also formulate simpler versions:
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e “Wolves” often “cause” “problems” for “people.”

o “Wolves” and “humans” often “conflict” with each other.
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More particularly, it is said that wolf-human conflicts should be addressed in place-
specific ways. “Because of potential conflicts with humans,” it is said that “wolves belong in
some areas and not others.” During his presentation in Stevens Point, Vander Zouwen spoke of
how WI-DNR “wanted to set up zones / that would allow for sustainable wolf management in the
state / and be responsive to problems that they can cause.” On the map he presented, heavily
forested northern portions of the state were zoned as “core areas for sustaining wolf populations”
where hunting and trapping quotas would be relatively low.

we also know that as the forest

in the green areas
primary forested areas
transitions into farmland
we end up with more problems
more potential for problems
so the yellow zones
are areas where we’d have a higher harvest rate
this first year
and try to get down to lower population levels
and then
reflecting the ‘99 plan
the rest of the state is an area
where we think there’s going to be lots of conflict
and is really not well suited to manage for wolves
even though wolves could live there
and there we’re looking for a very high harvest rate

In Vander Zouwen’s words and on the screen at the front of the room, the main contrasts
illustrated were among “forested areas” (shown in green as “primary range” for wolves), areas
where forest “transitions into farmland” (shown in yellow as “secondary range”), and “the rest of
the state” (shown in muted red as “unsuitable range”).’® As described and conceptualized, (1)
“core areas for sustaining wolf populations” transition into (2) areas where there are “more

problems / more potential for problems” which then transition into (3) areas where it is

anticipated that “there’s going to be lots of conflict” and which are “really not well suited to

1% Also illustrated were five “zero quota” zones within the boundaries of tribal reservations: one
Menominee and four Ojibwe.
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manage for wolves / even though wolves could live there.” The proposed “harvest rate” was
relatively low in the first, moderate in the second, and “very high” in the third.

In other words, the delineation of “zones”—and prescribed action in each zone, from a
low to a “very high” “harvest rate”—is said to hinge directly upon “land use by humans.” Though
ecological factors contribute to evaluation of “potential wolf habitat,” the crux of zone definition
is “potential conflict with humans.” Areas highly utilized by humans for agriculture and other
purposes are, it is said, “really not well suited” for wolves, even if the physical and ecological
conditions are sufficient to support them (“even though wolves could live there”). The general
idea of zones, and how they hinge on human land-use, echoes what Leopold had to say in 1944
when—writing of the wolf’s value in regulating “not only the number, but the distribution, of
deer”—he stated that “in thickly settled counties [of Wisconsin] we cannot have wolves, but in
parts of the north we can and should” (Meine, 1988, p. 458).

Drawing directly on the Wisconsin plan and Vander Zouwen’s presentation, we can
summarize the basic idea of zone management with these cultural propositions:

o “Wolves” “belong” in “some areas” and “not others.”

e  Where “wolves” “belong” depends on “conflicts” and “potential conflicts” with
“humans.”

e In “areas” where “wolves” “belong,” “harvest rates” should be low.

e In “areas” where “wolves” do not “belong,” “harvest rates” should be “very high.”

These place-specific ways of addressing wolf-human interactions explicitly activate the
hubs of dwelling, action, and relationship. Relations between wolves and humans are said and
understood to be defined in terms of conflict and potential conflict. In light of those relations,
where and how humans dwell (the degree and kind of human land-use) is said and understood to
define where wolves should dwell. Thus, proper human action toward wolves in different areas—

prescribed in terms of the number of wolves to be killed in each through hunting and trapping—is
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defined by where and how humans dwell."*

We can summarize these understandings by
formulating cultural premises:

e Wolves and humans often conflict.

e How humans live on and use the land makes conflict more or less likely.

e Wolves belong where conflict is unlikely.

e Wolves do not belong where conflict is likely.

e Where conflict is likely, humans should kill most or all wolves.

We will leave this line of analysis here for the moment. Not surprisingly, ideas about

where wolves should and should not dwell—especially in relation to where humans dwell—will

surface again before long.

G. What does “management” mean?

At some point in this project, | found myself starting to puzzle over the ubiquitous terms
“manage” and “management.” What, I began to wonder, do people mean by them? What do these
terms express and invoke?

