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[bookmark: _Toc512555429]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Wolf management has been a contentious issue since wolves were reintroduced to Yellowstone National Park in 1995. At the heart of this conflict is fear of wolf depredations and concern over lethal control. Lethal control is criticized as inhumane, counter-productive, and expensive. Furthermore, many argue that wolves’ high levels of intelligence and rich social lives merit special consideration. Fortunately, non-lethal options such as fladry, guard dogs, and range-riders show great promise. Additionally, studies have shown that non-lethal measures may be superior to lethal means. Despite those studies, Wildlife Services still primarily relies on lethal control. The objectives of this study are to 1) describe what forces underlie the disconnect between increasingly popular opinion of non-lethal methods and the continued use of lethal control on the other hand and 2) to determine how wildlife advocacy groups can collaborate with Western ranchers and Wildlife Services to prevent wolf and livestock deaths through increased use of non-lethal deterrents. 
The study was limited to the states surrounding Yellowstone National Park, the site of wolf reintroduction. Purposeful and network sampling techniques were selected to target expert stakeholders among environmental and wildlife non-profit organizations, landowner and agricultural associations, and wildlife management agencies. Semi-structured interviews with an interview guide were conducted on 34 participants representing these sectors. Then interviews were analyzed using structural coding and NVivo software.
The study found that the primary reason that non-lethal methods are not used more frequently is the added cost, which can be prohibitively expensive for some operations. In addition, many ranchers and other stakeholders feel that non-lethal, preventative methods are not worth the added expense given their limitations on large operations and over long periods of time. 
Even so, range-riding stand outs as the most popular or promising non-lethal strategy and seems to go a long way towards overcoming those limitations. Nonetheless, riders must be well-trained and committed to the task to see positive results. While non-lethal prevention strategies can be very effective in reducing depredations, it is important to realize that they are not a guarantee. Livestock losses may yet occur in a shared landscape, but many participants felt that losses to wolves may already be at an acceptable level compared to other natural sources of livestock loss, especially in operations that faithfully implement preventative techniques. 
The study also found that strong, positive relationships are paramount to resolving social conflicts over wolf management. In the interest of building sustainable relationships, participants recommended that organizations consider employing representatives within the communities or have their representatives put down roots with the expectation that they will be working there for the long-term. Given the current poor state of relationships among various stakeholders in wolf management, participants also recommended starting with welcoming, relaxed meetings and improving understanding through one-on-one interactions. With small settings, there is less of a group mentality and a better chance of sharing openly and empathizing and respecting each other. Beyond this, participants suggested offering something of benefit to ranchers, whether that’s willingness to share costs or convincing evidence of the benefits of non-lethal. 
Education was also proposed as a way to motivate greater non-lethal implementation. The best way to educate might be not to think of those efforts as “education”, rather as information exchanges where ranchers share their concerns and non-profits offer potential solutions. Even better is facilitating a platform for ranchers to share their own successes with non-lethal means. Not only does peer to peer communication make for a more convincing argument, it fits better with an overall plan geared more towards presenting ideas and opportunities than dictating what should be done. Furthermore, participants stressed that programs should be designed around facilitating rancher ownership as much as possible. 
In terms of Wildlife Services’ role in implementing non-lethal, non-profits should consider inviting agency operators and officials to collaborate. Even though some members of Wildlife Services have acted in ways that merit their negative reputation, there are operators that are willing to work with non-lethal means. Moreover, working with Wildlife Services can allow non-profits to leverage existing trust between ranchers and Wildlife Services. Collaborating with Wildlife Services also takes advantage of skillsets unique to Wildlife Services operators. All the same, there must be frank discussion about the goals of such a collaboration so that each stakeholder feels they have accomplished something for themselves and taken a step in the right direction together. Furthermore, such transparency will help counteract concerns about the cultural bias toward lethal management at Wildlife Services.
I recommend that interested parties look towards the principle of community-based environmental management to guide them in developing new relationships among wolf management stakeholders. Q methodology and conservation conflict transformation strategies are particularly suited to the issue of wolf management because of their abilities to allow stakeholders to collectively prioritize standpoints and transform conflict into an opportunity for growth, respectively. 

























[bookmark: _Toc512555430]Introduction

Wolf management has been a very contentious issue since wolves were reintroduced to Yellowstone National Park in 1995. From Yellowstone, wolves eventually spread throughout large parts of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. Recently, wolves have expanded their territory into California, Oregon, and Washington. In these Western United States, historic fears and resentment against wolves resurfaced as their population numbers rose. At the heart of this conflict is fear that wolf depredations threaten rancher livelihoods on one hand and concerns over the lethal control of wolves on the other. 
As the social scientist Jeremy Bruskotter describes it, “The means by and conditions under which wolves will be lethally managed is the issue with the greatest potential to cause social conflict” (Bruskotter, 2013, p. 5). 
The way most ranchers handle depredations currently is through their contracts with Wildlife Services, the branch of the United States Department of Agriculture’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA-APHIS) charged with “resolving wildlife conflicts and allowing people and wildlife to coexist” (“Wildlife Services,” 2018). Once they have found a depredation, their first move is to call their Wildlife Services representative to confirm the depredation and address the problem accordingly using taxpayer funds at no extra cost to the rancher (“Protecting Livestock from Predators,” 2015). 
Wildlife advocates decry lethal control as inhumane, primarily due to the high number of target and non-target species killed every year, Even while this study was in progress, a young boy was hospitalized after his dog set off a cyanide canister used by Wildlife Services (Ashby, 2017). Beyond  being considered inhumane and non-selective, lethal control is accused of being counter-productive or ineffective in the long-term (Santiago-Avila, Cornman, & Treves, 2018; Treves, Krofel, & Mcmanus, 2016; Wielgus & Peebles, 2014). Wielgus and Peebles (2014) found a positive correlation between lethal control and depredations over time (Wielgus & Peebles, 2014). Observations of the effects of lethal control are in accordance with these findings as the number of carnivores killed annually remains constant, even as depredations still occur (Bergstrom et al., 2014; Brainerd et al., 2008; G. Haber, 2013; Povilitis, 2016; Shivik, Treves, & Callahan, 2003; Wielgus & Peebles, 2014). Thus, it seems that lethal control does not resolve the issue of depredations. Wielgus and Peebles attributed the failure of lethal to social pack disruptions and compensatory breeding, while others feel it is because lethal control methods are indiscriminate, both among species and among wolves that actually depredated and wolves that may just be moving through an area after a depredation (Treves et al., 2016; Wielgus & Peebles, 2014). Lethal control is also very expensive, to the point that it has often been described as a “wasteful subsidy” for the livestock industry (“144 Cong. Rec.,” n.d., p. 13487). Former Wildlife Services operators attest that the costs of some removal procedures can surpass the value of lost livestock (Niemeyer, 2010). For example, wolves in North America were estimated to cause damage equivalent to $6 per wolf, yet a lethal control operation involving aircrafts can cost $4,600 per wolf (Fritts, Stephenson, Hayes, & Boitani, 2003; Niemeyer, 2010). 
These concerns are symptomatic of a growing worldwide animal welfare movement, which believes that wildlife should be appreciated for their intrinsic value as well as their conservation or use value (Bekoff, 2014; Fox & Bekoff, 2009; Povilitis, 2016). In regards to wolves in particular, many argue that their high levels of intelligence and rich social lives merit special consideration (G. C. Haber, 1996; Keefover, 2012). Besides academic and NGO concerns, public condemnations against lethal management appear to be growing (Goldfarb, 2016; Ketcham, 2016; Povilitis, 2016). Public opinion also supports continuing research of non-lethal methods, while it considers lethal methods inhumane. Additionally, the public rate animal suffering as more important than the effectiveness of control methods (Reiter, Brunson, & Schmidt, 1999).
Fortunately, there are many non-lethal options that can effectively reduce the risk of predation (Bergstrom, 2017; Stone et al., 2017). Some of the most promising methods, such as fladry, guard dogs, and range-riders, are thousand-year old methods that have experienced a recent renaissance, while other methods such as predator-activated scare devices that set off random lights and sounds are very technologically advanced (Breck, Williamson, Niemeyer, & Shivik, 2002; Licht, Millspaugh, Kunkel, Kochanny, & Peterson, 2010; Linnell, Odden, Smith, Aanes, & Swenson, 1999; Musiani et al., 2003, 2004, Shivik, 2004, 2006, 2014; Young, Miller, & Essex, 2015).[footnoteRef:1] A few of these may still need more trouble-shooting and refinement, but many show great promise. In a review of the effectiveness of lethal and non-lethal methods, a greater proportion of non-lethal methods were found to be effective in preventing depredation than lethal methods (80% versus 29%) and zero tests of non-lethal methods were found to have counterproductive effects (Treves et al., 2016).  [1:  Fladry is a traditional European technique to manipulate wolf movements by hanging ropes of red flagging a short distance above the ground (Musiani, 2003). Wolves have been observed to avoid the flagging, at least temporarily until they become habituated to the stimulus (Musiani, 2003). Electrifying the fladry (turbo-fladry) prolongs the time it takes wolves to habituate, but still does not make the solution permanent (Bangs, 2006).] 

