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Abstract

by Audrey L. Willard, M.S.
Washington State University
December 2008

Chair: Emmett Fiske

Throughout history the fate of wolves has beeeflaction of shifting beliefs
about the environment. As United States citizeltpavalues and laws to protect the
environment and wildlife, the new ideas are ofteadals with more traditional utilitarian
values. Decades after their extirpation from tlestwvthe reintroduction of gray wolves
sparked controversy about wolf management. Liksetranvironmental conflicts, the
debate about wolf management in the west is rideliél scientific, social, and political
complexities. Many groups have responded to tihatgen an attempt to promote
understanding and reduce conflict.

In light of the underlying values and the issured emerge from the value-driven
nature of the wolf management debate, | souglddntify the role of education in
reducing conflict. | interviewed twenty individsatepresenting wildlife management
agencies, organizations advocating wolf consermagducational organizations,
organizations advocating wolf delisting, and thedrae

My interview analysis revealed many valuable ihtsgnto the educational

outreach developed in response to the debate almdunanagement. In particular,



environmental education serves as a means to pre&sence alongside values, break
down communication barriers, and create opporesior unique learning experiences.
By building upon the essential themes describedynnterviews and the literature, |
developed a contemporary paradigm to guide educatorking in the midst of
environmental controversy. Above all, educatorstmot only inform their audiences
but also connect with them. As environmental cordrsies become more widespread
with shifting value systems and limited resour@skjcators may use this new approach

to foster understanding and reduce conflict.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Facts, fear, and fables coalesce to define thé vitdw would you respond if you
came across wolf footprints while backpacking? Ywha wolf were in your backyard,
face to face with your beloved Fido? Most of uB méver come so close to a wild wolf,
yet we probably have fairly strong opinions abdet teintroduction and management of
wolves. Dread, fascination, hatred, and respeat kanbodied the relationship between
humans and wolves throughout the centuries anchdrthe globe.

What are those beliefs based upon? How much deally know about wolves and
from where did we learn it? Moreover, what do wew about the context of the wolf
debate?

Wolves in the western United States have a turauliypast, with their recovery
rekindling even greater tensions. Misinformati@r@d with strong value systems have
elevated the wolf onto a pedestal for some andesheted it to the depths of hell for
others. As westerners attempt to adjust to th&swaturn, the creature’s mythical status
does more harm than good. The reality of livinghwvolves may be unimaginable to
many, but our understanding of wolves needs toismdnected from the imagination.
Enter the educator, responsible for helping peaptierstand the wolf as a wild animal,
neither evil nor good. Yet the role is not so dinpecause with wolves come highly
charged emotions and unwavering values alongsidatgtc definitions.

The complexities of the controversy over wolf teaduction and management in

the west are both fascinating and mind-bogglin@aniMhave devoted their lifetimes to



studying wolves in and of themselves, let alonehilman dynamics of wolf
reintroductions and management. Like most envirmal conflicts, the wolf debate is
multifaceted in its scientific, social, and polélcsignificance. For the countless groups
and individuals who have devoted themselves torenmgwolf recovery is or is not
successful, there is much at stake. Indeed, nemgile involved at any level would likely
say there is a lot on the line, be it resourceslihoods, or nature itself.

In response to such a highly contentious issu¢harendividuals who act as
liaisons between their groups and the public. tBaldlife management agencies,
environmental organizations, the media, huntingoizations, educational
organizations, or livestock organizations, thesrigs must disseminate information
about wolves to the public in order to achievertgeials. Nevertheless, these efforts
may be complicated by the science, symbolism, ipsjiand values that define the wolf.
Researching the outreach within the wolf debamisxcellent learning opportunity for
individuals participating in environmental educatia controversial situations. Yet
little, if any, research has been done on the dtucafforts in the wolf debate. My

research sought to explore wolf education and aablr@rograms in the west.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The Eradication of Wolvesfrom the West

Europeans settling the western United Statesard800s carried with them
cultural beliefs and values alongside their suggpdied belongings. Wilderness and
wolves were long-standing symbols of all that wasia the world, stemming from the
Garden of Eden story and lessons taught in theaGatthurch (Mech and Boitani 2003;
Kleese 2002). As a result, overcoming the wild wasoral obligation as well as a
means of survival. Additionally, prey animals weeen as helpless animals who God
demanded to be protected from immoral predatorgaiticular wolves (Mighetto 1991).

Hatred and fear of the wolf were fueled by thadiehat it was a despicable
creature to be eliminated, along with snakes, lwatgtes, and rats (Kellert et al. 1996).
Furthermore, predator eradication was man’s wayngbosing order and rectifying what
was ‘wrong’ with nature” (Mighetto 1991, 84). Baglists and the government hopped
on the bandwagon of predator loathing. Champiah®fwvilderness Theodore Roosevelt
once called wolves “the beast of waste and desofafKellert et al. 1996, 978). Even
the president of the New York Zoological Societidghere was “no creature more
despicable” than the wolf (Kellert et al. 1996, R7&eople were applying human ethical
standards to the wolf, rather than viewing wolvesvdd creatures without the capacity
to make moral decisions. As a result, those peicrepof the wolf threatened the

species’ survival in an increasingly human-domidaterld.



Domination over nature was deemed necessary éasuhvival and success of the
western settlers, a viewpoint that continues ammagy westerners today. Humans saw
themselves as superior to nature, which “existaanily for the benefit of people”
(Mighetto 1991, 120). The utilitarian values thgatded the majority of actions in the
1800s and early 1900s did not necessarily contieelong term effects on ecosystems
because there was little understanding of sucmeeapi. Rather, the goals of conquering
the west and its wilderness were achieved throughing livestock, hunting ungulates,
and natural resource extraction. NeverthelessRthreantic Preservation movement was
also beginning to take root in the late 1800s biga@uthor and naturalist John Muir.

In the early 1900s the government stepped ine¢éonomic as well as moral
reasons, to rid the west of the depredating wobve® and for all. During that time the
United States Department of Agriculture’s Burealmflogical Survey stated, “Large
predatory mammals, destructive of livestock andgyam longer have a place in our
advancing civilization” (Kellert et al. 1996, 979The agency exaggerated the number of
livestock lost to depredation in order to contimsenidespread extermination of wolves
and gain additional support from ranchers and thli#ip (Mech and Boitani 2003).
Bounties and systematic killings quickly diminisiteéeé wolf population to virtual
extinction throughout the west by the 1930s. Wests could go about grazing their
livestock, hunting ungulates, and extracting ndtigsources without the competition or
threat of wolves. Thus, the extirpation of wolvess believed to have achieved the

greatest good for the greatest number of peopleenvest and the nation as well.



The Emer gence of Ecology

By the 1930s, most people in the United Stateddero view the environment as
a resource to be utilized for the welfare of itenam inhabitants. Nature was a place that
needed to be civilized and predator-free for th# being of people as well as the
innocent creatures living within it. Indeed, madibeen largely successful in removing
the wild from the western wilderness. Wolves atieeppredators were out of the
picture, ungulate numbers began to soar, livesigre safe on their grazing grounds,
and men reigned over the conquered wildernessadtnot until the late 1930s that
biologists began to study ecosystems as a whdler#tan in parts.

With a newfound understanding of the interconrdioéss of species and
processes in nature, wildlife biologists finallgiged viewing wolves as a legitimate
piece of the ecological puzzle rather than as anaral fiend (Mech and Boitani 2003;
Mighetto 1991). After years of favoring wolf eradtion, Aldo Leopold was one of the
first to recognize and address the impacts humams fhaving on the environment
through agriculture, game management, and predaturol (Leopold 1966). He argued
that all elements of the biotic community haveigate ecological connections, and that
nature holds intrinsic value as well as instrumievabue (Mighetto 1991). Leopold
helped spread a progressive concept of natureestigg that it ought to be conserved as
a whole for more than utilitarian reasons, but &smature’s value in and of itself
(Hargrove and Calicott 1990).

Aldo Leopold’s ground-breaking assertions aboatdbnnections between the
environment’s stability and society’s actions wguoite controversial during his time.

Nevertheless, his ideas about holistic environmefatiaes focused upon the biotic



community as a whole slowly attracted followersgfitiand Rolston 2003). The mindset
about wilderness and predators began to shifteasdientific community learned more
about ecosystems and its vital components. Afteades of hatred towards wolves,
biologists were studying the predator as a legittnmember of the biotic community
(Mech and Boitani 2003). In 1944, Leopold propoexrrestoration of wolves to
Yellowstone National Park in order to return baktw its ungulate-dominated
ecosystem (Mech and Boitani 2003).

Leopold encouraged decision making guided by stibpproach, long term
thinking, and ecological as well as social concé8tgarpe at al. 2001). Driving this new
value system were the all-too-real consequencasmans’ unrelenting manipulation of
the land, as evidenced by the Dust Bowl disastérer1930s (Mighetto 1991). Even so,
in 1948 the director of the Biological Survey sthtélhe ideal of ecological balance will
not determine the kind of, extent of, and directddpredator control” (Mighetto 1991,
97). The Survey prioritized economics, and Leojsaldeas were rejected as sentimental
because the field of ecosystem ecology had ndbgen developed as a widely accepted
science (Mighetto 1991). In spite of the challentgeholistic environmental values, the
concept continued moving forward as the understandf biotic communities grew.

As scientific knowledge developed among expehis public became more
interested in the environment and their place withi People began valuing wilderness
as a source of beauty and connection to the diwdeas first promoted by John Muir and
the Romantic Preservationists. Individuals alsotetl to recognize the value of nature
for the well being of its wild inhabitants as wai humans (Kellert et al. 1996). Human

actions were wreaking havoc on the environmentiinandustrial and chemical



innovations, and the destruction was coming futtleito destroy the lives of many
creatures, human and nonhuman alike. By the 196@fnvironmental movement
gained momentum as a response to these human-thdangers as well as the growing
acceptance of environmental conservation.

Legislation addressing concern for the environnfilat the Federal Register
throughout the 1970s. New knowledge fostered nalwes that demanded the protection
of ecosystem stability, human health, and endanggrecies. The Endangered Species
Act (ESA) was passed in 1973, directing the UnBeéates Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) to protect and recover endangered andtémed species (16 U.S.C. 881531 et
seq.). The law not only illustrated the natiomiterest in the intrinsic value of
endangered species, but also recognized the inmoertz all species within the
ecological community (Sharpe et al. 2001). The E&juired the USFWS to consider
the feasibility of restoring gray wolves, among mather species, to the nation’s wild
places. Nonetheless, many people in the westatidhare the same sentiments because
the wolf continued to symbolize the struggles weses had succeeded against in order
to make a living off the land (Kellert et al. 1996)

Gray Wolf Recovery in the Northern Rocky M ountains

The Endangered Species Act made the recoveryagfwolves in the Rocky
Mountain region a legal as well as ethical resgulisi. By the late 1980s, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service was considering the poterfbalwolf recovery in the western
United States. The central question to the regowas whether natural recovery should
continue with wolf migration from Canada or a remdtuction ought to take place.

Human manipulation of nature led to the extirpatdmvolves, and many believed it



should also bring about the wolf's return to thestiy@lie 2003). The 1994 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the recg\wf gray wolves in the northern
Rocky Mountains deemed reintroduction the prefeagtibn because it would work
towards a recovery within the foreseeable fututikerathan the unknown future of
natural recovery (United States Fish and Wildlitavice and Department of Interior
1994).