In Wisconsin, in Minnesota, and elsewhere, the guiding DNR document is the state
“Wolf Management Plan.” These plans refer extensively to “management”—of wolf populations,
of deer/ungulate populations, of habitat, and of damage and depredation—and also to
“management authority” and a wide range of “management practices” and “management
activities.”

The introduction to the 2001 Minnesota Wolf Management Plan states that, since the

protection of wolves by the Endangered Species Act in 1974, “the federal government and states

! Regarding these ideas, a Wisconsin biologist remarked that DNR planners “completely missed”
the issue of “where people hunt,” “how they interpret the effects of wolves where they hunt,” and their
consequent “lack of acceptance” of “a healthy wolf population” as part of conservation. The importance of
this—where people hunt, not just where people dwell—will become apparent in Chapter V.
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in the western Great Lakes region have managed wolves with the primary objectives of enhancing
populations in Minnesota and re-establishing viable populations in Wisconsin and Michigan” (p.
9). The executive summary of the 1999 Wisconsin Wolf Management Plan states that WI-DNR
“has reclassified wolves from endangered to threatened, and developed this plan to manage
wolves as a threatened and eventually as a delisted species” (p. 3). In describing proposed wolf-
management zones, Vander Zouwen spoke of various areas being more or less “suited to manage
for wolves.”

As used in these instances, “managing” wolves and their habitats encompasses
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“enhancing populations,” “re-establishing viable populations,” “sustaining wolf populations,” and
various activities and practices deemed appropriate in relation wolves, whether “threatened,”
“endangered,” or “delisted.” In other words, “manage” is employed here to describe a wide range
of activities and practices, including those directed specifically toward “recovery.” In wildlife and
conservation biology discourses more broadly, it is not uncommon to read of wolves and other
species being “managed for recovery.”

A different use of “manage” is also prominent in this discourse. Consider, for instance,
Vander Zouwen’s description of the history of the wolf in Wisconsin in recent decades: “the wolf
population . . . started to increase and we started realizing / hey we need a wolf management
plan.” The approved plan “set a population goal of 350 / above which there could be control
actions.”

Here, “manage” describes activities and practices which are needed when the wolf
population increases (“hey we need a wolf management plan”) and which are intended to control
wolves in various ways (“control actions”). In other words, “manage” is employed to describe a
narrower range of activities and practices aimed at various kinds of “control” appropriate to a

population that has recovered sufficiently. This usage of the word does not encompass practices

directed toward “recovery.”
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1. “A form of agriculture”

To illuminate these (and other) apparently different meanings-in-use of the term
“manage,” it is helpful to consider meanings-in-use as they were shaped in the formative years of
North American wildlife management as a field of practice and study. Let us turn again to
Leopold, widely considered the father of the field, and his seminal 1933 book Game
Management, mentioned previously.

The first chapter opens with this definition: “Game management is the art of making land
produce sustained annual crops of wild game for recreational use.”? Leopold made it clear that
game management, like forestry, was a “form of agriculture,” one that employed wild “natural
species” rather than domesticated species and that was practiced “with a view to maintaining or
enhancing the yield.”*® Reviewing the history of game management from the Mongol Empire
through feudal Europe to early twentieth-century America, Leopold stated that game management
practices typically followed a sequence: (1) limitations on hunting, (2) predator control, (3)
reservation of parks, forests, and other lands for game, (4) artificial stocking and farming of
game, and (5) manipulation of environmental factors such as food, cover, and disease (pp. 3-5).

With action and dwelling as explicit discursive hubs, these brief excerpts from Leopold’s
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1933 text describe “game management” as a set of “practices” for “making land produce” “annual
crops” of wild animals. As used here, “management” is focused on “game” species “with a view

to maintaining or enhancing the yield.”

12 Leopold used “recreational” (as well as “sport”) to describe hunting not necessary for survival
(p. 391), a definition which encompasses the vast majority of hunting in the contemporary United States.
These descriptors, however, have become problematic in public discourse, as they are used and interpreted
in connection with disparate and radically different meanings (e.g., “killing for fun”). Not surprisingly,
these terms will reappear later in this dissertation.