Despite the growing popularity of non-lethal measures and studies showing the effectiveness of non-lethal deterrents, lethal control by Wildlife Services is still the predominant control method (Goldfarb, 2016; Yuskavitch, 2015). Because of this, the agency frequently comes under attack from the conservation or animal advocacy communities and from the greater public (Yuskavitch, 2015). With the growing concern among environmentalists that wolf management is at odds with the best available science and increasing nationwide criticism of lethal control as inhumane, dangerous, and economically wasteful, the research and administrative arms of Wildlife Services put great effort into non-lethal research, held educational workshops, and recommend non-lethal deterrents (Goldfarb, 2016; G. Haber, 2013). 
Still, Wildlife Services is only part of the equation. The wolves may belong to the public, but the livestock belongs to the ranchers. Given that, conflict between wolves and livestock falls in the purview of Wildlife Services, ranchers, state and federal wildlife management agencies, and conservationists and animal advocates. Thus, not only does Wildlife Services have a long way to go in promoting and supporting non-lethal controls rather than proceeding straight to a lethal operation, ranchers themselves must become more engaged as well. Additionally, any other organization interested in wolf-livestock coexistence has an obligation to lend their support in whatever ways they can.	
Often, motivation comes down to providing a carrot or a stick. Regulation, the stick, has been proposed as a black and white way to increase the implementation of non-lethal methods, but the capacity for top-down, mandatory change without popular support is limited (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Kellert, Mehta, Ebbin, & Lichtenfeld, 2000). Furthermore, repeated attempts to reform Wildlife Services have made very little progress in Congress (“Rep. Peter DeFazio Introduces Legislation to Ban Lethal Poisons Compound 1080, Sodium Cyanide for Predator Control,” 2017). With wolves, there is a specific concern that restricting the use of lethal control may decrease social tolerance for wolves and increase illegal acts of poaching (Shivik, 2014). On the other hand, the carrot would be various incentives, stakeholder engagement programs, or educational approaches, which may have a greater potential to increase rancher support (Bruskotter, 2013; Bruskotter, Toman, Enzler, & Schmidt, 2010; Bruskotter & Wilson, 2014; Kellert et al., 2000; Nie, 2003; Treves & Bruskotter, 2011; Way & Bruskotter, 2012; Young, Ma, Laudati, & Berger, 2015). 
It seems that now is the time for a paradigm shift in wolf management, perhaps even in predator management in general, whereby greater efforts to prevent conflict through proactive, non-lethal methods become the norm and the use of lethal control is reduced.
[bookmark: _Toc512555431]Research Objectives
		This study has two objectives. The first is to describe what forces underlie the disconnect between increasingly popular public perceptions of non-lethal methods among national organizations, and Wildlife Services’ support of these methods on one hand, and the continued use of lethal control at a large scale on the other hand. The second is to determine how local and national environmental and wildlife advocacy groups can collaborate with Western ranchers living within wolf ranges to prevent wolf and livestock deaths through increased use of non-lethal deterrents. 
[bookmark: _Toc512555432]Methods