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service sought a batabetween scientific and social
issues in its decision to reintroduce wolves in5L.9%he USFWS received over 160,000
responses during the public comment period folHBES. The concerns of local and
national citizens were addressed in the FEIS’ Contsnend Responses section (United
States Department of Fish and Wildlife Service Begartment of Interior 1994). The
preparation of the FEIS and implementation of ttedgared alternative “involved more
scientific inquiry, media coverage, public attentiand controversy than almost any
other North American natural resource issue” (Fettal.1997, 23).

Many residents near the reintroduction areas Vesiethan enthusiastic about the
return of wolves. Nevertheless, the USFWS insistethanagement policies that would
be more flexible than the ESA in order to deal witl problems wolves could bring,
including livestock depredation and limits to natuesource use (Fritts et al. 1997).
Under the 10(j) rule of the ESA, the reintroducenlwes were designated as a
nonessential experimental population, giving thd&W& the ability to manage the
wolves as a threatened rather than an endangegetks§16 U.S.C. 81539(j)). Primm
and Clark (1996) suggest wildlife management malgt into consideration a variety of

factors and perspectives in order to ensure endaggarnivore recovery will succeed.



It appears that the USFWS acknowledged the leghbaotogical aspects of wolf
recovery alongside human needs and values.

The final rules for the reintroduction of gray wes to Yellowstone National Park
and central Idaho were published in the Federaldgagon November 22, 1994 (50 CFR
17.40(i)) after Yellowstone National Park and cahldaho were designated as
experimental population areas. (This created regoareas in central Idaho,
Yellowstone National Park, and Montana. To meedvery goals, each of the three
recovery areas needed to contain at least teningepdirs for three years in a row. Such
a recovery would be demonstrated in a total pofmraif at least three hundred
individuals with genetic exchange occurring betwtenthree recovery area populations.
(United States Fish and Wildlife Service and Daparit of Interior 1994))
Overshadowing the progress toward implementingeirroduction were several
lawsuits. In the fall of 1994, the Sierra Club BeéBefense Fund and the American Farm
Bureau Federation each filed suit against the Deygant of the Interior to challenge the
relocation of wolves and the experimental popufatesignation (Idaho Department of
Fish and Game 2008). Both lawsuits attemptingalbthe reintroduction were
overruled, and the reintroduction continued as iéain

Fifteen wolves were reintroduced to central Idakioije fourteen wolves were
released into Yellowstone National Park in Janu®95 (Bangs and Fritts 1996). The
states were not involved in the implementatiorhefteintroduction. The Nez Perce tribe
had received the USFWS’ approval for its managemkmt and worked extensively with
the agency in the wolf recovery process (Bangskaitts 1996). Meanwhile, the Idaho

Legislature reversed the prohibition of the stapaidicipation in wolf recovery, thus



allowing the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (DEo prepare a wolf management
plan (Idaho Department of Fish and Game 2008).inmgudaho’s preparation process,
the wolves were thriving beyond expectations amdntietapopulation appeared to have
reached the USFWS’ recovery goals by 2002. Negksls, Idaho, Wyoming, and
Montana had not submitted acceptable managemar ahe USFWS, so federal
management continued. It took sixteen drafts agiat gears before the ldaho
Legislature accepted a state management plan & @@8ho Department of Fish and
Game 2008).

The USFWS published its intent to reclassify tbetlmern Rocky Mountain gray
wolf nonessential experimental population as dardispopulation segment and to delist
the population in 2003 (69 FR 15879). In Janu&@4 the USFWS accepted Idaho and
Montana’s management plans, but Wyoming continaeddist writing a plan the
USFWS would deem satisfactory (Idaho Departmeiiitisti and Game 2008). By 2005,
the USFWS changed the final rules for northern RRddkuntain gray wolf management,
allowing states with approved management planedaest the opportunity to take a
larger role in managing the wolf population (50 CER84(n)). As a result, the states
had more management responsibility, but they widieisder the restrictions of the ESA
and its 10(j) rule. By 2007, the northern Rockyuvitain gray wolf population estimate
exceeded 1,500 individuals (United States Fish\iidlife Service et al. 2008).

A proposal to delist the northern Rocky Mountaiaygwolf population was
published in the Federal Register on January 28320 he Earthjustice Legal Defense
Fund, representing the Center for Biological Diugrefenders of Wildlife, Help Our

Wolves Live, Humane Society of the United Statestr& Club, Jackson Hole
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Conservation Alliance, and Natural Resources Def&@wuncil, filed suit against the
Secretary of the Interior on the same date. TWwsu# charged the USFWS with
violating the ESA in the proposal to delist. Sfieally, the groups were concerned that
the wolves would not receive adequate protectiaedhey were delisted. (Earthjustice
Legal Defense Fund 2008) On February 28, 2008fakrule removing the northern
Rocky Mountain gray wolf population from the endaregl species list was published in
the Federal Register (73 FR 10514). The delisbog effect on March 28, 2008, under
the condition that Wyoming would abide by its reteaccepted management plan.

On July 18, 2008, a preliminary injunction wasusd by the U.S. Federal District
Court in Missoula, Montana, temporarily restoring horthern Rocky Mountain gray
wolf population’s designation as an endangeredispdt/nited States Fish and Wildlife
Service 2008). In order to meet the recovery gwelse 1994 FEIS, the wolf population
needed to have “sufficient representation, restkerand redundancy for long term
conservation” (United States Fish and Wildlife Sezvand Department of Interior 1994,
33). The subpopulation goals of ten breeding paiene hundred individuals in each
state (or 300 total) had been reached in 2002, agfivoximately 1,500 total wolves
recorded in 2007. Nevertheless, the federal jwdgeessed concern about a lack of
adequate genetic exchange between the three subpops, in addition to the wolf's
shoot-on-sight predator designation throughoutresicierable portion of Wyoming
(Molloy 2008). The federal judge officially retued the northern Rocky Mountain gray

wolf to the endangered species list on Octobe0d8 (Brown 2008).
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Values Driving the Conflict

Many groups have a vested interest in the recoaewolves, and those interests
continue to conflict. The values motivating pedpl@ositions vary considerably, leaving
one to ask how effective communication about teeesmight be achieved. Mech and
Boitani (2003) have seen that people’s beliefsnoitepact wolf populations more than
biological facts. Indeed, the U.S. Fish and Wikdbervice’s reams of data from wolf
research cannot be relied upon as the end-alligoltd the problem. Moreover, the
dependability of theorizing about the survival neefla population is always
guestionable because of changes in habitat, humaacit, and other unforeseen events
(Primm and Clark 1996). Such uncertainties sigaiiily influenced the delisting of the
northern Rocky Mountain gray wolf population. THEFWS was put in the difficult
position of balancing scientific theory and knowgegdsocial considerations, and the
responsibility of protecting an endangered spegw®se very existence relied on the
agency'’s actions.

The lines between the social and natural worlccar&inly more blurred than
absolute, and the USFWS perceived a multidiscipfiapproach as offering wolves the
best chance for successful species recovery. dha@eeironmental conflicts are often
political issues more than scientific ones (DaW®D), and the USFWS demonstrated its
awareness of this issue. The proposed action&ctig was “to establish viable wolf
populations by the year 2002 while managing thevemto the greatest extent possible
under the ESA in order to tend to the needs anderas of people who live in the
restoration areas” (Fritts et al. 1997, 10-11).v&theless, people’s beliefs about the

wolf and the role of the federal government runpdek acceptance of the USFWS'’s
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recovery plan required one to compromise his valiiesagency was unlikely to receive
the public’s support (Nie 2003). Nearly all of W&rious perspectives in the wolf
controversy disapprove of some aspect of the regaed management of wolves, but
their reasons are diverse.

Those challenging the recovery of wolves in thetvaee primarily comprised of
rural residents whose opposition is motivated leygreservation of their utilitarian-based
livelihoods (Nie 2003). Included in those groups mdividuals who are more likely to
deal directly with wolves on a regular basis, sashlianchers, hunters, and residents of
areas inhabited by wolves (Williams et al. 2002hose resisting the return of wolves
often view the act as a threat to their valuesiatedests. In essence, the wolves become
competition to those already living off the land€N003). Wolves not only impact
livestock and wild ungulate populations; they dls@aten private property rights and
federal land use (Wilson 1997).

These concerns, founded on economic costs arrésh#ing loss of one’s
livelihood, may be mitigated through economic gagsulting from wolf-stimulated
tourism (Rasker and Hackman 1996). Neverthelessyislsing those concerns ignores
the local people’s connection to the land and cament to their way of life, intensified
by generations of struggle. The wolf embodies nmafrthe hardships overcome.
Accordingly, the wolf’s return is a symbolic andh¢gble threat to the western way of
life. Such points of view made it difficult, if hanpossible to reach a decision that these
groups approved, even though the U.S. Fish andINgil8ervice incorporated the 10(j)

rule’s management flexibility into the recoverypla

13



Many individuals who support wolf recovery in test reside in urban areas and
do not have to deal with the consequences of ihgaduction (Nie 2003; Williams et al.
2002). Within those groups are individuals whauealvolves for aesthetic, ecological,
symbolic, or spiritual reasons (Nie 2003). Accagly, the value the nation has placed
on endangered species is represented in the Ene@angpecies Act, which translates
ethics into law. By combining the ethical respbildy to recover endangered species
with the scientific knowledge of ecosystem ecolabg, USFWS faced a complex
conundrum. To some, ethics ought to be the mauefdirecting the implementation of
the ESA, but to others science should be the pyidaver. The challenge of uniting the
two encourages interdisciplinary thinking, butlgafosters complexity and conflict in
the decision making process.

Environmental groups and the public are generahcerned about ecosystems as
well, but they also seek protection for individaaimals. Additionally, they are
motivated by moral reasons, emotional and spirteghonses to nature, and the intrinsic
value of nature (Nie 2003). The Nez Perce andrdthmes in the recovery area value
wolves for their ecological role in nature, but msignificantly for their symbolic role
within the tribe’s culture. The wolf's return cotaped a spiritual circle that had been
broken with the loss of wolves (Nie 2003). Althbute groups in favor of wolf
recovery received what they desired, the flexypiidwards wolf management is
unacceptable to many. For environmental groupbBestgang the plan’s management
flexibility, wolves remain a romantic idea rathbah a physical presence in one’s back

yard.
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Strong moral and emotional connections compel mawifadvocates in their
cause, reflecting drastic change in the interpiaadf the wolf. Admirable qualities
such as devotion to family (or the pack) and braeee used to justify the protection of
every individual wolf (Mighetto 1991). The extradarary contrast from the prevailing
attitude of fear and hatred less than a centurysagas that the wolf is continuously
being redefined. Today, many interpretations exigating difficult challenges for
groups attempting to educate the public about v&lve
Dynamics of Value-Driven Conflicts

The diversity of the value systems throughoutetydnas expanded over time.
Traditional values have been preserved while ndwegshave emerged with the shifting
perspectives of scientists and biologists. Thigarien value system that once
dominated American culture now shares the stage tiwiise who value nature for
intrinsic reasons or for ecosystem preservatiorith uch a variety of beliefs guiding
our actions and preferences, it is no surpriseléimte about wolves in the west
continues to ignite controversy. An individualenemitment to his values is rooted in
his culture, social experiences, and environmeok@ch 1979). As a result, people live
by their values not only to represent themselvésdjudge and respond to others, with
those corresponding actions further validatingrthialues (Rokeach 1979). The
implications for value-driven conflicts are broad, values can be used as weapons
against the opposition or motivation to fight focause (Rokeach 1979).