3 These agricultural roots continue to be evident in present-day game management discourse. For
example, births and birth rates among many species, including game species, are described in terms of
“production.” Deer born in a given year are often described as the annual “fawn crop.” The killing of deer
and other game species by human hunters is described as a “harvest.” And so forth.
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Before his death a decade and a half later, Leopold offered a critique of this utilitarian
production framework. Though still engaged in and supportive of “wild husbandry,” he noted a
“plane of cleavage” common to a range of conservation fields, including forestry and wildlife
management. “In each field,” he wrote, “one group (A) regards the land as soil, and its function
as commodity-production; another group (B) regards the land as a biota, and its function as
something broader.” In the wildlife field, he wrote, “for Group A the basic commodities are sport
and meat; the yardsticks of production are ciphers of take in pheasants and trout.” In contrast,
Group B—in which Leopold clearly put himself—“worries about a whole series of biotic side-
issues.” The first issue he mentioned was this: “What is the cost in predators of producing a game
crop?” (1949, pp. 258-259).

His later critique notwithstanding, Leopold’s 1933 language suggests a cultural
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proposition: Through “management,” “game” is and should be “produced” for “harvest.” In other
words, “game management” is defined here as a form of animal husbandry, with wild species
such as deer being “produced” much as domestic livestock species are.

A conceptual fusion of “game” and “livestock” is also evident in relation to predators
such as wolves. Listen to Leopold, again from 1933, noting that the use of predator control in
game production is virtually impossible to separate from its use in livestock production: “The first
public predator control for game purposes is so thoroughly fused with livestock predator control
that no dates can be set. Bounties on predators go back indefinitely” (p. 16).*

The 1999 Wisconsin wolf plan, in a section entitled “History of Wolves in Wisconsin and

Public Attitudes,” suggests a similar fusion. The plan notes that early Euro-American fur traders

 As noted in Chapter I, by 1933 Leopold was already challenging conventional wisdom about
predator-prey relationships and was not advocating the elimination of any predator species. He emphasized
that “our knowledge of the inter-relationships of animals is still very imperfect” (p. 230). He also argued
that we have “a moral responsibility for the perpetuation of the threatened forms of wild life” and credited
naturalists of “the Rooselvetian era” with championing that responsibility (p. 19). A few years later, he
wrote that wolves and other predators were among the “threatened species” on which conservationists were
obligated to focus effort (Leopold, 1936).
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“were generally indifferent to the presence of wolves because they posed no threat, and were not
considered valuable furbearers.” Only later, in 1865, after Euro-American settlement had
progressed into the region and “wolves were perceived as a menace to livestock,” did the
legislature institute a bounty. By 1930, with wolves exterminated in all but a handful of the state’s
northernmost counties, “sport hunters also favored a bounty on wolves because wolves were
considered unwanted competitors for deer” (p. 8).

As discussed by Leopold in 1933 and by the Wisconsin plan in 1999, relationships
between humans and wolves, human actions toward wolves, and institutional stances toward
wolves have, in large part, long hinged on perceptions of the threats posed by wolves to other
animals valued by humans. Human relationships with these other animals are described in terms

of agricultural production: they are produced as “livestock” or as “crops of wild game.”"

2. Types of “management”
Using the contemporary and historical data above, we can formulate three cultural
propositions, each articulating a distinct meaning of “manage” and “management,” as terms

employed to depict human action in relation to wildlife.

a. Management for production

2 ¢

“Managing” wildlife involves “producing,” “maintaining,” and “enhancing” a “sustained
yield” or “crop” of “wild game” for “harvest” and “use.” We can refer to this particular meaning-

in-use as management for production.

> As a DNR biologist remarked to me, today these relationships, actions, and stances hinge
increasingly on the value ascribed to wolves by the general public, most of whom are not overly concerned
by such threats. Among that general public, he commented, “people like wolves and want more.” As he
stated, it is important to consider “whose values are being expressed and how and where they are
expressing them.”
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When the field of game management was defined by Leopold as “a form of agriculture,”
this was the most prominent North American use of “management” in connection with wild
animal species and their habitats. It remains active in present-day game management discourses.
Historically, this meaning does not appear to have been employed in relation to wolves. In 1933,
for instance, Leopold did not write of “producing” or “harvesting” a “crop” of predators; rather,

“predator control” was described as a tool used in the production of game.

b. All-purpose management

“Managing” wildlife encompasses all professionally planned “practices” and
“activities”—those appropriate to “endangered” and “threatened” species and their habitats, as

9

well as those appropriate to “game,” “non-game,” “non-listed,” and “delisted” species and their
habitats. We can refer to this meaning-in-use as all-purpose management.