[bookmark: _Toc512555433]Data Collection 
	The study was limited to the states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming because of their unique historical and cultural contexts (Kellert, Black, Rush, & Bath, 1996). These states all border Yellowstone National Park, where wolves were first reintroduced. Since wolves reappeared on the landscape due to a United States Fish and Wildlife Services-planned reintroduction, rather than natural migration from Canada, the reaction among landowners was characterized by great resentment and resistance(Kellert et al., 1996). In the years after the reintroduction, the saying “the only good wolf is a dead wolf” reflected that common sentiment. Other states like Oregon, Washington, and California that currently have wolves did not see the wolves, or more specifically the perceived threat of wolves, appear as suddenly as Idaho, Montana, or Wyoming. They differ in that the populations of those states had time to observe how the Yellowstone reintroduction played out. Furthermore, the populations of these states in the Northern Rocky Mountain region share an Old West mentality that affects their relationship with wildlife and landscapes that is not matched in other states that have had wolves as long, such as those in the Great Lakes region (Kellert et al., 1996; Nie, 2003).  It is the remnants of these feelings of resentment common in Western states that may underlie current resistance to non-lethal methods and on-the-ground popularity of lethal control (Kellert et al., 1996). 
A purposeful sampling technique was selected in order to target stakeholders with direct experience with, knowledge of, or concern for the implementation of non-lethal methods (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 101 emails were sent to top predator researchers, various farm bureaus, livestock boards, stockgrowers and livestock associations, watershed associations, departments of agriculture, state and federal fish and wildlife agencies, United States Department of Agriculture - Wildlife Services, and various environmental and wildlife non-profit organizations working on wolf or predator coexistence. Invitations were limited to livestock, wildlife, or non-profit organizations affiliated with Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, people who have done work or research on wolf or predator coexistence within those states, and national organizations or advocates that speak for predators and coexistence nationwide. In response to those 101 emails, 44 individuals agreed to participate and 34 actually participated in the study. Eight of the 34 participants represented fish and wildlife agencies, eleven were ranchers or were representatives of organizations comprised of ranchers and landowners, and the remaining fifteen represented environmental or wildlife non-profits. Some participants responded to e-mails without introductions. Others only responded after introductions had been made through prior participants as part of a snowball, chain, or network sampling technique. Each respondent was asked if they could recommend other individuals that they believed would serve as good respondents, particularly any opinionated ranchers since there was no database for private ranchers in those states (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Seidman, 2013).
Participants’ rights were protected according to Duke University’s Institutional Review Board’s policies. In addition to obtaining informed consent from each participant, respondents were anonymized by providing aliases. Each participant was given a draft of the study so they could approve the accuracy of their contributions prior to finalizing the study. After reviewing the draft, participants were presented with the option of using their alias or not. If they preferred their name or the name of their organization included, their preferences were honored.
		Those in charge of implementing these non-lethal methods were felt to be the most valuable sources of information on why they were not taking off, thus interviews were determined to be the best way to access their knowledge (Seidman, 2013). Because of their open-ended nature, interviews were thought to be the best tool to reveal participants’ experiences and perspectives as well as provide context for those experiences and perspectives (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Maxwell, 2005; Patton, 1987; Seidman, 2013). Additionally, the reasons underlying the relative lack of implementation of non-lethal methods were assumed to be emotionally, culturally, and psychologically complicated (Merriam, 2001). The matter at hand is not one of mere logistics, but also of the meanings participants give to their experience and their perceptions (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Seidman, 2013). Therefore, the study required a technique that allowed participants to be expressive and provide rich descriptions, which would consequently allow nuance to emerge (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Merriam, 2001). Since the researcher’s outsider perspective was limited, interviews would allow participants to educate the researcher on the entirety of the issue, rather than just researcher-selected topics, and allow the researcher to clarify unfamiliar information and probe for more information (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Maxwell, 2005; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 
		Interviews were semi-structured and an interview guide was used in order to have enough flexibility to respond to emergent ideas, while still providing enough consistency to allow generalizations from the entire sample (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Merriam, 2001; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 1987). After each interview, the interview guide was reviewed to determine if any questions should be revised (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). At times, some questions were omitted and others were elaborated on to ensure an appropriate level of detail and specificity on each topic and to reflect new ideas or lines or questioning inspired by previous interviews (Richards, 2005). See Appendix 4 for the interview guide.
After participation invitations were accepted, standardized informed consent e-mails were sent and phone interviews were scheduled. Each interview was recorded using QuickTime and notes were taken throughout the interview. Interviews lasted anywhere from 40 -160 minutes with an average of 1 hour and 24 minutes. At the one-hour mark, participants were thanked and asked if they would like to continue. Every participant chose to continue on their own accord. After each interview, interviews were transcribed verbatim using ExpressScribe software, but material was condensed to develop coherent quotes. 

[bookmark: _Toc512555434]Analysis 
Once all interviews were transcribed, they were carefully reviewed. Some responses were reassigned to different questions in the interview guides that they more appropriately answered because 1) some participants discussed several topics meant to be covered later presumably because they thought those were important issues, and 2) some participants seemed to remember certain responses later in the interview upon other prompts. Relocated responses were marked and not counted in any quantifications of responses unless the participant explicitly stated words that suggested they should be, e.g. “The best way to educate is … “ or “It all comes down to … .” While these relocated responses were not included in quantifications for the most part, their ideas, suggestions, and opinions were included in the appropriate section for those topics. As interviews were reviewed, emergent themes were compiled for thematic or concept coding (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016; Saldana, 2016; Seidman, 2013).
Following this reorganization, interviews were imported into NVivo 11.4.3 and participants were organized into three cases: conservationists (representatives of all local or national environmental or wildlife non-profits), landowners (representatives of farm bureaus, livestock boards, stockgrowers associations, watershed associations, or departments of agriculture), and managers (representatives of state or federal fish and wildlife agencies or Wildlife Services) (Seidman, 2013). Interviews were coded structurally per each interview topic and question (Saldana, 2016). NVivo coding matrix tools were used to cross-reference cases and interview questions to facilitate analyzing responses group by group to highlight any trends (Seidman, 2013). Results from the coding matrix were reviewed and useful quotes were imported back into Microsoft Word (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2016). Condensed quotes from each question node were further organized into categories based on commonalities, e.g. positive view of education, feeling that ranchers should lead implementation, etc., and common ground was quantified as shown in the results (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Seidman, 2013). Some responses were predicted by the interview guide questions, but other ideas such as the importance of messaging and trust- and relationship-building emerged from the data (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). At times, participants contradicted themselves. If their responses were very explicit, e.g. saying “I think Wildlife Services should be abolished. It could never be primarily non-lethal.” and then later saying, “I think they could play this role in non-lethal …” those responses were counted in both categories. 

[bookmark: _Toc512555435]Positionality
		This design of study was based on the following assumptions: 1) wolves have intrinsic value and should not be lethally removed if there are alternatives, 2) wolves and other predators have a valuable place on the landscape, 3) coexistence is a worthy goal for all stakeholders, 4) lethal control is inhumane, non-selective, ineffective, and counter-productive, and 5) preventing depredations is a better strategy than reacting to depredations for all stakeholders. My background is aligned with animal protection, wildlife advocacy, and compassionate conservation groups. This caused concerns that the researcher perspective might be unbalanced and might charge interview questions with an offensive or polarizing current. Specifically, there was a concern that questions about lethal control and those in charge of implementing it would be worded in a way that prejudiced responses, although the interview guide was revised with these concerns in mind. 
[bookmark: _Toc512555436]Findings and Discussion

	This study begins by comparing what each participant felt to be the essence of the conflict over wolf management. Then it explores participants’ beliefs on the effectiveness of non-lethal methods. Following that, the biggest challenges of implementing non-lethal methods are discussed. How to motivate ranchers to try out non-lethal methods is the next topic. Lastly, the study explores how to reform current wolf management decision-making processes by making them more inclusive and also how to smooth that process by encouraging stakeholders to treat each other with more respect and consideration.