The human desire to exist in or near the natuaaldywhether for utilitarian,
aesthetic, or spiritual reasons, often devastatesédry landscapes to which people are

devoted. Although wolves are capable of livinggnvironments that have been
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manipulated by people (Mech and Boitani 2003), ‘curent embrace of the wild is
laying the basis for myriad conflicts between thkhand humans” (Dizard 1999, 209).
Norton et al. (1995) state that the “moral respaifisr now lies with the interpopulation
level on the intergenerational scale, managing msmaore than wildlife” (108). The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recognized thisttsey have regulated human actions
against wolves and managed wolves causing harmrt@h interests in order to
minimize conflicts (Bangs et al. 2004). Mech arat&ni (2003) contend that successful
wolf conservation relies on the tolerance demotestray the acceptance of wolf
protection along with wolf management. In addifiodividuals must acknowledge the
complexities of the values involved in the situatand the need to move beyond a purely
science-based rationality in problem solving (Pri®®6). This multidisciplinary
understanding of the conflict needs to be presethiealocal as well as the national level
to ensure the continued survival of wolves.
Value-Driven Conflict and Educational Outreach

In order to establish such awareness, many graxgodisseminating information
about wolves. Some are advocating wolf recoverifendthers favor delisting. Several
groups seek to simply build understanding about/esl Motivations aside, U.S. citizens
are legally obligated to recover the gray wolf miacreasingly human-dominated
landscape. Culture, values, and myths challengevtif's recovery. Whether they be
extremely positive or negative beliefs about wolgesverly simplified views of the
conflict, misperceptions stand in the way of aclriguthe tolerance necessary for

successful wolf conservation (Mech and Boitani 20y learning more about the
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approaches used by wolf educators and communi¢atersmay discover new outreach
methods for complex environmental controversies.
Multiple Ways of Knowing
When learning about a controversial environmeisgle, one must acknowledge
that environmental conflicts are often a questibwadues rather than interests. The
complexities of the wolf debate are far-reaching] @ is foolish to assume there are any
simple solutions, especially when communicatindiwiiose involved. Renee Askins
(2002) speaks to this discovery,
When | began working on wolf recovery | believeavds wolves we were
arguing about; | thought conservationists could thie debates if we just
assimilated enough solid biological informatiomedi enough successful lawsuits,
or marshaled enough political support. | no longgieve that. These
confrontations did not center on biological faatabstract laws. These were

moral questions, and moral questions are resolaeal aultural level, within the
context of personal emotion: love, passion, ancar(@73)

Much of the emotions carrying environmental condliarise from the meanings we
associate with a place and the identities we hatabkshed through our experiences with
those places (Senecah 2004). Individuals whoseemion with the land is through
ranching or hunting may perceive the presence dfegovery differently than people
who experience nature as a spiritual entity ore&onal source. Communication needs
to reflect the variety of values audience membeag possess so as not to offend or fall
to reach audience members altogether.

Educational outreach cannot disregard the histbaod social context in which
an environmental controversy is taking place. @a(t993) suggests communication
must be relatable in order for the audience mentoecsnnect with the message and
reflect on it. To make the presentation relevarthe individual, the educator ought to

openly acknowledge the many ways one could per@situation without expressing
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judgment on them (Guerrier et al. 1995; Cantri®3p In addition, discussing less
common perspectives is important (Jickling 2008)it suggests there is no best way of
viewing the environmental issue (Guerrier et aB3)9 By considering the various ways
people perceive a given situation, the educator avayd misunderstandings and
negative responses from the audience (Saundek2608). Moreover, challenging the
audience to contemplate other world views in congparto their own may help lend to a
deeper understanding of the controversy at hand.
Impacts of Literatureand Media

Individuals are not limited to their own directpexiences in developing their
views of the world, as exposure to literature aradlim cannot be discounted. By reading
literary works and newspapers, viewing films arldvision, and browsing the internet,
society can expand its knowledge and understarafitige world more than ever before.
According to Cantrill (1993), one’s experiences tame with his contact with books,
newspapers, television, and the internet to estabiis perceptions and beliefs about
environmental issues. This may be problematic widrenconsiders the internet is
plagued by misinformation and the average individoay not be able to discern fact
from fiction. Indeed, Peterson (1998) suggeststtiatypical person often perceives
information in literature as a truthful depictiofreality. In environmental conflicts
where the distinctions between myth and fact ardusing and difficult to establish,
misinformation spreads like wildfire. Neverthelg®age (1989) suggests popular
literature and documentaries have also played dugtive role in the wolf conflict,

providing more information about wolves to the gahgublic than professional
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literature has. Even so, educators must takeaiotount the positive as well as the
negative depictions of wolves fostered by all forwhsnedia.

Such simplistic presentations of information asenmon in newspaper coverage
in particular. According to Nie (2008), the medwe the “adversarial frame” where “two
dueling perspectives” are portrayed as “neatlyrsgfiand diametrically opposed” in the
midst of an “irreconcilable conflict” (31). Thisegdiction is misleading, specifically when
“a simplistic and dichotomous frame limits the raraf perspectives and alternatives
presented to the public, thus obscuring whatevareshvalues and common ground
might exist among stakeholders” (Nie 2008, 31). nTake matters worse, journalists
often quote individuals who hold the most extrengvg in order to “infotain” their
audience, thus aggravating the conflict (Nie 231§, Unfortunately, people are often
led to believe that the media is an unbiased safrgdormation, so they may not read
the articles critically. Misleading media coveragelearly an obstacle environmental
education must overcome.

Suggested Methods for Environmental Education

Little research has investigated environmentatation and outreach in informal
settings. Since the immediate and long term effetbutreach on views or behaviors are
incredibly difficult to measure, environmental edtion evaluation is problematic.
Nonetheless, we can take cues from educators’ peoos of their work. Experiential
education, the use of stories, and exposure taieregperiences appear to be valuable
approaches to educational outreach.

Experiential education, centered on the audieeceming actively involved in

learning about an issue, seems to have positiveeh®s negative aspects. Pomerantz

19



and Blanchard’s (1992) study of wildlife managemagencies’ education programs
found that participatory learning yielded the brestults. Similarly, Cantrill (1993)
discusses the powerful impact once-in-a-lifetimparpunities have on one’s long term
beliefs about nature. Such findings suggest ttiatteve outreach must provide unique
experiences to motivate its audience, but Gueetiat. (1995) warn us of the unforeseen
consequences of experiential education. When emviental issues are experienced as
uncommon or foreign events, individuals may festdnnected from environmental
problems upon returning to their everyday reali{@serrier et al. 1995). To counter
such feelings, Guerrier et al. (1995) suggest enmental issues be presented as
guestions of science (exposed to in the field) e @ social problems occurring in the
world we experience every day. For those who cbexperience the issue directly,
Peterson (1998) and DeYoung and Monroe (1996) dssthe strength of narratives and
story telling in presenting information in a fortrat is accessible and memorable to the
audience.
Dialogue to Foster Understanding

In controversial situations, productive dialogdteio builds to unconstructive
shouting then fades to silence as individuals msssg different views refuse to talk to
one another. Educators face the difficult taskrmfouraging communication that
explores the conflict and builds understandingk&i2002). The simple act of listening
to audience members provides insights into indizisfuconcerns, which others in the
audience may consider and the educator can ussvedagh more applicable educational

outreach (Pomegrantz and Blanchard 1992; Rothm@n)1®By expressing interest in
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individuals’ comments and questions, the educdsar discourages feelings of anger,

suspicion, and mistrust the audience could expegi¢@arpenter and Kennedy 2001).
Nonetheless, the educator must be careful nasteghrd the strong emotions

individuals have invested in the controversy. Aski2002) warns,
Reduce talk about people’s lives and their sensesst..to talk of benefits,
resources, game units, and control actions andvgaticceeded in sterilizing and
abstracting the debate. The vocabulary shapedighassion to fit a certain
worldview, and that worldview seems too often togt that people and their
fears and their rage are a part of the equatiderilided language deepens the
rage because it essentially ignores it — as igppiing it we will cause it to
disappear. Many of us want to discount the raffe. want to expose how
irrational and unreasonable the other side’s assangare. The point, however,

is not whether their pain is logical or rationalf bhat it exists. We will not abate
this rage by trying to discount it or challengg1t75)

Acknowledgement of the legitimacy of all views atefinitions of truth involved in the
wolf debate is critical to avoid marginalizing gpmy as they often respond with more
extreme anti-environmental communications (Petel€$8, 381). By listening to and
sharing stories from all perspectives, educatorng me#p their audiences understand the
motivations driving the conflict so they may stepag from simplistic stereotypes and
judgments (Rothman 1997; Peterson 1998; CantrdB18skins 2002).

Through fair representation of the many viewshef wolf and the conflict
surrounding it, educators can build a positive tapon with the general public. Peters et
al. (1997) found that when government agencieslgmermmunicate the threats an
action may create, the public grants the agensy &md credibility. In a situation as
contentious as wolf reintroduction and managentbetpublic’s trust is critical to
achieve the ultimate goal of wolf recovery. Acdagly, educators will be most effective
in promoting understanding of the situation whegytgain the public’s trust. With

skeptics and extreme positions often driving thieadie, educators need to win over their
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audiences with an effective campaign involvingigtratalk and dependability (Newton
2001). Honest communication reflecting the mamjities and complexities of the wolf
debate is the most promising method for educatorsdch their audiences.
Science in Multidisciplinary Environmental Education

It is clear that the debate about wolves hovethérsocial sphere as much as, if
not more than, the scientific sphere. Environmlezdacation, especially wolf education,
requires a multidisciplinary approach to undersitagmé complex issue connected to
science, society, politics, and the law. LansR@0@Q) suggests that politics’ role in
predator recovery and management is extensivegwhd (2002) says deliberation about
wolf management must go beyond science and ecosorRieople are in the center of the
controversy, and the social concerns cannot beéghoPomerantz and Blanchard (1992)
found that the most effective wildlife educatiomgrams foster understanding of the
biological and human factors along with their iatgions. Moreover, simplistic
representation of the wolf debate only promotesuimdtion and stereotypes (Jones
2002).

Educators must also take into account the many\wagple interpret
information. People with science-based backgroumdgiding environmental
advocates, tend to assume an approach based smafactational thinking will persuade
individuals (Cantril 1993), but people are oftenrenooncerned with personal impacts
and the broader picture (Saunders et al. 2005uc&drs ought to develop their outreach
in innovative ways that reach the most diverseenmds, including people who value
knowledge based on experience, religion, cultuaglition, or science (Senecah 2003).

In addition, the wolf debate should be made acbksand meaningful by discussing the
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interplay between the scientific and social worldsur everyday lives (Guerrier et al.
1995). Education has a critical role to play ia Wolf debate, offering new knowledge to
challenge the common stereotypes and assumptiahbdkie existed for generations
(Hoage 1989).

Education may help break the cycle of misinformatibut it cannot resolve
guestions of values and emotions. By includingdiseussion of values alongside
scientific information, social and ethical concecosild be considered together with the
ecological requirements of the wolf (Mech and Bait2003). After all, “science cannot
settle questions of meaning... or whether we shoaldding these things in the first
place” (Nie 2002, 67). Presenting the differermed similarities between the many
perspectives in a respectful way, while acknowleddhe absence of objective
interpretations of the conflict, suggests to thdiaoce there is no right or wrong answer
to the wolf debate (Palamar 2007). Scientific argltions of wolves paired with
recognition of the values driving the conflict prota the most comprehensive
understanding of the controversy surrounding wahagement.