During Leopold’s lifetime and continuing since, the field of wildlife management has
expanded to include non-game species and the field of conservation biology has emerged to focus
on threatened and endangered species. In these and related contexts, “management” has been
used in this inclusive, all-purpose sense. This meaning predominates in most contemporary
wildlife management plans including the Minnesota and Wisconsin wolf management plans (e.g.,

“manage wolves as a threatened and eventually as a delisted species”) and in many other wildlife

ecology and wildlife management texts.

c. Management for control and limitation

“Managing” wildlife involves “control actions” that limit particular “problems” caused
by wildlife populations, or that limit wildlife “populations” themselves. We can refer to this
meaning-in-use as management for control and limitation. “Management” in this sense is

employed in two somewhat distinct wolf-related ways in the western Great Lakes region today.
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One use is oriented toward wolf actions that are said to warrant limitation. Here, the term

typically refers to control and limitation of impacts on domestic animals in specific places
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through “prevention,” “mitigation,” and lethal “removal” of specific wolves and wolf packs (i.e.,

“depredation management”). Another use is oriented toward wolf populations that are said to
warrant limitation. Here, the term typically refers to control and limitation of wolf numbers and
of their geographic distribution, especially as achieved through hunting and trapping (e.g., “a
managed but sustainable / wolf population”). Let us further consider these two distinct uses of

“management” in the management for control and limitation sense.

i. “Depredation management”

As noted, one use of “management” in the management for control and limitation sense
is oriented toward wolf attacks on domestic animals. This is most commonly referred to as
“depredation management” or “depredation control.” Both the Minnesota Wolf Management Plan
of 2001 and the Wisconsin Wolf Management Plan of 1999 describe such management as an
imperative to be implemented:

e “Depredation control—Since 1986, control of depredating wolves has been the
responsibility of the USDA Wildlife Services wolf depredation program
headquartered in Grand Rapids. During 1993-1999, that program was responsible for
investigating 159-249 complaints annually, and killing an average of 153 depredating
wolves each year, many of which were utilized for scientific and educational
purposes” (Minnesota Wolf Plan, p. 17).

e “Depredation management: Administration—DNR will assume administrative
responsibility for an integrated wolf depredation management program, in
consultation and cooperation with the MNDA [Minnesota Department of
Agriculture] and USDA Wildlife Services. DNR’s Wolf Specialist will assume
primary responsibility for developing and coordinating wolf depredation
management activities” (Minnesota Wolf Plan, p. 21).

e “WDNR is charged with protecting and maintaining a viable population of wolves in
the state, but also must protect the interests of people who suffer losses due to wolf
depredation. Wolves occasionally kill livestock, poultry, and pets. Although wolf
depredation is not anticipated to impact a significant portion of the livestock growers,
poultry producers, and pet owners, it can bring hardship to individuals” (Wisconsin
Wolf Plan, p. 23).
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e “The objective of the wolf depredation program is to minimize depredations and
compensate people for their losses. Euthanization is listed as a depredation
management option statewide, but depredation management will focus on prevention
and mitigation rather than wolf removal” (Wisconsin Wolf Plan, p. 24).

A cultural proposition can be readily formulated here:

e The state “must” and “will” take “responsibility” for “minimizing” “depredation”
through “prevention,” “mitigation,” and “euthanization,” and for “compensating”
people for “losses” of “livestock, poultry, and pets.”