[bookmark: _Toc512555437]Essence of the Conflict
To obtain an overview of perceptions of wolf management, I asked participants what they felt the essence of the conflict over wolves was (see Table 1). Eleven participants from all three groups brought up the need to have realistic expectations, although they varied in terms of what those expectations regard. One representative of each group discussed how avoiding conflict with wolves should be thought of as a “mentality” or a “cognitive exercise”, rather than a process.[footnoteRef:2] In one range-rider and landowner’s words, “It’s not just something tangible that you can put [on your problems]. It’s a deeper, life-long investment.”[footnoteRef:3] CSV7 also pointed out ways in which “hope gets in the way” if people have unrealistic expectations about how quickly change will occur.  [2:  CSV4, LAO8, MGT1]  [3:  LAO8] 

[image: essential%20issues.png]
[bookmark: _Toc512530923]Table 1: Underlying essential issues of wolf management conflict, in order of frequency of responses.
Other participants focused on expectations concerning the deaths of livestock and wolves. In general, they felt that everyone should accept that “wolves are here to stay” and that managers “are not going to kill every wolf, but we’re not going to save every wolf either.”[footnoteRef:4] Participants from all cases agreed that conflicts were inevitable. CSV14 wished that ranchers would realize that “wolves evolved to eat wild ungulates [and] from time to time [wolves] are going to come into contact with domestic ungulates and may eat them when [they meet].” Others focused on the need for wolf advocates to realize that wolves are also going to be killed “when you have a large, capable predator next to private or public lands with legitimate grazing leases.” Some added that it’s unrealistic to expect that “if the rancher would just do this or change this, then everything would be wonderful.”[footnoteRef:5] In terms of the long-term picture, “killing wolves and having wolves on the landscape are not mutually exclusive” and “the desire to know that wolves are out there living wild and free and that [people] and their children and their children’s children [will] have the opportunity to see wolves for the long term.”[footnoteRef:6] Along those same lines, ranchers should “accept that the wolf reintroduction was really never an experiment” and “the public is not going to support another eradication.”[footnoteRef:7] Basically, it is important to “throw away about 10-15% [of people] at each end and work in the middle … so you reach a common ground where nobody’s getting hurt by having them here and people that want them can enjoy them.”[footnoteRef:8] [4:  Brian DeBolt, Wyoming Game and Fish Department (MGT6)]  [5:  CSV4, LAO3, Brian DeBolt (MGT6), ]  [6:  Brian DeBolt (MGT6)]  [7:  CSV4]  [8:  LAO11] 

Ten participants felt that the essence of the issue was sociocultural forces such as emotions, history, culture, values, psychology, etc. CSV4 described cultural intolerance for wolves as “probably the biggest deterrent to a really successful long-term coexistence project.” Another conservationist, CSV3, explained rancher culture and why it includes a dislike of wolves: 

What rugged individualism looks like is a livestock rancher incarnate. If they had their druthers, they’d rather not talk to anybody and keep doing the same thing they have been doing on family ranches for a hundred years. In the homesteading era, this was some of the most difficult land to settle, but families stayed there and [that gives them] a sense of pride that they settled that land. The idea of bringing back wolves is like undoing all of what their ancestors had fought for. They take it as a personal affront to their heritage.

MGT5 concluded that wolf management exists in the “social realm”, rather than being about biology. In his words, “I can come in with all the data showing that a tool is successful, but if a person doesn’t want to use that tool and they think they have a better tool in lethal removal, they’re going to use that.”
Some participants elaborated on the “clash of values” or “rural-urban divide.”[footnoteRef:9] Many of those discussed wolves as symbols of greater societal conflicts, particularly as a symbol of government imposition. MGT7 summarized as follows: “Nobody ever talks about real wolves. They talk about what wolves represent, like states’ rights, public lands, humaneness, all that. Wolves represent your view of the world and that’s almost impervious to change.” Two conservationists echoed this thought, specifying how wolves are viewed as “proxies for government intervention” on the rancher way of life.[footnoteRef:10] CSV3 and MGT2 discussed how these aspects contribute to an insecurity or defensiveness among ranchers that “will do everything they can to hold on to this old-school cowboy mentality” as “more urban people move in and tell them how to use their landscapes.” Two conservationists compared the conflict to the conflict over climate change, where values and beliefs often trump empirical data.[footnoteRef:11] MGT2 attributed the growth in this clash over “the last ten years” to social media: “Rather than trying to arrive at a consensus, groups are thriving off animosity. Neighbors respect each other and work out different points of view. If you’re not forced to make that face-to-face compromise, it’s easy to [avoid that] thinking.” The next most frequent category of responses to this question was the need for better relationships and more collaboration and that will be discussed later in the study along with other ways to motivate or encourage greater implementation. [9:  MGT2]  [10:  CSV10, CSV14 ]  [11:  CSV7, CSV10 ] 

Lastly, to landowners (and one conservationist) a primary concern was that wolves continue to be controlled so that their populations do not become too numerous and that ranchers continue to have a means of protecting their livestock.[footnoteRef:12] One watershed association representative, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5) of the Centennial Valley Association, outlined several other common landowner concerns: feeling left out of the reintroduction process, concern for their animals, and concern for ranching. In her words,  [12:  LAO6, LAO7 ] 


What really needs to happen is that ranching needs saving. A lot of animals rely on [ranching] for food and space to roam. They eat people’s hay and live in their pastures. They’ll steal grain if people are graining, which is fine. But if a ranch goes under, these properties that are upwards of 12,000 acres may turn into little neighborhoods. Then there won’t be any room for the wolf’s prey to roam [and provide for the wolves]. Ranchers are people with jobs and they feed much of the world, so we should care about them too. If they feel cared about, then they’re probably also going to care about helping you and your agenda.  

[bookmark: _Toc512555438]Beliefs on Effectiveness of Non-Lethal Methods
There was a degree of difficulty in categorizing participants’ responses to the question “Do you think non-lethal techniques can sufficiently prevent depredations? Can they at least get us to an acceptable level of loss?” Very few responses were explicitly positive or negative without any qualifications and many participants seemed to lean one way in their response, then contradicted themselves at other points in their response or throughout their interview. Thus, responses were categorized as best as possible (see Table 2). 
[image: effectiveness.png]
[bookmark: _Toc512530924]Table 2: Beliefs on the effectiveness of non-lethal methods.
Among the methods that respondents brought up as particularly promising or effective were range-riding, carcass removal, guard dogs, intensive herding, fencing and solar power fencing, fladry and turbo-fladry, scare devices, and phone trees, which are discussed in order of how many participants discussed them favorably from most popular to least popular .[footnoteRef:13]  [13: ] 

Range-riding was the most popular, as it was praised by eleven participants.[footnoteRef:14] On the results he has observed, MGT8 recalled,  [14:  CSV7, LAO2, LAO3, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO6, LAO8, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT2, MGT3, MGT4, MGT8] 


There’s [riders] who can be very effective because they believe in it. They’re skilled. That matters. One year, [a range-rider I know] was taking care of 4600 livestock (800 yearlings and the rest were cow-calf pairs) in prime wolf country. He had no depredations at all.