Resear ch Question

Based upon the information derived from the litera regarding the debate about
wolf management, the characteristics of value-drieevironmental conflicts, and
environmental education, | developed the followiaegearch question.

What is the role of education in reducing confiictight of the issues emerging
from the value-based nature of the wolf managerdebate?
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODS

My interest in environmental education and outhealongside wildlife
conservation led me to this research study. Adtaving in Pullman in January 2007,
my exposure to the debate about gray wolf manageméine west grew and | became
guite fascinated with it. Many of my research pape my classes focused upon the
issue, and it soon became apparent to me just httwadled | was by the intensity and
complexity of the west’s wolf conflict. By Augug007, with the enthusiastic
encouragement of my committee chair, Emmett Fisdecided to pursue my interests
by researching educational outreach in the wolfagament debate.

Building My Knowledge Base

| delved deeply into the controversy about wolinmgement in my course work
in order to build my knowledge and understandinthefissue. By studying the changes
to vegetation and biodiversity observed in Yellomwst National Park after the
reintroduction of wolves, my Ecosystem Ecology slaslped me develop an
appreciation for the wolf’s ecological role. Rasny Environmental Conflicts gave me
the opportunity to gain respect and understandinghie many perspectives within the
wolf management debate, but also to explore thalsaspects of dealing with
controversial environmental issues. The politarad legal realm of gray wolf
reintroduction and management were unfamiliar to loé my research in Environmental
Assessment brought me considerable enlightenmidnbugh an in-depth exploration of

the ethics of the wolf debate, my Environmentali€gHtinal project gave me further
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insight into the conflict’'s complexities. With tkaowledge gathered over the past three
semesters, | finally felt prepared to commence esgarch in summer 2008.
M ethodology

In order to address my research question, | beti@ne-on-one interviews with
individuals implementing wolf educational outreaebuld be the most productive
methodology. Using such a methodology, | woul@ble to obtain explanations of their
groups’ efforts as well as the subjects’ perspestief their work. | had taken a
Qualitative Methods Practicum in preparation foetsan undertaking, so | felt | had the
skills and knowledge to successfully complete #search.

Even though | would not begin my research untihser, | began planning and
laying the groundwork for my research early inyear. | submitted a Human Subjects
Form to the Washington State University InstituibReview Board and received a
Certificate of Exemption in late January 2008 (8eeendix A). Throughout the
following months | gathered information about paignnterview subjects. | found the
names of the education and outreach directorsdiecaional facilities, environmental
groups, government agencies, hunting groups, begstssociations, media, and tribes
involved in disseminating information of any forincait wolves. The majority of the
contact information was obtained from the groupsbsites. This could be considered a
limitation of the sampling process, as there maxeh@#een groups without internet
representation.

Sampling Process
My sampling method was non-probability purposa®] sought out individuals

who were involved in educational outreach aboutve®lin the west. The majority of the
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subjects were selected through typical sampling.esenting what | believed to be the
most typical members of the target population. éttheless, | thought it was important
to include some maximum variation sampling becaiigke polarized nature of the
debate about wolves. As a result, | attemptechtbihdividuals who represented what
some may consider an extreme in the target populaguch as groups opposed to the
presence of wolves or those advocating wolf delisti

The scheduling of interviews was random, as | nabigt of potential contacts in
no particular order as | found information abowrthon the internet or interviewees
suggested | speak with them. | began calling g@tesubjects in early June as was
convenient. Interviews were scheduled accordingécsubject’s availability. Since |
was relying on telephone calls and emails to cantecindividuals | hoped to interview,
| did not have control of who responded to my cgpmmdence. Such circumstances were
a limitation of the sampling process. The majoatyhe individuals | attempted to
contact did not answer their phones, so | left mgss. Eight individuals did not return
my calls and four did not reply to email messagHsis contributed to an additional
weakness of my study by limiting the maximum vaoiatsampling to two interviews
with groups advocating wolf delisting. Fifteendrviews were scheduled via the phone
and five were planned through email correspondence.

Once | had about fifteen interviews completedad la very difficult time
scheduling additional interviews. Eight individsiaid not respond to the multiple phone
messages | left, while four did not reply to mukipmail messages. Two interviews that
were scheduled did not take place because theidudils did not answer their phones

and did not respond to my messages. | had exlthtistdist of contacts | had built and

26



was unable to find additional groups in Idaho imeal with wolf educational outreach.
In order to achieve a larger sample size, | decidedttempt reaching several groups in
Montana and Wyoming. By the end of the summerahaged to complete twenty
interviews, but scheduling the last five was indogdtedious and, it seemed at times, a
matter of luck. With my twentieth interview, | waatisfied with the representation
within my sample. Of the thirty four individualsattempted to contact, twenty

interviews took place (See Table 1).

Total contact attempts 34
No response to phone messages 8
No reply to email messages 4

Unsuccessful scheduled interviews 2
Successful interviews scheduled via phone
conversation 15
Successful interviews scheduled via email
correspondence 5

Total successful interviews 20
Table 1. | attempted to contact thirty four indivals for interviews, with twenty of
those contacts resulting in successful interviefaght attempts by phone and four by
email did not receive a response. Two individualidsnot answer their phones at the
scheduled interview time. Fifteen successful neavs were scheduled via phone

conversations and five via email correspondence.

I nterview Resear ch Design

The research design included one-on-one interyieitfger in-person or over the
phone. | had planned to perform all of the intews face-to-face, but high gas prices
proved to be an obstacle. Most of the groups \Weaed in southern Idaho and I did not
have the resources to make multiple trips or spendral weeks in the area. As a result,
in-person interviews were determined by proximéiyd | met with individuals located
within 150 miles of Pullman, Washington. The Hun®arbjects Form | submitted in

January did not include permission for phone inewvg, so | requested an amendment to
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the form, which was approved in late June (See AppeB). | began conducting in-
person interviews in early June and phone intersiewate June 2008.

Interviews were conducted in a semi-structuretlitas | began the interview by
introducing myself and explaining my research moréepth than | had when |
scheduled the interview. | made a point of expharthat | was seeking to gain an
understanding of the various approaches for edutatoutreach and did not have an
agenda beyond gaining knowledge about the situattomwerbal consent script was read
(See Appendix C) and the interview was recordedwthe subject gave me permission
to do so. Subjects’ names and groups were notdeddo ensure confidentiality.

| used a list of questions to help direct therwvitav (See Appendices D and E),
but I followed up with more specific questions @sponse to the subject’'s answers.
Categories of inquiry included general backgrouridrimation about the subject and his
group; the group’s goals and methods in wolf comigation; perceived effectiveness of
the educational outreach implemented; integraticstientific and value-based
information; perception of media; and improvemeanksllenges, and rewards in
educational outreach. The interviews lasted betvtleiety minutes and two hours,
depending on the subject’s schedule and how muuh ltie could spend talking with me.
Coding I nterviewees into Analysis Groups

Interview recordings and notes were transcribddiwiwo days of the interview.
The transcription was coded based on the typeaffgthe interviewee represented. |

coded the groups into five categories (See Table 2)
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Number
Group of
Group Description Category | Interviews
Local or national nongovernmental organization
involved in litigation and/or advocacy for wolf
conservation Conservation 7
Local or national nongovernmental organizations
involved in litigation and/or advocacy for wolf

\*2J

delisting Delisting 2
Organizations with missions to educate; No

participation in litigation or advocacy Education 4
Journalists reporting for local newspapers on walf

issues Media 3
State, federal, or tribal groups funded by the

government to manage the wolf population Agency 4

Table 2. Interviews were categorized accordingh&interviewee’s group description.
Seven interviews were with individuals from localnational nongovernmental
organizations involved in litigation and/or advogdor wolf conservation, coded
“Conservation.” Two interviews were with repressites from local or national
nongovernmental organizations involved in litigatend/or advocacy for wolf delisting,
coded as “Delisting.” Four interviews, coded asltiEation,” were with organizations
involved in education without litigation or advogacThree interviews, with journalists
reporting for local newspapers on wolf issues, voarded as “Media.” Four interviews
were with state, federal, or tribal groups fundgdhe government to manage the wolf
population, coded “Agency.”
Local and national environmental nongovernmentganizations that actively participate
in litigation and/or advocacy regarding wolf consgion were coded as “Conservation”
groups. Seven of the interviews were coded as. suobal and national
nongovernmental organizations actively participgtimlitigation and/or advocacy to
delist the gray wolf in the west and promote walhtrol were coded as “Delisting”
groups. Two individuals from “Delisting” groupsagted me interviews. Facilities and
groups whose missions are strictly to educate tidigor visitors and do not participate

in litigation or advocacy received the coding ofitiEation” groups. | conducted
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interviews with four such groups. A “Media” codim@s given to journalists whose
assignments include communicating the wolf delatbe public and who are employed
by a local newspaper. Three journalists agredsttimterviewed for my research.
Individuals working for state, federal, or tribabgps that are funded by state or federal
government to manage the wolf population and déal luman-wolf conflict were
coded as “Wildlife Management Agency.” Four of theerviews were coded as
“‘Agency.”
Analysis Process

The interviews were transcribed along with theesdttook during and after the
interviews. | also kept a journal to record theearch process as well as my thoughts
and reflections as | progressed through the proj@gthin the week of each interview, |
read through the transcription, highlighting thetpaf the discussion that addressed my
research question. | read through the transcriptéosecond time, making notes along
the margins to indicate the subject of each hiditéid section. At the same time, |
recorded in my journal additional questions ancklavons that emerged from my
analysis. Once | had categorized the transcrifgemtions that were linked to my
research question, | copied and pasted each diighéghted sections into a new
document for each category. Then | read throughdttuments for each category,
highlighting the segments that | thought best cagotihe points the interviewees
articulated. In addition, | took notes to capttire array of responses about each
particular topic. Subcategory documents were tieated using the noteworthy quotes

pulled from the category documents. Nonethelégsstibcategories were a result of
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slow and careful analysis followed by the selecbbuotes that addressed my research

guestion and represented the five interview groups.
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CHAPTER FOUR

INTERVIEW DISCOVERIES

My goal in conducting the interviews was to idgnthe role of education in
reducing conflict in light of the issues emergingm the value-based nature of the debate
about wolf management. The complexities of envitental communication and
outreach seem to be magnified in situations sudedrby such controversy and defined
by values. Since I did not know what the perspestand experiences of my
interviewees were, my questions were general ard-epded. | viewed my subjects as
the experts and only through their explanationdctbgain insight into how they viewed
their work as well as the debate about wolvesfit€®y building my understanding of the
interviewees and their experiences, | hoped toiaeduowledge which could be applied
to other environmental education and outreach sffor

The interviews yielded information about the pergjves of individuals
intimately involved in educating the public aboudlwes. Being immersed in such a
highly contentious topic on a daily basis, my satgdad unique perspectives of the wolf
debate. While the information | had accumulateal@give me insight into my subjects’
interpretations of their actions and of the circtanses around them, they could not be
viewed as “fact” or “reality” per se. | neededkiep this in mind to prevent the
confrontational and controversial nature of theeéssom overwhelming me. It also
helped illustrate the degree to which wolves aterpreted on an individual basis with a

diversity of reactions.
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Those diverse responses were expressed throutieouterviews. Several
themes related to my research question emergedrfrp@analysis, which will be the
focus in discussing my findings. Explanations dliba groups’ goals for their outreach
efforts provided insight into the strategies theugs use to deal with the value-driven
conflict. Issues brought about by the value-bas®dre of the debate were illustrated
through the challenges that the educators describad educators’ descriptions of their
communication methods and strategies revealed aabhemes that indicate education’s
role in reducing conflict and building understargdirEducation may be used to portray
the complexities of the debate by presenting sfiemformation alongside social
definitions. In addition, education serves as diora to break through the
communication barriers within the wolf managemesttate. Finally, education creates
the opportunity for individuals to learn and expede something they normally would
not, opening the door to greater understanding®tonflict's complexities.