In these plans, the depredation management options available to each state are described

as varying with the wolf’s federal and state status over time (e.g., endangered, threatened,
delisted). Depredation management plans and protocols are also described as varying across

geographic zones of varying habitat types and human uses. Yet the overall imperative for action,

as expressed in the proposition above, is clear.

ii. “Population management”

As also noted, another use of “management” in the management for control and
limitation sense is oriented toward control and limitation of wolf numbers and of their geographic
distribution, especially as achieved through hunting and trapping. Both the 2001 Minnesota plan
and the 1999 Wisconsin plan depict control- and limitation-oriented “population management” as
an option to be considered:

e “Wolves in Minnesota will continue to be allowed to naturally expand their range in
the state. To assure the continued survival of the wolf in Minnesota, the minimum
statewide winter population goal is 1,600 wolves. There is no maximum goal”
(Minnesota Wolf Plan, p. 20).

e “Population management activities—Population management measures, including
public taking (i.e., hunting and trapping seasons) or other options, will be considered
by DNR in the future but not sooner than 5 years after Federal delisting by USFWS.
If, in the future, public taking is proposed by DNR, there will be opportunity for full
public comment. Decisions on public taking will be based on sound biological data,
including comprehensive population surveys” (Minnesota Wolf Plan, p. 20).

® “A public harvest can be considered if other control activities do not adequately
maintain the population near the 350 goal. All other control activities such as
government trappers, law enforcement officer controls, and landowner controls will
first be used to attempt to maintain the population at this goal. The Wisconsin State
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Legislature would have to approve authority for a controlled public harvest of
wolves” (Wisconsin Wolf Plan, p. 21).

e “The development of legislation that would allow a limited public harvest of wolves
would require extensive public interaction as part of the process. Harvest by private
citizens is controversial, but the taking of wolves in a recovered population is
consistent with the management of other furbearers in the state of Wisconsin. Any
public harvest would be closely monitored to ensure that the population does not
decline below the management objective of 350 wolves. The Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources adheres to the principles of adaptive management, and the
Wisconsin Wolf Management Plan will be periodically reviewed, and adapted to
meet changing biological and social conditions” (Wisconsin Wolf Plan, p. 21).

A cultural proposition can be formulated here as well:
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e “Population management activities”—yparticularly “public” “taking” or “harvest” of
wolves through “hunting and trapping”—“will” or “can” be “considered” in the
future.

Such consideration of public hunting and trapping, it is said, would and should—Ilike

development and potential revision of the management plans themselves—involve both social
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values (“full public comment,” “Legislature would have to approve authority,” “extensive public
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interaction,” “social conditions”) and scientific data (“sound biological data,” “biological
conditions”). Both plans, in other words, say that the population-control and -limitation
management of wolves through hunting and trapping can be considered and implemented, if
supported by society (the public; lawmakers) and by scientific assurances that preexisting goals
will continue to be met (i.e., that the wolf population will not decline below numeric statewide
population minimums).

The plans thus echo what state DNR biologists told me about the public hunting and
trapping of wolves: “It’s not the biology that / says we have to or need to / it’s the biology that
says we can.” The science may tell us we “can allow hunting and trapping of wolves” and still
maintain a “viable” population in a given area or state. Whether we should is a “social question.”

(Note that the goal of having a “viable” population in a given area or state is, in the first place, a

sociocultural matter as well. As one DNR biologist told me, “as a society / we’ve agreed that
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wolves are important / and we want to have them here.” Science can help us achieve that goal, but
it does not dictate the goal.)

The reader may have noted a difference between the population goals mentioned in the
Minnesota and Wisconsin plans (a 1,600-wolf population minimum versus a 350-wolf population
goal) and between how those goals are linked to management activities. We will return to these

differences.

iii. A decoupling of “predator control”

Consider the above-defined two uses of “management” in the control and limitation
sense. Embedded in the first, “depredation management,” is an expression of the state’s
obligation (1) to prevent wolves from killing domestic animals to the degree possible through a
variety of means, including targeted lethal removal by government trappers, and (2) to
compensate people for losses that do occur. In other words, these killings by wolves—which
occur in specific, largely domesticated, non-forested places—should be prevented; when they are
not prevented, restitution should be made.

Embedded in the second, “population management” in the limitation and control sense, is
an expression of the consideration that should be given to the possibility of authorizing public
wolf hunting or trapping seasons, and of the factors that should be considered. In other words,
public hunting and trapping of wolves across the broader landscape, including large forested
areas, is a future possibility which may or may not be deemed appropriate.