LAO6, a representative of a watershed association that employs range-riding, said they too “have had zero depredations on the seven enrolled allotments in the last few years.”  Not only did participants feel that it effectively helps reduce depredations through human presence, but two managers mentioned the “really, really valuable social benefits” of range-riding as a “communication tool.”[footnoteRef:15] Riders regularly work one-on-one with the ranchers, which allows them to “build trust and an information exchange with the landowner” and also “provide direct communication with state and federal agencies.”[footnoteRef:16] According to LAO3, range-riding is viewed as a “double win” because in addition to preventing depredations, it “also allows early detection so ranchers have a better chance of getting compensated.”  [15:  MGT3, MGT4]  [16:  MGT3, MGT4] 

	Eight participants discussed livestock carcass removal.[footnoteRef:17] LAO3 called it “the number one success story in Montana.” MGT3 added that it is a “win-win for everybody” since managers get to remove predator attractants and landowners have one less chore. Of both carcass removal and range-riding, Gary Burnett (LAO10), formerly of the Blackfoot Challenge and currently of the Heart of the Rockies initiative, commented on their cost-effectiveness compared to lethal management. Their effectiveness or popularity can also be measured by their popularity by rancher contributions:  [17:  CSV12, CSV13, LAO3, LAO6, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT3, MGT4, MGT5] 


It’s been really amazing to see all the contributions for our carcass removal, carcass compost, and range-rider programs. [Ranchers] let us use their tractors and donate huge amounts of wood chips. I expect it to be a controversial thing, but a majority of ranchers are pretty on board with it.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  LAO6] 


Three participants “strongly embraced” or “loved” guard dogs.[footnoteRef:19] LAO3 said he has seen “great success” with guard dogs and called them “a lifeline for sheep ranchers.” In LAO3’s words, “Prior to the guard dogs, I was regularly receiving [depredation] claims from some ranches, but with the guard dogs and the range-riders I haven’t received a claim from those ranches in a couple of years.” LAO9 echoed that they “have dramatically diminished losses.” [19:  CSV2, LAO3, LAO9] 

LAO8 discussed her great success with intensive herding practices in which cattle are kept close together and monitored by a range-rider who guides their movements. The landowner/range-rider described her work as follows, 

By focusing on reducing the vulnerability of cattle or boosting the defense capacity of cattle, [we make it so that cattle are] not the wolf’s easiest choice. We see them chase the wolves off all the time. We had a little joke about a bunch of yearlings right below a wolf den. We never saw the wolves chase the cattle or the cattle chase the wolves. It really does work. We see it all the time and have no losses, even though we have an active den right on the ranch. Every year for the past six years, this one alpha female has had a litter of 3-7 pups in that den. There’s a lot of wolf traffic, there’s just not an opportunity [for depredation]. 

Three participants positively discussed the effectiveness of fencing, solar power fencing, fladry, and turbo-fladry.[footnoteRef:20] Of turbo-fladry in particular, they said it was a “simple tool” that was “pretty effective” and “can be really cheap.”[footnoteRef:21] Two participants brought up scare devices and said they were useful for a period of time.[footnoteRef:22] Only LAO3 mentioned phone trees, but they deserve inclusion due to their extreme simplicity and negligible cost. Finally, rather than endorsing any particular method, CSV4 pointed to the successes predator-friendly woolgrowers have had: “These are ranchers that have lived with coyotes for decades and have established a population of coyotes that have no interest in hurting sheep, yet provide rodent and rabbit control. I think that could be established with wolves over time.” [20:  CSV2, LAO7, Gary Burnett (LAO10)]  [21:  CSV2, Gary Burnett (LAO10)]  [22:  CSV2, LAO7 ] 

Other participants who were less enthusiastic about non-lethal methods felt that they are “context-dependent,” meaning their effectiveness depends on various factors such as livestock type, terrain, effort, finances, or, most importantly, pasture size.[footnoteRef:23] Some felt that the real problem was large operations as a whole, rather than the inadequacy of preventative methods on large pastures. CSV9 succinctly stated, “Open range operations just aren’t a good thing.” According to various representatives, pastures can be spread over hundreds of thousands of acres. Furthermore, “some of these ranches are huge, rugged, mountainous pastures.”[footnoteRef:24] On areas that large and formidable, two participants felt that there were absolutely no viable non-lethal solutions, while others said they were “not aware” of any effective methods or that they thought that these areas were “next to impossible to protect if you have ranchers that persist in putting out hundreds of cattle on tens of thousands of acres on forested land where they don’t even see their livestock again until spring or fall.”[footnoteRef:25] CSV12 attributed this difficulty to the environmental conditions. Since these areas are arid, grass does not grow quickly, therefore livestock must be dispersed over large areas or moved constantly. In his words, “they’re trying to do the wrong thing in the wrong place.”  [23:  CSV2]  [24:  Brian DeBolt (MGT6)]  [25:  LAO2, LAO9, Brian DeBolt (MGT6), MGT8] 

Finally, two landowners seemed hopeless about the potential of non-lethal methods to deter wolves. LAO11 felt that the wide ranges of wolves mean “there’s just not a lot that you can do… It’s just not economically feasible” and according to LAO4, wolves are “habitual killers that just like to kill.” The last time he had a depredation, LAO4 recalled, “It was just random. They certainly didn’t sort out anything sickly. It was whatever they came to first.” Therefore, he concluded that there was little he could do to predict or prevent depredations.  
If participants think non-lethal methods can reduce depredations, do any think that those methods can reduce depredations to an acceptable level of loss without using lethal, even on large operations? Seven conservationists gave unqualified positive response, while no landowners or agents agreed.[footnoteRef:26] Of those that felt non-lethal could achieve an acceptable level of loss, some cited scientific studies showing that level of effectiveness, faith in “the amazing innovations that have come out within the last few years,” or personal observations of successful operations.[footnoteRef:27] CSV13 claimed that it’s just a “matter of taking killing off the table” and that once that happens, people will find a way to make it work. Two conservationists mentioned the importance of execution, whether it meant ensuring methods are “well applied and consistent” or that humans are always present with the livestock.[footnoteRef:28] Two others admitted that losses will still occur, especially on public lands or large operations, but they will be at a “tolerable level of risk.”[footnoteRef:29] “The real challenge,” CSV8 added, “is getting ranchers to accept the loss of a few head of cattle here and there as a part of it.” CSV7 elaborated on the importance of context:  [26:  CSV2, CSV4, CSV6, CSV8, CSV9, CSV10, CSV13]  [27:  CSV8, CSV9, CSV10]  [28:  CSV4, CSV9]  [29:  CSV2] 


If ranchers only look at depredations, then they’re focused on the number and it’s easy to think that that’s too many. But if we can help ranchers see that depredations are couched among all the other different things that kill cattle or decrease profitability, then it may help them see that depredations may [already] be at an acceptable level of loss. 