Group Goals Within the Conflict

Although the groups represented in the interviBliva variety of roles in the
debate about wolf management, each of the grougisipate in communicating
information about wolves to the public. Since dlp with conservation groups,
education groups, management agencies, groupsadgdelisting, and the media, the
ultimate goals of their educational outreach varibdtleed, the educational goals
illustrate the roles each of the groups play withie conflict as well as the strategies
each group uses to address the conflict.

While the conservation groups seek to achieve vesloration through their

outreach efforts, education groups are more focosdalilding appreciation for wolves
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themselves. Atthe same time, agencies work tiol bollerance of wolves through the
dissemination of information. The media wantsammunicate the big picture of the
debate to the public. Contrary to the other grothms delisting groups that | interviewed
do not believe education helps their cause, sotblgyon litigation to achieve their goal
of delisting the wolf.

Among the individuals representing conservatiarugs, all of them spoke of the
importance of education efforts but also citedittevitability of litigation. The ultimate
goal for each of the organizations is to restoveable population of wolves to the west.
Interviewees suggested that education can help #olmeve such a goal in a variety of
ways. The conservation groups want to reach thergépublic as well as their members
and political decision makers. Many interviewetagesl that building awareness among
the public about the issues regarding wolves isa@ssary task because of a considerable
lack of knowledge. Conservation 1 stated, “Edweais an important aspect to it, trying
to get people to understand or at least expose thénso they can make their own
decisions.” The need for a more comprehensive nstateding of the implications of the
growing wolf presence was discussed as well. Atingrto Conservation 4, “Our job is
basically to help educate the public about sontb@bpportunities and challenges of
wolf management.” Others believe the public wdliore supportive of wolf restoration
if wolves are described as having a specific pugpnghe ecosystem. For example,
Conservation 7 explained, “What we do is try torpode the restoration of wolves by
remaining consistent in educating about their egiold effectiveness.”

Education groups described themselves as newtrtig¢ g, seeking to inform the

public about wolf behavior in order to build appetion for the animal. Since they do
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not participate in litigation about the wolf, thdg not believe they support a political
agenda. By presenting information about wolves@wogiding a chance for visitors to
see a wolf, the groups view their efforts as anoopmity for people to experience
something they normally would not. “Our primaryssion is to give an opportunity for
people to see wolves up close, to observe themhapefully come to some sort of
appreciation of the species” (Education 3). Edooad explained,

Our goal was to lend a more realistic understandingolves, that they are just

animals doing what they need to get by...Our belia$ that from an

understanding comes appreciation. When somebadly eppreciates a species
or a resource they’re a lot more likely to takeeocat it.

Nevertheless, educators also acknowledged thealiris of their efforts. “I’'m not here
to change anybody’s mind, just give an opportutotiearn more about them if they want
to” (Education 2).

Although wildlife management agencies seek todotalerance for wolves by
explaining the facts about wolves, they do so loyialing options for dealing with
conflict as well. Accordingly, restoration is tgeal, but the means by which to achieve
it does not necessarily entail promoting appreamtiThe interviewees explained that
management requires impartiality in the midst cérevhelming emotions. Agency 1
stated, “I try to leave my talks with no one knog/iwhat side of the fence I'm on. Pro-
wolf groups think I'm a wolf killer and anti-wolfrgups thing I'm a wolf hugger.” Since
the agencies deal with wolf-human conflicts, thegksto educate people about how to
deal with wolves while establishing a relationsbipespect with the public. Agency 3
explained,

What you basically need to do is have people tatezaough of wolves so they

won't illegally kill too many... We were always justpu know, the whole truth

and nothing but the truth kind of stuff. Good, padd the ugly. And the biggest
reason we did that was so we could listen to pesplee could learn.
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The media find themselves in a position uniquenftbe other groups presented
thus far. Since the general public acquires mbgs anformation about the wolf debate
from media sources, journalists seek ways to conicatathe situation as unbiased
outsiders. Each of the journalists interviewed different goals for educating the public
about the bigger picture of wolf management. Mddiands to quote the key players,
including the more controversial figures, to infop@ople and “to spark someone to go
out and learn more and get slightly more involveth’contrast, Media 3 excludes the
extremes to demonstrate “it's not so cut and diy¢ went on to say, “My goal is to
show there’s a lot more middle ground on this idba@ the few voices you really hear
on the issue would really indicate” (Media 3). Mge# is more concerned with educating
people who deal with wolves on a regular basish susclivestock producers, to help them
prepare for or respond to wolves. “My goal is &b gctual on the ground information out
about wolves... [Itis] kind of a balancing act taremof the other reporting that | see
that's done out there” (Media 2). Depending on'eperspective, one could say the
three methods complement one another by compretedpanforming the public or that
they contradict each other to create a mixed messag

While conservation groups, education groups, agenand media all strive to
educate people about wolves for various reasoasnthviduals representing the
delisting groups stated that their groups compjdigpass education in working to
achieve their goal of delisting the wolf. Deligjift said he is ultimately “standing up for
the poor man who'’s being violated by the left,"argiing to hunters, livestock producers,
and local people dealing with wolf impacts on dydhasis. By delisting wolves through

litigation and giving state wildlife management ages control over the populations, he
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can achieve that goal. Nonetheless, he does imtghining public support through
education is an option. Delisting 2 explained, fAsas trying to educate, it's a waste of
time, | think. It's pointless because it's hardget the story from the other side. | think
in the end the only way to deal with it is hopefute courts will take the law as written
and enforce it.” While the conservation groupsae@dvantage to coupling educational
outreach with litigation, the delisting groups hal@mndoned education because they do
not feel their voices are being heard.

Wolf restoration, appreciation for wolves, tolezanand grasping the big picture
were explained as goals that are achievable thredgbational outreach. At the same
time, the delisting group representatives beligigation is the only option for achieving
their goal of delisting the wolf. The roles thiaé tgroups play within the conflict are
widespread, illustrating the complexities of thaftiot. Likewise, the groups implement
a variety of strategies to deal with the value-ginidebate about wolf management.
Some groups use education to promote wolf restarasippreciation for wolves,
tolerance, or the big picture, while others turhtigation. Whatever the case may be,
the groups are implementing the strategies thathleéeve most effectively address the
debate about wolf management.
| ssues Emerging from the Value-Driven Natur e of the Debate

Individuals implementing educational outreach dhwoives face a variety of
issues that arise from the value-driven naturdéefdebate. My interviewees discussed
many circumstances that make their jobs excepiyddficult. The strong opinions and
emotions wolves engender, the perceived agendasctioms of other groups and the

media, the enduring myths and misinformation surding wolves, the concept of
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changing people’s minds, and gauging effectivemesshe primary challenges wolf
educators face.

Every subject referred to the difficulties of piding education and outreach
about an issue that stirs up such intense emogiansided in a multitude of unyielding
opinions. Many of the subjects indicated thatdixgeas often inhibit their ability to
carry on a rational conversation with their audeeneembers. Since the issue of wolf
management is so intimately connected to peophises, it is not surprising that
educators encounter individuals who are defensiwifficult to speak with (Rothman
1997). Agency 1 noted from his experiences, “Omeks that wolves walk on water and
are basically humans in fur coats, and the otheksithat wolves are Satan’s spawn and
they shouldn’t be here because they're the wotkefdevil.” Education 3 explained his
approach in addressing the complex situation,

We also need to understand that, as wolf educaonsiuch of what we discuss is

emotions and cultural ideas and folklore and akehdifferent things; that when

someone comes and visits our facility and seeslf they already in their mind
have a preconceived notion of what a wolf isthink every wolf educator needs
to realize that there is already in each individoberent biases about wolves, and
those biases are built based upon where they'me, fwdhat they've read in books,

what they’ve seen in television and movies, whairthfestyle and economic
background is, where they come from as far as #maiestry and ethnicity.

An individual's opinions about wolves develop frdms experiences, culture, and
values. When individuals learn about wildlife mgement actions such as wolf
reintroduction or lethal control, they may percesueh actions as challenging the
validity of their values (Carpenter and Kennedy200’Leary and Bingham 2007). For
many, the commitment to their beliefs is incredipassionate and uncompromising.

Conservation 4 elaborated,
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Wolves make people go crazy. It's really harddaweha rational conversation
about wolves because people’s blood pressure gomsgh the roof no matter
which side you're on. So that’s the biggest clmgks that wolves have this
mythical status on either side and it’s really totg have an objective
conversation about wolves. And that is going toam a challenge.

Similarly, Agency 3 said, “The wolf issue becomessgmbolic that it overrides common
sense or decency, and you have to roll with that.”

Since the topic of wolves invokes such highly gearemotion stemming from
one’s culture and values, the concept of chandiegrinds of audience members was
discussed by several interviewees. Two individ{ate from conservation and one from
education) believe they have changed people’s nabdsit wolves through unique
experiences, such as wolf encounters. Neverthdleesubjects (one conservation, two
education and two agency) stated they cannot chaamgene’s mind about wolves and do
not try to. Agency 4 explained, “l learned a ldimge ago that when it comes to wolves,
people seem to have their minds pretty firmly magd®ne way or the other and you're
not going to change anybody’s mind and | gave vipdrto do that...People have this
notion of what wolves are and what they do andshaiw it is.” Along the same line,
Education 2 said,

I’'m not going to change anybody’s mind. | nevemeoin and say that if you

don't like wolves I'm going to make you like wolvegen you leave. You can't

make anybody change their mind.For those who are maybe on the fence line,

we use our opportunity for educating to providedlagification of factual
information versus infactual.

Indeed, Cantrill (1993) warns against presenting jperspective as better than another
when communicating with an audience. Rather titi@mgpting to convince people about
how they should feel, it appears that simple expotuinformation is the preferred

approach for several of the subjects.
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Interviewees said myths and naiveté also obsbeiedfforts. The majority of
my subjects referred to the need to address mrsination about wolves within all
viewpoints. Conservation 3 explained, “Almost evargument you hear that’s in favor
of hunting and trying to eliminate wolves is basedmythology, it's not based in fact
whatsoever. It's just perception, and rallyinguard what seems to be the people who
are being negatively impacted by wolves.” Miscgimns were of concern to
Conservation 4, as he said, “Our members are soataveive about some of the impacts
that wolves can have, particularly on pets. Aofofolks aren’t aware of the conflicts and
potential conflicts between wolves and pet dogsddressing the misinformation is
problematic, especially when it appears on thamatie Conservation 7 explained, “It's
very difficult because the internet is an oceanwadire a small voice in a vast ocean.”
Countering the misunderstandings face-to-facesis altricky task. Education 3 noted,
“One of the greatest challenges is dealing withppeeand saying, | understand this is
where you've read it, this is what you know, bustis what we know based on these
studies that are done here and the science bdliinthe subjects referred to a variety of
misinformation, both positive and negative towanddves, which they address on a
regular basis.