Consider the contrast between these two contemporary uses in the context of United
States history. For centuries, as we have heard, wolves and other predators were not merely killed
in close proximity to human dwellings, farms, and pastures. They were extirpated wherever they
were found, to make the land (including national forests and national parks) safe both for wide-
ranging livestock and for deer and other game. Such “predator control” has long been part of

game management and livestock husbandry practices.
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As we also heard, “livestock” and “game” have long been conceptually fused, both as
products of husbandry and in relation to predators. In 1933, as Leopold stated then, the tradition
of “predator control for game purposes”—including centuries-old “bounty” systems—remained
“thoroughly fused with livestock predator control” (p. 16).

In these 1999 and 2001 wolf management plans, we find a clearly stated imperative to
protect livestock. We find no parallel concerning game. Rather, we find the contrary.

In Minnesota, white-tailed deer are the primary prey for most wolves, though in some
areas with few deer (e.g., the far northeastern part of the state), moose are the main prey .
.. DNR will continue to maintain healthy populations of these species by regulating deer
and moose harvest by hunters, estimating population numbers and reproductive success,
monitoring and improving deer and moose habitat, and enforcing laws . . . Populations
that provide sustainable harvests for hunters must be large enough to withstand natural
mortality sources and still provide a harvestable surplus. Because wolf predation is one of
several forms of natural mortality, any population capable of sustaining a hunting harvest
will, by definition, also provide a healthy prey base for wolves . . . Experience in
Minnesota strongly suggests that, at the population level, wolves do not suppress deer
numbers. Recently, after the severe winters of 1995-96 and 1996-97, deer numbers in
Minnesota’s wolf range were reduced by 45-50 percent. However, deer harvest
management changes resulted in a quick recovery to former deer population levels,
despite high wolf numbers. Considering these recent events, it appears unlikely that
wolves in Minnesota will suppress deer populations, unless an unprecedented
combination of other factors were to cause a catastrophic deer population reduction. For
more than 20 years, Minnesota has successfully managed deer populations at levels that
have provided increasing hunter harvests and ample prey for wolf recovery and
persistence, despite variable winter conditions, highway collision losses, other predation,
and other mortality factors. DNR expects that continuation of current deer management
prescriptions will fully accomplish the goal of managing the ecological impacts of wolves
on Minnesota’s deer population. (Minnesota Wolf Plan, pp. 25-26)

Many hunters continue to be concerned about the impact wolves may have on deer
populations. During fall 1997, hunters became aware of the lower deer numbers across
northern Wisconsin, and some blamed the deer decline on the increasing wolf population.
The severe winters of 1995-1996 and 1996-1997 were the main factor that caused the
deer decline across northern Wisconsin . . . Winter Severity Indices correspond to severe
winters and declines in the deer population . . . Mech (1984) indicated that wolves rarely
limit deer populations . . . Overall it does not appear that wolves are likely to be a major
mortality factor to deer in northern Wisconsin . . . Much of the predation by wolves
would probably compensate for other natural mortality . . . The current deer management
system in Wisconsin adjusts antlerless deer harvest in individual deer management units
by limiting the number of hunter choice permits per unit (Vander Zouwen and Warnke
1995). This system should be able to adequately adjust for the impacts of wolf predation
in deer management units. Generally, wolf predation would have very limited impact on
the number of hunter-choice permits issued, or the overall deer harvest within specific
management units. (Wisconsin Wolf Plan, pp. 58-59)
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In these excerpts from the two plans, it is said that wolves are very unlikely to threaten
deer numbers across any large area. It is also said that deer hunters who presumed a causative link
between high wolf numbers and declines in deer numbers in the mid-1990s were mistaken, and
that “severe winters” were the main factor in those declines. “Wolf predation” is described as
“not a major mortality factor” for deer populations under most conditions in these states.

In discussing deer populations and management, these plans emphasize hunting by
humans. The maintenance of ample deer numbers is said to be effectively and appropriately
achieved through regulation of “harvest by hunters.” Potential “ecological impacts of wolves” on
deer are said to be best managed through “deer management,” including “very limited”
adjustments to permits allocated to hunters for “antlerless deer harvest.”