Responses under “Until depredations occur” refer to feelings that non-lethal can have a preventative role, but once depredations occur and wolves have learned to prey on that livestock, a non-lethal strategy is no longer effective or deterrent. At that point either the wolves or the livestock should be removed from the situation because “some wolves will never learn a lesson” and “if that pack grows, that problem escalates as the learned behavior passes to the pups.”[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  LAO3, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO7, LAO9, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT2, MGT8] 

Two wildlife managers responded in the negative, yet they countered with discussions of the comparable failures of lethal methods. According to Brian DeBolt of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (MGT6), “If your goal is to eliminate livestock depredation, we’d have to kill all of them. We remove a lot of wolves from some allotments and they continue to have depredations every year.” MGT5 pointed out that when control methods fail, the silver lining is that “maybe you achieved something else or bought time” and that “losing one or two a year is a lot better than losing fifty.” Five others felt that non-lethal could never overcome the limitations of size and cost, especially in terms of ranchers’ perceptions.[footnoteRef:31] As MGT7 summarized, “For sure, you can raise livestock and never have them killed by wild predators, but can you make a living doing that? No.” Two participants attributed the inadequacy of non-lethal to the great level of complexity in natural systems. They felt that there is too much we do not understand about wildlife behavior, especially why wolves can go for periods of time without posing a threat to livestock or pets before suddenly depredating, and about the greater ecological picture.[footnoteRef:32] Be that as it may, “just by doing something that’s going to enhance your awareness and understanding of the complexities of the system that you’re dealing with, you’re making headway.”[footnoteRef:33] [31:  CSV5, Ken Hamilton (LAO1), LAO11, MGT3, MGT7]  [32:  CSV15]  [33:  LAO8] 


[bookmark: _Toc512555439]Challenges of Implementation
In terms of challenges of non-lethal methods, some referred to challenges of implementation, yet most responses applied to challenges of effectiveness. Seventeen participants emphasized the importance of finding non-lethal methods that were not only effective, but also cost-effective in terms of time, effort, and money (see Table 3). For ranchers, implementing these methods is “a whole other body of work in addition to their normal operations” or more frankly, “an extra step and cost that isn’t worth it.”[footnoteRef:34] MGT7 summarized,  [34:  CSV12, CSV14] 


That’s the problem I have with non-lethal stuff right now. In central Idaho, they saved like 19 sheep and 3 wolves, but it cost them like $20,000 a piece. What rancher in his right mind would ever follow that model? None. They would lose their farm. They would go out of business. It’s just a waste of time from a business model.
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[bookmark: _Toc512530925]Table 3: Primary challenges of implementing non-lethal methods, in order of frequency of responses.
Other challenges were related to current limitations of many non-lethal strategies. As Brian DeBolt (MGT6) put it, “the two biggest limitations are a) finding something that’s effective long-term and b) finding something that’s effective on an open range.” Again, participants felt it is the immense size of some of these pastures that often makes the time, labor, and monetary costs of using non-lethal methods such as fladry, fencing, range-riding, intensive grazing, or guard dogs impractical or impossible. Besides being unable to herd cattle into pens, fencing an area big enough for cattle to roam is labor-intensive, “just not economical”, or ineffective.[footnoteRef:35] For fladry, a rancher would have to have “someone walking them every day to make sure they’re not getting hung up or blown over or the cattle aren’t pulling them down,” while for electric fencing or turbo-fladry, “you have to go around the entire ranch daily, even multiple times a day, testing the fence to make sure that there wasn’t anything like grass or weeds that was shorting it out.”[footnoteRef:36] With scare tactics or harassment devices, someone would have to regularly move the stimulus to prevent habituation.[footnoteRef:37]  For range-riding, it would be difficult or prohibitively expensive to hire enough range-riders to cover tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands of acres.[footnoteRef:38] The same hiring issue presents difficulty when practicing intensive grazing. LAO2 shared his experience: “Even though we’ve tried some bunching techniques, that’s not it. We just have one rider in each of these systems and it’s too many cattle to bunch.” Ken Hamilton of the Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation summarized his feelings on hiring extra riders: “When people say that we need to get more range-riders, what they’re really saying is that they want to make is as uneconomical for you as we can.” Similarly, guard dogs also cannot effectively protect so many cattle over such large areas.[footnoteRef:39] Even if they could, the Forest Service is “edgy” about having potentially aggressive dogs so dispersed on the landscape.[footnoteRef:40]  [35:  LAO2, LAO3, LAO11, MGT1, MGT3]  [36:  LAO3, MGT3, MGT5]  [37:  CSV2]  [38:  Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO7, MGT2, MGT4]  [39:  LAO2, LAO9]  [40:  LAO2] 

Landowners and managers brought up other size-related limitations related to raising cattle in these environmental conditions. In the words of LAO2, “The sheep vs. cow thing makes it different. There’s no application on the cow side because you can’t night pen cows. They’re not herding animals like sheep. It’s just not possible.” LAO11 agreed that herding sheep into any fenced areas would be “pretty near impossible.” 
Another eleven participants commented on the temporary nature of many deterrents, especially fladry, turbo-fladry, and scare devices. In the words of LAO7, 

I don’t know of any of them that are foolproof where there’s no point that wolves figure out that they’re not really a deterrent to them. They’re very smart animals. They are very effective up until that point. Maybe if you changed it up over a period of time, it would work, but none of them are 100% effective and none of them are effective for a long period of time. 

Several respondents echoed his sentiments concerning wolves habituating to deterrents as they learn that they mean no real harm to them.[footnoteRef:41] MGT5 pointed out that the unpredictability and temporary nature of various deterrents depends on the “behavior, personalities, and motivation” since each wolf operates as an individual to some extent.  [41:  CSV9, Ken Hamilton (LAO1), Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), MGT3] 

	Ten participants discussed an additional challenge: the high skill level needed to effectively implement non-lethal methods. Implementation can be difficult due to the many variables involved in natural systems.[footnoteRef:42]  As MGT1 summarized, “All these tools require persistence. There’s a learning curve. They’re all going to require being smart about how you use them.” The effectiveness of range-riding, “a very technical business,” is especially dependent on the knowledge and effort put into it.[footnoteRef:43] As LAO2 said, “Just because you can ride a horse doesn’t mean you know anything about a cow or moving cattle on a large landscape or caring for cattle.” MGT8 painted a detailed picture of the difference between an effective rider and an ineffective rider:  [42:  Ken Hamilton (LAO1), LAO8, ]  [43:  LAO2] 


[You could have a skilled range-rider and have no depredations] or you could have a range-rider by title out there taking up space. He’s getting there at 9 am and sitting under a tree eating an apple [or] riding around on an ATV and never getting off the county road. [The skilled rider I know] says he goes through 1-3 saddle horses a day. How long are they out there? What are they doing? What are their qualifications? What’s their attitude? Is this all name-dropping and lip service without anything really going on? As the range-rider, you’ve got to recognize that predators are always testing your livestock for vulnerabilities and you need to prevent those interactions from getting started. To me, that is key for getting non-lethal to work because [if you’re just] reacting to livestock damage once it’s started, very often you’re not going to get ahead of it. 
 