Many of the interviewees perceived the actionstbér groups as challenges to
accomplishing their own goals. Such an issue eesargconflicts when values are at
odds and individuals feel the validity of their wa are being questioned or threatened
(Carpenter and Kennedy 2001; O’Leary and Binghav20Both the conservation
groups and the delisting groups accused each othesing wolves to advance their own

agenda and accused the media of unfair represamtafigency 3 explained, “What you

40



have with the wolf education issues is that itftero blended into some other kind of
agenda. You know, other wildlife restoration agemaautsiders telling us what to do,
states rights agendas, private property rightgthigun control.” Delisting 2 suggested
conservation groups are “pandering to the publgrnerance about the facts and looking
to gain money.” Yet Conservation 7 said, “There iaterests that benefit from
demonizing the wolf and those interests do so tiesipe facts.” Nie (2008) points out
the problems of “vilifying” (30) other groups andramending one’s own group, noting
that such actions only create a “spiraling eff€¢80) of accusatory communication that
promotes further conflict.

The divergent groups also addressed the media igsze that has emerged
because of the value-based nature of the debatese@ation 3 suggested, “I think the
media has a strangle hold on this issue. It'dyead uphill battle to convince people that
wolves should not be delisted. The papers hauly tezard the anti-wolf message more
clearly than they've heard the pro-wolf messagd,tary’'ve bought into it.” At the
same time, Delisting 1 noted, “Just look at the oc@ntary in the media. Itis an
exclusive parading out of experts from the CerdeBiological Diversity, Defenders of
Wildlife, Sierra Club, left groups.” Agency 2 algtentified the media’s contribution to
the polarization of the wolf issue, stating,

The one thing that'’s still kind of disturbing to nseevery now and then a wolf

depredation takes place and somehow the media &leaws it and they report it

like it was a big crime....My point is, it's just noews, you know. When the

media gets ahold of it, even though they try haaytcan’t help but get the story
wrong [laughs]. That kind of throws gasoline oa ffassions on both sides.

All groups seem to agree that the media’s unbathnogerage of wolves needs to be

addressed, but for different reasons.
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The majority of the interviewees discussed thédatilties of gauging the
effectiveness of their educational outreach in sucbmplex value-driven conflict.
Seven said they simply do not know how to deterrhine effective they are. Given the
previous discussions of strong opinions and changimds, educators discussed the
elusiveness of evaluating their effectiveness is ¢tbntroversial debate. Only one
representative described a quantitative assesshantoutreach project. Agency 3
explained,

Before wolves were put in Yellowstone there wasraey done and 19% of

Wyoming residents believed wolves were a signifitareat to human safety.

We distributed % of a million newspaper inserts,dickall these talks and

hearings and media. ...Ten years later after wolvere wtroduced we did

another survey. Twenty percent of Wyoming residéetgeved wolves are a

significant threat to human safety, which of coutsey aren’t. But that just shows

you that basically all the outreach didn’t make difference at all because 20%

of people believe the government just lies. Soestinngs you really can't affect.

The strong emotion, you just have to realize samegifacts don’t resolve
feelings.

Other educators consider their audience membeas amdividual basis when assessing
effectiveness. Seven interviewees indicated tigt tise audience member responses,
guestions, and enthusiasm to gauge the effectigesfaébeir methods. Education 2 said,
“I judge by watching the behaviors of the indivitkjavatching their interests, questions,
watching their faces, talking to them when we fgst back to the visitor's center when
they're all excited and stuff like that. ‘We’reroing back.” ‘This is so great.” ‘We'll
remember this forever.” Similarly, Conservatidmoted, “A lot of that is just the
palpable excitement when people see wolves. Onwheeone sees a wolf track or puts
their hand inside a wolf track. The sense of exasént from people, their enthusiasm,

how they describe what a great time they had.” nEtieugh they may not have official
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guantitative evaluations for measuring their effastess, many educators find ways to
gauge how well they are reaching their audiences.
The Role of Education in Reducing Conflict and Building Under standing

The interview groups seek to achieve the goalgaif restoration or delisting;
building appreciation or tolerance, or presentimglhigger picture. Although their goals
are diverse, they are all struggling with the sasaes while attempting to reduce the
conflict, whether through education, litigation,aocombination of the two. In light of
the underlying values and corresponding issuelsamolf management debate, three
themes regarding education’s role in reducing eciréimerged from my interview
analysis. Within the wolf management debate, eilutaerves as a means to present
scientific information alongside social definitigseak through communication barriers,
and create opportunities for unique learning exgpexes. Together, these themes
illustrate the various ways educators are usinga&un to diminish conflict and build
understanding about wolves and the complexitiesribaning to the controversy.
The Presentation of Scientific Information Alongside Social Definitions

In a debate that is defined by biological factsvali as values and politics, groups
attempting to provide educational outreach faceliffieult decision of how to talk about
wolves. All of my subjects said they present bigidal facts and science-based
information to their audiences. Education 3 exydi “What we first want to do, first
and foremost, is just present wolves as wolvedk dlaout what they are, how they live,
just putting that information out that helps set siage for any further discussions.”
Although several of my subjects acknowledged tlwas@aspects of the controversy, they

do not present the social side of the debate 1o &lndliences. Some have found that
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discussing values is not productive, so they relglg on the facts. Nevertheless,
audiences may not be able to relate to a basieptason of the science behind wolf
behavior and management (Cantrill 1993; Saundeak 2005; Senecah 2003).
Conservation 6 acknowledged this issue, explairiirgcts don’t speak for themselves,
that's a common failing of groups who think peogte simply rational actors and that if
they allay forward the facts, so to speak, therpfgewill then understand. You have to
interpret the facts for people, so that's what wée dr'he interpretations may vary,
however, depending on the fact-interpreter’s biasebkultimate outreach goals.

Six individuals said they focus on the facts aal/e the discussion of social
issues out of their communication efforts, incluygthree agencies, two media, and one
conservation group. Agency 2 explained, “Usudllyou present facts, nobody can argue
with them. They may not like them, but they camiiee with them. So that's why we try
to deal with just fact-based information and trikéep the emotion out of it.” Similarly,
Media 3 has witnessed the problems that ensue thieeronversation turns towards
values, so he primarily uses information from mamagnt agencies in his articles. He
pointed out,

| don’t really go for the jugular if I've got a gaequote that would maybe stir

emotions up. Even the ones that | do where I'mlyeaafing to go down the

middle, even those will stir up the emotions. Bdbh't think it really adds

anything to the debate to just go for these readhytroversial figures. And that's
just kind of my view on it, how | cover it. (Med®)

Agency 4 also talked about relying on facts inddexmunications, stating,

It certainly seems to me that it's more powerfuptesent data to them and say,
‘This is how it is’ or ‘This is our interpretatioof this data we’ve collected,” as
opposed to trying to argue in favor of wolves béV're a pretty animal’ and
‘They have value to people for whatever reasoiisthat regard, | think the
science is a stronger argument for wolves and for wolves should have been
recovered in Idaho and the northern Rockies.
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Conservation 5 elaborated on a similar approach:
Whenever we can we try to talk about the truth @mde up with the fact that
wolves are only responsible for less that .1 %w&fstock deaths here in the
northern Rockies and that the elk and deer pojulatare the best they've been
for many years despite wolves being on the landsc&w we certainly try

whenever we can to try and counter those myths télscientific data that's out
there.

These individuals’ reliance on scientific infornmatialone may affect the effectiveness of
their outreach, especially when their audiencesataely solely on science or facts in
defining their worlds (Cantrill 1993; Senecah 2003)

Although all of my interviewees use biologicaltaand scientific information to
build understanding about wolves, fourteen bel@waescussion of values is necessary to
establish a full comprehension of the debate abvolites. These individuals
(representing all five groups) frame the conflistaaconsequence of society’s diverse
values, opening the conversation to the many caxitj@s involved. According to
Rothman (1997), identity-based conflicts are diffi¢o define because they “arise from
the depths of the human heart rather than the rabteorld” (11). In addition, identity-
based conflicts are “rooted in...the threats to...pesptollective need for dignity,
recognition, safety, control, purpose, and effi¢g6y7). Education within identity-
based or value-based conflict would most certdmalyeglecting to address the lion's
share of the issue if it did not discuss the sagdinitions involved. This perception was
demonstrated among representatives from six coasenvgroups, four education
groups, one agency group, one media group, andié&hsting groups.

Many of the interviewees believe that acknowledgenand open discussion of
the value-driven nature of the conflict may encgerpeople to reflect on the complexity

of the debate about wolves. Some educators thekity promoting dialogue about the
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conflict, individuals may come to realize the isssi@ot as cut and dry as many assume.
Education 3 noted,

We try to be very mindful to try to present thetfdmat there are all these different
viewpoints. That people have such a varied resptmws/olves and such a varied
approach to dealing with wolves, of thinking abaatlves.... We try to be very
inclusive, to try to understand and be empathetiwow they feel about wolves,
but also to present a whole gamut of options, eas] of how others might feel
about wolves.

Such an approach is critical because when a geelp its identity is being questioned or
challenged, more conflict and distrust is generé&@teary and Bingham 2007;
Carpenter and Kennedy 2001). Similarly, Mediascdssed the need to acknowledge
the validity of all the perspectives involved iretiolf debate, no matter what value
system they represent.

The problem is, those folks who aren’t real extrearen’t the major players in
this...I'm trying to find that line between talking people because they're the
major folks involved and keeping it from becomihgstcircus instead of a
discussion. | don’t think the people I've talkedhave quite crossed the line yet
of their views not being worth it because they gisand spout inanities the
whole time. They still have very real discussiond points about what they'’re
trying to make. (Media 1)

Agency 3 also explained the importance of considetihe human element when

providing outreach:

The key is that wolf issues are about symbolisrtyes perceptions. And they're
not about a scientist getting in a white coat atithgy you, ‘Oh, wolves eat
twelve pounds a day.” That doesn’t make you likembor dislike them. You like
them or dislike them because of how you view thédvgAgency 3)

He went on to explain the flaw in relying solely facts in educational efforts and the

implications associated with it.

‘Are you telling me that my family values, my cuié and my tradition is

wrong?’ That's the question. Am | telling some gi¥eah, the biggest wolf only
weighed 130 pounds’? It's totally mismatched. Tdas don’t have anything to
do with resolving those strong symbolic emotiornsr&ognizing that helps you
deal with that stuff. And it's not just wolf hater#’s wolf lovers, too. (Agency 3)
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Delisting 1 also explained how the debate aboutv@sls not only about biological facts
and scientific explanations. He believes “thelaights of those dealing with wolves
every day are being violated by those who don# Inere. The wolf densities are being
used against ranchers, hunters, and other local@amt the wolf itself” (Delisting 1).
Such a perspective is likely common throughoutrtimal west, and most of the educators
believe a regurgitation of facts will do little ppomote productive dialogue with
individuals holding those views. To effectivelynemunicate the complexities of a
conflict, educators must understand and discusbitiegical and social factors involved
as well as their interactions (Pomerantz and Blarcch992).