Wolf predation is said to be (1) a form of “natural mortality,” (2) largely compensatory
rather than additive (i.e., many deer killed by wolves, most of which are very young or very old,
would have died in some other way in a similar time frame), and (3) of minor effect on deer
numbers and hunter harvest. The deer population, in short, is said to be ample both for “hunter
harvests” and for “wolf recovery and persistence.” These ideas are echoed by biologists in the
western Great Lakes region. For instance, consider a newspaper article on plans for Minnesota’s
inaugural wolf-hunting season:

Dan Stark, the DNR’s large carnivore specialist, said the wolf hunt proposal isn’t a

reaction to what some deer hunters suggested was a subpar season in wolf country. “I

don’t think deer management is related to a wolf season,” Stark said, adding that the

current wolf population in the state is similar to the number of wolves during record deer

harvests just a few years ago. (Spielman, 2012)

Similarly, consider the conclusion of this article on wolf and deer ecology: “The increase of
wolves to numbers beyond recovery goals set for the Great Lakes states, along with concomitant
record high populations of deer, provides conclusive evidence that wolves and deer can fulfill

their natural relationship as predator and prey in this region” (DelGiudice et al., 2009, p. 168).

Drawing on the statements above, we can formulate several cultural propositions:
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o “Wolves” rarely “suppress” “deer populations.”

e The “deer population” is “ample” for “hunters” and “wolves.”

e “Hunters” need not be “concerned” about the “impact” of “wolves” on “deer.”

Also notable is the distinction drawn between “depredation” and “predation.” In these
state plans, as in other examples of contemporary wildlife management discourse, “depredation”
refers to predators killing domestic animals (e.g., cattle), while “predation” refers to predators
killing wild animals (e.g., deer). Historically, this terminological distinction was not drawn. In
1933, for instance, Leopold used “depredation” to refer to predators killing wild prey.

To summarize:

e Concerning the action of “depredation” on domestic animals, which is done by

specific wolves in specific places, these plans say that management action
(prevention and control) must and will be taken.

e Concerning the action of “predation” on deer, which occurs across the broader
landscape, these plans say that management action (control and limitation of the
landscape-wide wolf population) is unnecessary to protect deer populations and deer
hunting.

e Concerning the wolf “population,” which inhabits the broader landscape, these plans
says that management action (control and limitation through public hunting and
trapping) can or will be considered but may or may not be taken.

Between the latter two summary statements above, a strong implicit link is audible:
absent the need to protect deer and deer hunting, hunting and trapping intended to control and
limit the wolf population can be considered but is not necessary and may or may not be
authorized. This stands in marked contrast to the historical logic of “predator control for game
purposes,” according to which (A) predator populations had to be limited or eradicated to protect
game and hunting, therefore (B) hunting and trapping intended to reduce predator populations
were necessary, authorized, and encouraged by bounty payments.

In both Minnesota and Wisconsin, official DNR discourse conveys the idea that

management for control and limitation of wolf behavior is necessary and desirable in relation to

livestock and pets, but that management for control and limitation of wolf populations is
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unnecessary in relation to game and may or may not be desirable for other reasons. It conveys the
related idea that wolf population management should not, in general, be based on concerns about
deer. In other words, this discourse decouples the historical fusion between “livestock predator
control” and “predator control for game purposes.” Underlying this decoupling are two distinct
cultural premises:

e Depredation—It is unacceptable for wolves to kill domestic animals.

e Predation—It is acceptable for wolves to kill wild game animals, for the former do
not threaten the latter as populations.

In this distinction, we can hear a significant shift in the historically transmitted discourse
of wildlife conservation and management: a shift which began in the early decades of the
twentieth century, which was hotly contested within wildlife-related professions and institutions
at the time, and in which Aldo Leopold—among others, including Sigurd Olson and the Murie
brothers—played a significant part.

In both Wisconsin and Minnesota, | spoke with DNR staff members who critiqued the
ways in which each department communicated these ideas to hunters. Referring to the sort of text
quoted above from each state’s wolf plan, a Wisconsin DNR staff member commented that they
“point out the major failure,” which is that biologists “relied on the biology of deer” to address
the “people problem” that constitutes “the largest threat to wolves” (i.e., perceptions of wolves by
deer hunters). Similarly, a MN-DNR staff member told me how “frustrating” it was to hear
biologists say at public meetings that “wolves do not affect the deer population”; “scientifically it

might be true / but it just didn’t serve the DNR / to go out in public and say things like that.” A

Wisconsin biologist also suggested that this decoupling of predator control may have occurred “in
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the discourse,” but may not yet have occurred “in reality.” The practice and politics of wolf

. . 16
management, in other words, still encompass “predator control for game purposes.”