Furthermore, five participants pointed out that if methods are implemented inappropriately, there is a “negative reinforcement” that occurs.[footnoteRef:44] In other words,  [44:  CSV5, CSV14, LAO8, MGT1, MGT5] 


The death sentence for any of these tools is when they are used improperly and they fail. As soon as they fail, Rancher A says, “well that didn’t work” and he talks to Rancher B and they talk to Rancher C and D and it just spreads to the community that [the tool] is not going to work.[footnoteRef:45]  [45:  MGT1] 


Therefore, by not ensuring that new techniques are properly tested and users are properly trained, non-profits and agencies risk losing the trust or faith of entire watersheds or other communities because “the ranching community has a very long memory on this stuff.”[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  CSV5, CSV14, MGT5] 

Two participants had a “don’t throw the baby out with the bathwater” attitude about non-lethal methods given these limitations.[footnoteRef:47] As CSV1 summarized, “some of those things are more effective than others, but that doesn’t mean that you just throw the other things out and say that they’re never going to work.” [47:  CSV1, MGT5] 

Eight participants from each group also discussed the need for continuous funding, which is “always a challenge.”[footnoteRef:48] As MGT4 said, “The challenge now is how to fund a program that’s been around for 17 years because foundations and grants are never looking for what’s old, [even if it’s] probably our most successful program.” MGT5 added, “These producers feel that if we want wolves, we should pay the bills. They aren’t going to put up their own money. I see these programs start and [the tool’s] proven to work, but the minute the money dries up, watersheds are done with it.”  [48:  CSV7, CSV11, CSV14, LAO6, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT4, MGT5] 

Four diverse participants mentioned “community bias and opposition” or peer pressure.[footnoteRef:49] As CSV12 explained, “there is a sense that in trying to reduce conflict, you’re sustaining predators,” which can become other ranchers’ problem. Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5) added: [49:  CSV7, CSV12, CSV14, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT8,] 


Just because a range-rider deters them away from one spot doesn’t mean that they won’t depredate at all. They don’t necessarily learn that lesson. They [just go and] cause grief to other ranches that don’t have the support, knowledge, or trust in those non-lethal procedures.

Therefore, those who are willing to try new things along those lines might “be ostracized by their community,” which can be “dangerous” for ranchers dependent on their fellow community members.[footnoteRef:50] Their reluctance to rock the boat is understandable since being “the enemy to your own people is a very hard thing to be.”[footnoteRef:51] As CSV12 concluded, overcoming that peer pressure is “one big social barrier.” [50:  CSV7, CSV12]  [51:  CSV7] 

Four other participants from all groups felt that whether or not non-lethal methods worked, non-lethal programs would never succeed without local support, which can be tough to obtain. Just being able to access possible participants within a “2 million-acre watershed with 2,000 people” poses a logistic challenge.[footnoteRef:52] Then once a rancher has agreed to speak with an NGO representative or a wildlife manager, there is a lack of trust that needs to be overcome. Poor relationships resurface as a challenge, particularly regarding obtaining local support, but this aspect of the issue will be discussed in greater detail in the following section on “Motivations.”[footnoteRef:53] According to four participants, “mindsets” can be particularly challenging to change, which was discussed previously along with other “Sociocultural Forces” within findings on the “Essence of the Conflict”. Specifically, “the limiting factor is being open-minded to try something new.”[footnoteRef:54]   [52:  LAO6]  [53:  CSV11]  [54:  MGT2] 

Specific methods also present specific challenges. Five landowners expressed doubts that guard dogs could be a match for wolves.[footnoteRef:55] They felt that guard dogs were on wolves “’to eat’ list” and “more scared of wolves than vice-versa.”[footnoteRef:56] LAO3 argued that if the guard dogs survived an altercation, they would just be less effective the next time. However, he related the following example of a particularly effective guard dog: “I know one guard dog that’s gone up against the wolves numerous times. That ranch has high vet bills, but that particular dog continues to go up against the wolves.” Typically, they felt that “it takes a large pack of guard dogs to even begin to have an influence on wolves.”[footnoteRef:57] Furthermore, four landowners discussed the issue of aggressive guard dogs constituting a “liability” when exposed to recreationalists and their dogs, other guard dogs, or even livestock.[footnoteRef:58] The bottom line, as one LAO2 put it, was that “You don’t want to trade protecting your herd for killing people.”  [55:  Ken Hamilton (LAO1), LAO3, LAO4, LAO7, LAO11]  [56:  Ken Hamilton (LAO1), LAO7]  [57:  LAO4]  [58:  Ken Hamilton (LAO1), LAO2, LAO6, LAO9] 

Range-riding also presents unique challenges. For one, having representatives of other organizations working on their ranch can make ranchers uncomfortable.[footnoteRef:59] “You don’t want somebody that doesn’t know your stock and how they react and how they’re handled. Having an untrained human on the landscape can actually create more harm than good,” according to LAO3. Most would rather hire their own family members, but those individuals need to be thoroughly trained as described above to be effective.[footnoteRef:60] Other issues with range-riding include “negative impacts related to running ATV’s through wilderness areas” and the difficulty proving what exactly is deterrent about range-riding.[footnoteRef:61]  [59:  CSV14, LAO3]  [60:  CSV14]  [61:  CSV2, LAO6] 

Fladry and fencing entail aesthetic and ecological consequences. Ranchers dislike the thought of “turning their beautiful ranch into a used car lot.”[footnoteRef:62] Additionally, the miles and miles of fencing that would be required fragment habitat for other wildlife.[footnoteRef:63] Finally, there are animal welfare issues with methods involving radio telemetry collars. As CSV9 recalls,  [62:  LAO3]  [63:  CSV9] 


I’m haunted by my work with collars. Anybody that thinks that radio telemetry is so great should have to wear a collar for a day. The batteries are just so heavy. I’ve seen photographs of animals that have tried to chew them off [and broken their teeth in the process].

MGT7 added, 

I think radio-collaring is horrible. It’s an expensive, cruel diversion. I tried to get rid of them for ten years. I was totally unsuccessful because everyone feels like they satisfy their needs, rather than looking at this poor wolf with a two-pound pack smacking up against its chin every time it runs. 