Creating the Opportunity for Unique L ear ning Experiences

Most of the groups are creating opportunitiesufimique learning experiences
through their educational outreach efforts. By mgkhose opportunities available to
diverse audiences, individuals are able to expeeisomething they would normally not
have access to. The educators explained thatesqogriences open the door to a more
comprehensive understanding of the conflict. Rhog access to new information and
experiences helps individuals learn about the etsges within the conflict that are
beyond their own everyday experiences.

Although all of the representatives from the ageonservation, and education
groups give some form of presentation, educatioeashing beyond the traditional slide
show. One-on-one discussions provide the oppdyttmimake a connection with the
individual and build a sense of trust. Experidreé@ducation gives people the opportunity
to come into contact with wolf habitat. Similarlyplf encounters bring people face-to-

face with a wolf, offering a once-in-a-lifetime eeqgence. Finally, group websites open
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access to an audience larger than ever beforgpr@yding these unique learning
experiences, the groups are fostering opporturfiiesmdividuals to develop a broader
understanding of the wolf management debate.

Presentations by conservation groups, educatiompgt and agencies take a
variety of forms. Slide shows, videos, demongiregj and hands-on activities are
common. Many of the interviewees said the questimhanswer period after the
presentation is the most beneficial for everyomelved. One-on-one educational
outreach work was discussed by three conservatmupg and two agencies. When the
opportunity presents itself, those interviewees erak effort to speak with people on an
individual basis. Conservation 5 said he primanibyrks with people in the field, “doing
things with people who are actually affected bywesl” Agency 4 referred to similar
experiences: “Occasionally when I’'m out in thedidibing what I'm paid to do, you run
into folks that want to know what you're doing antly you’re doing it, and that always
presents an opportunity to kind of spread someam&bion out there.” Similarly,
Pomerantz and Blanchard (1992) discuss the impmatahlistening to and addressing
people’s concerns in building a relationship obtrwith the public.

Besides talking with people who live or work inlfMeabitat, several groups are
targeting people who would not normally have thparfunity to witness a wolf. Four
conservation groups offer “wolf viewing hikes” (Caarvation 4) or “wolf watching
tours” (Conservation 5), but their objectives vaihile Conservation 4 hopes his
audience will have the “chance of at least seeimgl§” Conservation 5 wants his

audience to be aware of the perspectives of pdiopig in wolf territory. He explained,
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We hope to take them out to the areas we have @@aplicipating so they can
see what people are doing on the ground to lealimeavith wolves. Because a
lot of pro-wolf supporters think that the produeed rancher out here are stuck
and complaining and not doing anything to protbkeirtlivestock. And that’s not
the case, a lot of them are. (Conservation 5)

In addition, two education groups have designeit faeilities to preserve natural wolf
habitat for visitors to experience. The efforarsattempt to connect wolf survival to
habitat protection. All of these uncommon experesnwill most likely be memorable to
audience members (Cantrill 1993). Neverthelesss€wation 5’s approach (described
above) may be the most promising because it demadestthe connections between the
scientific definitions of wolves and the social sequences of wolf recovery (Guerrier et
al. 1995).

Visitors to two of the education groups’ facilgieave the opportunity to observe
wolves in a natural setting. The other two edweagroups offer wolf encounters, giving
their programs to groups throughout the regionudation 2 elaborated,

Being able to see a live animal is a lot more eiffecdhat looking at a book or

watching the TV. | think that's one of the reasons facility and other facilities

that take care of captive wolves do so well is bsegpeople have an opportunity
of seeing an animal that if you were in the wildiyeould normally not see.

Creating the opportunity for the audience to cohméth a wolf is important in reaching

visitors, as Education 3 explained:
A lot of it's an emotional reaction to them. But yust want to have the wolves
right there in front of them and it really makelsuge difference, an amazing
impact because of that. From there we have lotsfi@rent opportunities to do
what we can do to enhance the visitor's experi@mcklearn about the connection
to wolves.

Education 1 also talked about the influence of entering a live wolf: “People love to

see the wolf, be able to pet the wolf, take pidweh him. That is probably the number

one thing that is most effective that stands owtuinprograms.” Moreover, Cantrill
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(1993) emphasizes the powerful impact such an exinaary experience has on an
individual's perspectives of an environmental issue

Finally, the internet has recently emerged aswatoel for educational outreach.
All of the groups, including conservation, educafidelisting, media, and agencies, have
websites that address wolf questions in some forhree interviewees from
conservation groups, one from an education groug t&o from the media described
their websites as a communication method. Twoemagion group representatives
discussed the use of blogs as a primary form okagh. Such forums offer the
opportunity to debate the issues in a format adgest® a global audience. Conservation
7 noted, “The strategy that I've used is a lotlofging, which is heavily read by
decision makers and staff in Congress, land usecéege wildlife agencies at the state
and federal level as well as journalists at théonat level.” Media 2 uses the internet to
address what she sees as the need for a more édl@presentation of “people on the
ground,” “whether it is the actual hunters who au¢ after wolves or the actual ranchers
who are having wolf problems.” Her group’s webgitevides people the chance to learn
about a perspective of the conflict that is oftensationalized or dismissed altogether.
These groups take advantage of the opportunitgaohr a wider, more diverse audience
through their internet communications.

Presentations, one-on-one discussions, expelliédiaing, websites, and news
articles are all being implemented in an attempgdocate individuals about the wolf
management debate. By creating opportunitiesdop|e to think outside the box or
experience something out of the ordinary, the unevees are using education as a tool

to build understanding and decrease conflict. Nbeeéess, the educators also implement
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a variety of communication strategies to help cahméth more audience members and
strengthen the impact of their educational efforts.
Breaking Through Communication Barriers

The interviewees employ various strategies tokbotieaugh communication
barriers and connect with their audiences. Sewgnatoaches to overcoming the
obstacles associated with value-driven conflictsewkescribed. The majority of my
subjects see open communication between diffefiemtpoints as a promising approach
to productive educational outreach. Alongsidegimmotion of dialogue, several
individuals use humor and stories to connect withrtaudiences. Nevertheless, some of
the groups are frustrated with what they percessa kck of progress in the wolf
recovery and/or delisting process. Intervieweesasenting those groups do not believe
dialogue with people possessing different viewani®ption for their outreach efforts.
Instead, they use more confrontational communioanethods. However the groups
choose to communicate with their audiences, thexvigwees were all confident that
their efforts were helping them achieve their goals

A few of the interviewees do not see educatioa ashicle for breaking through
communication barriers. Among the individuals veid not express support for open
dialogue were representatives of two conservationggs and two delisting groups.
Unsuccessful or discouraging efforts in the pastled these interviewees to lose
confidence in the idea of open communication torwte understanding. Instead, their
groups participate in aggressive litigation andugatory communications. Groups who
believe their values are being compromised andaddrast other players in the

controversy often turn to litigation as their bast only option (O’Leary and Bingham
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2007; Nie 2008). Delisting 2 explained, “You knatis gotten to the point where there’s
no dialogue and our dialogue is not welcome. Samthg way to deal with this is through
the courts.” Conservation 7 had the same attitsdggesting, “There’s no reasoning
with these people if you've ever sat through a imgefThey just don’'t understand what
we value.”

In response to the discouraging encounters, twsawation groups developed
rather aggressive strategies to communicate thesec When referring to the blog on
his group’s website, Conservation 6 said, “We’e lth try to marginalize them the way
they marginalize us...They're so far out to the rjgloiu know, they don’t make any
sense. So we're kind of tarring them, trying tckenéhem look bad.” Conservation 7
discussed his group’s role within the wolf conséoraadvocacy community, “We take
the more confrontational approach, which I thinknsre important to talk about the
political realities that are happening with regardvolf management and that there are
things that need to be addressed.” Neverthelegbnian (1997) warns against this
“closed-minded perspective” and encourages “ar@gmpathy” “as a vehicle to enable
disputants to view each other’s aggression asaat [gartially similar to their own - as
reactively motivated due to threats and frustratiohessential needs and values” (44).

While the previous groups believe in the strerafttheir confrontational
communications paired with litigation, most of thebjects | interviewed think respectful
discussion about wolves yields the most encouragisglts. Dialogue not only
promotes credibility and trust but also helps owere or prevent anger and suspicion
(Carpenter and Kennedy 2001; Peters et al. 198@hservation 4 discussed the need to

communicate in spite of the polarizing circumstanemting,
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| think improving the dialogue between the ranclard the conservationists and
the hunting organizations is really important sat tive all understand each
other’s perspectives. We may not agree with tipesspectives but at least we
can understand where they're based out of. Tihapsrtant in proceeding ahead.
Agency 4 also elaborated on the value of keepiadities of communication between
interest groups open. By promoting a respectfdlrmanjudgmental atmosphere, he helps
people cope with the realities of wolf depredation:
When you come on a scene where a rancher or sipeegtor has dead livestock,
they’re not very happy and you've got to take @elialbuse and let them say their
peace. Then just do the best you can to try aréd with them. Outline the
options of what we can do to prevent this kindhafig in the future and just let
them know that you’re on their sideYou just take your initial beating and do
what you can to let them know that you’re in itlwiheir best interest at heart.
(Agency 4)
Others also talked about the need to create atab#pienvironment where people feel
comfortable discussing a topic that many peopledav@onservation 2 explained,
It's not hit them with all your strategies andydlur ideas about how you think it
should go, but let them till the soil and makeeittile. Then you can throw your
seeds in there. | think it tends to work bettat tay, although that's not as
direct an approach as a lot of NGOs like to take.
Agency 3 also provides opportunities for the audeeto make considerable contributions
to the conversation, where “they’re telling you ekawhat’s on their mind and that
gives you a chance to learn and adapt the programhat people are concerned and
caring about.” The educators work to establisipoapwith their audience members by
listening and responding to concerns, which isoaiitwhen the educator is seen as an
outsider (Askins 2002).
Since the interviewees are often encountering thediences for the first and only
time while addressing a contentious value-drivenfla, it may be difficult to

demonstrate a welcoming and respectful attitudeftssers trust and credibility. Several

individuals discussed specific strategies whiclphieém break through the
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communication barriers with their audiences. Agediases humor in his interactions
with the public, stating,

A lot of the wolf stuff gets pretty preachy sometsnfrom people from either
side, because of the strong emotion involved. h&g'll only tell the things they
think are good about wolves or only the things #ratbad about wolves. And
they're always pretty serious like they're goingstve the planet or something.
And | think a little bit of humor helps make peoph®re human. And it allows
people a little bit more room to either joke backimd of break the ice to
communicate.

Some of the communicators described how they aporesible for setting the mood for
their presentations, so a positive response framatidience opens the door for
interactive education. Some of my subjects telliss to capture the audience’s attention
and present information in a relatable form. Covest®on 2 explained,

| think it has to do a lot with descriptive langeaghen you’re making people
really feel or sense the place or wildlife you'aéking about, and feeling some
connection to it or connecting it to their own esprces. Whereas if you just hit
them straight with scientific dialogue that’s pyedry and purposely emotionless,
you oftentimes lose people that way. | think yawédnto very consciously
intermesh all of those things.

Education 4 believes pairing humor and storieselm connect with his audience. He
explained his approach, noting,

If you can give them a reason to laugh, it flodd=n with a sense of relief and
they are yours for the rest of the program. If getithem at ease and make them
feel comfortable, they will enjoy themselves anelytthen will remember things
so much more...If you can give them something to laaig especially in regards
to the issue that they're being polarized by, then disarm it. You make things
more relaxed.