3. “Managing wolves and controlling their numbers”
Above, | have distinguished among three wildlife-related meanings-in-use of the term
“management.”

e management for production, used to refer to producing yields of game species such
as deer,

e all-purpose management, used to refer to all professionally planned practices and
activities, affecting all species and their habitats, and

e management for control and limitation, used to refer to controlling and limiting
wildlife-related problems.

Within management for control and limitation, | have further distinguished between two
meanings-in-use.

e depredation management, used, in connection with wolves, to refer to control and
limitation of impacts on domestic animals, and

e population-control and -limitation management, used, in connection with wolves, to
refer to numeric and geographic control and limitation, typically through public
hunting and trapping.

All of these meanings-in-use occur in contemporary wildlife-related discourses. In

relation to wolves and other predators, however, control and limitation uses predominate,

particularly in speech. (In written documents, such as the Wisconsin and Minnesota wolf plans,

all-purpose uses occur with some frequency in reference to wolves; production uses do not.)

18 It should also be noted that predator control is still practiced in many places in connection with
various game species. In relation to some, including waterfowl, the efficacy and appropriateness of predator
control is a matter of disagreement, even among hunting conservation groups. For instance, Ducks
Unlimited contends that “the promotion of lethal predator control is harming the future of waterfowl
conservation by diverting resources away from habitat conservation, which is critical for sustaining
waterfowl populations in the future” (http://www.ducks.org/conservation/how-we-conserve/predator-
control-fags). In contrast, Delta Waterfowl argues that “predator management is the most cost-effective
waterfowl management tool available to increase annual duck production”
(http://www.deltawaterfowl.org/what-we-do/management.html).
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Population control and limitation uses are particularly common; as one hunter commented in an
e-mail to me about wolf “management,” “the term would appear to nearly always be a
euphemistic way of saying ‘shoot ‘em.”” Reconsider, for instance, this expanded excerpt from

Vander Zouwen’s remarks at July 2012 WI-NRB meeting:

I hope it comes across that our goal is
a managed but sustainable
wolf population in the state
for all time to come

the real reason we’re here is really not Act 169
it’s the incredible story of the wolf
the wolf population has recovered in the state
it came in from Minnesota
quite a few years ago
didn’t do real well for a long time
and then started to increase

and we started realizing
hey we need a wolf management plan
and back in 1999 the board did approve a plan
for wolves
set a population goal of 350
above which there could be control actions
whether depredation controls or
public hunting
and we’ve been at 350 or higher since 2004

so
we’ve been basically waiting for this day a long time
at least those that are interested in managing wolves
and controlling their numbers at a certain level
and that’s the real reason we’re here

Here, “manage” is clearly intended in the control and limitation sense, especially population

control and limitation.

e “Manage” is contrasted with “sustainable” (“a managed but sustainable wolf
population”), suggesting that management is a matter of population limitation and
control.

e “Managing wolves” is said to be a course of action which interests only some people
(those who “are interested in managing wolves” and “have been waiting for this day
a long time”).

e “Managing wolves” is used in parallel with “controlling their numbers at a certain
level.”
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Though said to be compatible with maintaining a “sustainable” and “viable” population, as used

99 ¢

here “manage” clearly does not encompass the practices of “recovery,” “enhancing,” or “re-
establishing” wolf populations.

Note that Vander Zouwen expresses his “hope that it comes across” that WI-DNR’s goal
is “a managed but sustainable wolf population in the state for all time to come.” In this
communicative situation—speaking before the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board and a broader
audience of some 100 people, regarding the state’s upcoming wolf hunting and trapping
seasons—his expression of “hope” can be heard as an expression of some uncertainty as to
whether the goal of “a managed but sustainable population” will be apprehended by listeners.
This uncertainty seems to include doubt as to whether the establishment of wolf hunting and
trapping seasons will be perceived as consistent wi