Education 4 later suggested,

The more serious a matter seems to be, the mame péople neglect telling
stories...You look at major religions, the way infation was portrayed was
through stories. Buddha, Jesus, Mohammad, theggireg out and telling stories.
They're not just issuing edicts and spewing ougswdnd regulations, they're
telling stories. And people whose information isieenbered, they did it by
telling a story.
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Four of my subjects discussed humor or story @lis essential strategies for productive
communication and education, especially with isasesontentious and nerve-rattling as
wolf management. Moreover, stories provide a gajet@ communicating about
complex problems that are defined by science aldegteep-rooted values (Peterson
1998; DeYoung and Monroe 1996).

The educators’ perspectives of the need to bieakitth communication barriers
differ, as do their strategies to overcome theassassociated with value-driven conflict.
Four interviewees avoid dialogue with those holdiiféerent views of the conflict,
focusing on litigation and confrontational commuation instead. Nevertheless, most of
my subjects described the positive aspects of dmdogue, such as overcoming
stereotypes, building understanding, and promdtungt. In addition to dialogue, several
individuals use humor and stories to connect withrtaudiences in their efforts to

promote understanding and reduce conflict.
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CHAPTER FIVE

IMPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

Educational outreach plays an important role stdang understanding and
reducing conflict in environmental controversi&¥ithin the wolf management debate,
education serves as a means to present scienfificniation alongside social definitions,
break through communication barriers, and creapodpnities for unique learning
experiences. In order to fulfill its role, educatimust not only inform but also connect
with individuals through dialogue, humor, storiasjque experiences, and
multidisciplinary presentations. Some of these mmmication methods have been
evaluated or suggested in the literature, but ethreay be less known or more out of the
ordinary. The insights that emerged from my inwanalysis are worth consideration
by those implementing environmental education tormte understanding and diminish
conflict. By building upon the essential themesailbded in my interview data and the
literature, | developed a contemporary paradignmiaximizing the effectiveness of

educational outreach in environmental conflictse(Sgyure 1).
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Figure 1. My interview and literature analyseddeel suggestions for a new paradigm to
maximize the effectiveness of educational outrea@nvironmental conflicts.

First and foremost, a value-driven environmentaitoversy cannot be viewed in
simplistic terms, nor can it be defined by scieand rationality alone. The educator who
familiarizes himself with a given situation, usiagnultidisciplinary approach, will
establish the most comprehensive understandinghachwo base his communication
methods. By learning about the many ways of dedjrthe conflict, a more inclusive
view of the controversy will emerge, including t&entific, political, economic, social,
and symbolic meanings driving the debate. Wher&tus present a more holistic
perspective of the situation, more members of titheace will feel as if their concerns
are being addressed.

Simplistic views of environmental conflicts araesf just as harmful as simplified
methods of communication. The presentation osfaad scientific information is most
commonly relied upon by educators, but we mustge@e the rarity of individuals who
use science alone to define their worldsregurgitation of the biological facts and
scientific evidence behind an issue will leavdditmpact on most individuals. The

faulty assumption that rationality reigns supremestibe overcome to reach more
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people. Not to mention the fact that most envirental controversies are driven by
values and symbolism just as much as interestserdce. Today’s educators must step
beyond the comfort zone of science and rationaliy acknowledge the values and
social issues at the heart of the conflict.

A wide array of values and identities are linkechvironmental conflicts.
Communicators who are aware of the controversyerde value systems and the often
impenetrable commitment to those values have teedmportunity to reach their
audiences. Accordingly, respectful dialogue betwtbe educator and the audience, as
well as amongst the audience members, helps praanadémosphere of trust. Such trust
is imperative in a controversial environmental delvahere mistrust is plentiful. By
presenting the many viewpoints of the environmeenalflict without preference or
judgment, the communicator illustrates the compiesiof the people involved and sheds
light on why the conflict persists.

While a balanced presentation of information mpgyeal to audience members,
the educator cannot ignore the need to connectthétm as well. By building
connections to individuals’ experiences, interesis] values, the issue becomes
personally relevant. Humor, stories, and unigyseernces have been shown to capture
the audience’s attention, break through commurundtiarriers, and create long-lasting
impacts to individuals’ perceptions of environmemaues. Such strategies are rarely
heard of, but ought to be implemented more oftspeeially in intense conflicts where
tensions are high. A story to show the similasiténong people, an opportunity to
laugh, or a chance to witness something extraorgiimay be help create an atmosphere

more conducive to learning.

58



Effective educational outreach is more importasw than ever before.
Environmental conflicts will intensify as diversalues emerge and resources become
increasingly limited. Education plays a vital ralepromoting understanding and
reducing conflict in environmental controversidsserves as a means of presenting
science alongside social definitions, breakingulgtocommunication barriers, and
creating the opportunity for unique learning expeces. Environmental conflicts may
persist without resolution, but education will erelas well, fostering understanding and

tolerance.
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APPENDIX A

CERTIFICATE OF EXEMPTION

MEMORANDUM
TO: EMMETT FISKE and Audrey Willard,

FROM: Malathi Jandhyala(for) Kris Miller, Chair, WBInstitutional Review Board
(3005)

DATE: 1/29/2008
SUBJECT: Certification of Exemption, IRB Number 182001

Based on the Exemption Determination Applicatiobrsiited for the study titled
Community Educational Outreach Efforts in Gray Wdfpulation Management
Controversy, and assigned IRB # 10219, the WSUtuiisinal Review Board has
determined that the study satisfies the critemeEfoeempt Research contained in 45CFR
46.

Exempt certification does not relieve the invedtigdrom the responsibility of providing
continuing attention to protection of human sulgqwrticipating in the study and
adherence to ethical standards for research imghkuman participants.

This certification is valid only for the study pogl as it was submitted to the IRB.
Studies certified as Exempt are not subject to ahmaview. If any changes are made to
the study protocol, you must submit the changekdé¢dRB for determination that the
study remains Exempt before implementing the chanigequest for Amendment forms
are available online &itp://www.irb.wsu.edu/forms.asp

In accordance with federal regulations, this Ciedtfon of Exemption and a copy of the
study protocol identified by this certification niuee kept by the principal investigator
for THREE years following completion of the project

It is important to note that certification of exetiop is not approval by the IRB. The
study materials should not include the statemaattttite WSU IRB has reviewed and
approved the study for human subject participation.

Washington State University is covered under Hufabjects Assurance Number
FWAO00002946 which is on file with the Office for Fhan Research Protections.

If you have questions, please contact the Instihati Review Board at (509) 335-3668.
Any revised materials can be mailed to the OffitResearch Assurances (Campus Zip
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3005), faxed to (509) 335-6410, or in some caseddxtronic mail, to
irb@mail.wsu.edu.

Review Type: New Protocol

Review Category: Exempt

Date Received: 1/18/2008

Exemption Category: 45 CFR 46.101 (b)(2)
OGRD No.: N/A

Funding Agency: N/A

You have received this notification as you aremaieed on a document within the
MyResearch.wsu.edsystem. You can change how you receive notificatioy visiting
https://MyResearch.wsu.edu/MyPreferences.aspx

Please Note: This notification will not show othecipients as their notification
preferences require separate delivery.
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APPENDIX B

APPROVAL FOR AMENDMENT TO RESEARCH PROTOCOL

MEMORANDUM

TO: EMMETT FISKE and Audrey Willard

FROM: Patrick Conner (for) Kris Miller, Chair, WSMdstitutional Review Board (3005)
DATE: 6/23/2008

SUBJECT: Review of Protocol Amendment,IRB Numbed2419-002

Your proposal to amend the protocol titled "ComniyiEiducational Outreach Efforts in
Gray Wolf Population Management Controversy”, IRBMber 10219-002 was reviewed
for the protection of the subjects participatinghe study. Based on the information
received from you, the IRB has approved your amemdmequest on 6/23/2008.

This amendment includes: Addition of phone intemge

IRB approval indicates that the amendments degttinéhe previously approved study
protocol do not invalidate the exempt status ofstuely. This approval does not relieve
the investigator from the responsibility of providicontinuing attention to ethical
considerations involved in the utilization of sutigeparticipating in the study.

If any more changes are made to the study protamoimust notify the IRB and receive
approval before implementation.

If you have questions, please contact the Instiati Review Board at (509) 335-3668.
Any revised materials can be mailed to Office of&@&ch Assurances (Campus Zip
3005), faxed to (509) 335-6410, or in some caseddwtronic mail, to irb@wsu.edu.

Review Type: Exempt
Review Category: Exempt
Date Received: 6/6/2008
OGRD No.: N/A

Agency: N/A

Thank You,
Institutional Review Board

Patrick Conner
Office of Research Assurances
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PO Box 643005

Pullman, WA 99164-3005
Phone:(509) 335-7195
Fax:(509) 335-6410
patrick_conner@wsu.edu
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APPENDIX C

VERBAL CONSENT FOR THESISRESEARCH

Hello, my name is Audrey Willard, and | am condagtresearch for my thesis at
Washington State University. May | ask you somestions about the outreach efforts
you participate in? Our interview should take ahgve from thirty minutes to an hour,
depending upon how much you would like to talk.

Your participation is completely voluntary. Youwedree to answer — or not answer — any
of the questions. You can even stop the intenaeany point. Just let me know.

Whatever you tell me will be kept strictly confideh, and | will not record your name.
With your permission, | would like to record oums@rsation. The reason | want to
make an audiotape of what we say is that | wagetan accurate account. If you allow

me to record our conversation, | will transcribe thterview and erase the recording.

Ultimately, | want to write a paper about the oatie efforts in the wolf management
controversy, but there will be no way for anyoneowbads my paper to identify you.

If you have any questions or concerns about thogpt, you can contact my professor

(Emmett Fiske) at the WSU Department of Community Rural Sociology — 509-335-
6660 or email him at fiske@wsu.edu

Are there any questions about my study that | ceswar for you at this time?
Are you willing to participate in my study by ansing my questions?

Is it okay with you if | record our conversatiorydbu can tell me at any time to turn off
the recorder.
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APPENDIX D
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR CONSERVATION, DELISTING, EDUCATION,

AND AGENCY GROUPS

How long have you been involved with __ ?

How did you become interested in this type of work?

What do see as your role within the debate abolftmanagement in the west?
What are your goals for wolf education?

How do you achieve those goals?

Why do you use those methods?

What methods seem to be the most effective?

How do you gauge the effectiveness of your methods?

How do you integrate scientific knowledge and vabased information?

How do you perceive the media’s coverage of wdkitesl issues?

How do you find common ground between extreme views

What do you think needs to be improved within catteabout wolves?

What are some of the challenges you have facedwatheducation and outreach?

How did (can) you overcome those challenges?
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APPENDIX E

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR MEDIA GROUPS

How did you become interested in journalism?

How did you become involved with __ ?

How did you get involved with writing articles aldiouolves?
What do you think the media’s role is in the deladieut wolves?
What is your goal when writing the articles aboulwes?

How do you achieve that goal?

How do you decide who to interview for the artiles

Do you feel like you represent all sides of theateldairly?
Do you think other reporters do?

How do you respond to someone suggesting you deepogsent all sides fairly?

What do you think when | say the different perspest of the debate have said the
“other side” is getting the majority of the mediaention?

What is the biggest challenge in writing articlé®at wolves?
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