[bookmark: _Toc512555440]How to Motivate Greater Non-lethal Implementation
If non-lethal methods can be effective against depredations, how can interested groups promote greater implementation of non-lethal? The most participants, eighteen participants from all groups, believed relationship-building was the key to promoting non-lethal methods at this time (see Table 4). Trust is “a huge part of it.”[footnoteRef:64] In the words of MGT4, “It really doesn’t matter what the program is. As long as you can build trust and credibility, I think you can solve almost any issue.” However gaining trust can be difficult since “ranchers are a leery group of people,” especially if they are “nervous that you’re going to come in and tell them that they have to do something, no if’s, and’s, or but’s.”[footnoteRef:65] NGO’s especially have much to overcome due to years of distrust built upon their past mistakes and resentments over recent and current lawsuits.[footnoteRef:66] Nevertheless, they must overcome that in order to make local groups willing to accept their money or assistance.[footnoteRef:67] Credibility goes along with trust, so program managers should be careful to maintain their reputations.[footnoteRef:68] One way to gain trust is to “leverage the trust and credibility that an organization might have.”[footnoteRef:69] According to LAO3, “That’s where everybody can gain: looking at who the ranchers trust because that’s the biggest thing you have to overcome, then if they trust an organization or government entity, use that entity to the best of everyone’s ability to promote that.” In other words, “You do it like the Mob. Everyone has to have someone else vouch for them. If you tried to come in on your own with your own ideas, it wouldn’t work. The relationships have to be built first.”[footnoteRef:70]   [64:  CSV15, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO8, MGT4, MGT5, MGT8]  [65:  Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)]  [66:  CSV15, MGT8]  [67:  CSV15]  [68:  CSV15, MGT8]  [69:  CSV15]  [70:  MGT5] 
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[bookmark: _Toc512530926]Table 4: Proposed means of motivating increased implementation of non-lethal conflict prevention methods, in order of frequency of responses.
Another proposed way to initiate relationships was by demonstrating how cooperation will benefit the rancher, especially if you feel the need to prove to ranchers that “conservationists are not out to get them or to drag them off of their land.”[footnoteRef:71]  Ken Hamilton (LAO1) used the non-profit organization Defenders of Wildlife as an example.  [71:  CSV7, Ken Hamilton (LAO1), MGT3] 


When a producer gets up in front of ranchers and says he’s working with Defenders, a lot of the ranchers remember how Defenders is always suing us. But then he talks about how Defenders has been willing to step up to the plate and put their money where their mouth was, that’s a lot more meaningful. 

MGT3 echoed his sentiments, explaining that “the best way that I could build trust locally was to be able to offer information about wolf [movements] in the area as a starting point.” Conversations should also be focused on reciprocity, especially in terms of listening to rancher concerns and suggestions.[footnoteRef:72] LAO2 summarized, “If the message is that you’re there to listen and help and you’ve got some resources, that works much better than coming in and saying, ‘we’ve got a solution.’”  [72:  CSV2, CSV4, CSV11, LAO2, LAO3, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO8, MGT3, MGT4] 

There is also a place-based component of relationship-building.[footnoteRef:73] Program managers should be local or locally-embedded. They need to “have children in the same schools, see ranchers in stores” and “have lemonade on somebody’s back porch.”[footnoteRef:74] Simply having a representative in the nearest urban city is not good enough because “For Montana ranchers, the 60 miles between them and Missoula makes that a foreign territory to them.”[footnoteRef:75] What might work best is to work to find respected ranchers that can draw in other members of the community and begin spreading your message via word of mouth. The importance of spokespeople and peer networks is discussed at length in the “Education” section.  [73:  CSV11, CSV15, LAO2, LAO8, MGT3, MGT4, MGT8]  [74:  CSV15, LAO8, MGT4]  [75:  MGT4] 

Another aspect of these relationships is that need to persist for the long-term.[footnoteRef:76] First, a program manager should work to gain recognition by “showing up.” This means going to “grazing association picnics and film premiers on their cattle drives,” which helps “put a face to the name and [get ranchers] to work with us because they know us, not because we think we can magically solve these things.”[footnoteRef:77] Then they should realize that solutions are “going to take time” and plan accordingly.[footnoteRef:78] “If you have an expectation that you can go out and spend a weekend with producers and show them a bunch of tools at a workshop and expect that to solve your problems, you’re going to be sorely disappointed,” said MGT1.  [76:  CSV11, LAO8, MGT1]  [77:  CSV11]  [78:  MGT1] 

Thirteen participants felt that cost-sharing was important to successfully promote non-lethal methods. In the words of Brian DeBolt (MGT6), “the less burdensome something can be to their time and pocketbook, the more willing they would be to try non-lethal methods.” LAO8 added, “It’s hard to ask a rancher to implement tools that they know nothing about, that they don’t believe in, that are completely untested, and to pay for it too.” Cost-sharing could take the form of sponsoring guard dogs or range-riders, other forms of manpower or materials, or “whatever producers are comfortable with.”[footnoteRef:79] This is proposed to motivate ranchers through proving that organizations or agencies are willing to share the burden and that any new ideas will not represent new costs.[footnoteRef:80] LAO8 felt that providing funding up from was so important that “you’re never going to get enough momentum to go anywhere with it. [79:  CSV2, CSV4, LAO2, LAO4, MGT7]  [80:  Ken Hamilton (LAO1), LAO8, MGT5] 

Even so, offering assistance via manpower, sponsorships, materials, etc. can be problematic because some ranchers are resistant to program managers attempting to “buy acceptance” and other ranchers “are afraid of strings attached.”[footnoteRef:81]  As CSV3 related, the “stigma attached to ‘greenies’” is so great that “Defenders of Wildlife [had their conservation donations] handed back to them because FWP could not socially accept money from them for non-lethal management” during a legislative session. Ranchers are particularly afraid that program managers will require that they forego lethal action and depredations will result.[footnoteRef:82] Brian DeBolt (MGT6) elaborated, “When somebody gets burned, they’re reluctant to be bedfellows again.” Another manager, MGT2, stated that the way around this distrust and suspicion was to have a “neutral source of labor and money.” In the words of LAO2, “The compromise is that [organizations] can provide material to the Forest Service, then the Forest Service owns it and we can utilize it. It’s not a gift from them to us, [so] we don’t have a thought of obligation.” CSV6 added, “if that helps them feel that they’re not selling their souls to an NGO or the government, that would certainly be the way to go.”  Education, the next most commonly cited motivational strategy, is discussed at length independently, as it was discussed explicitly per the interview guide. [81:  LAO3, LAO7, Brian DeBolt (MGT6)]  [82:  LAO7] 

Eleven participants, including seven landowners, responded that the best way to motivate them would be through objective proof of effectiveness or demonstrated success. According to Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), there is a need to demonstrate “a clear benefit to the ranchers, not just to the wolves.” Right now, some ranchers consider non-lethal to be a “foo-foo idea”[footnoteRef:83] LAO8 claimed that to her knowledge, “there’s actually not any [objective] data that’s not funded by Defenders.” Without “knowing for certain,” it is less likely to convince ranchers to make such a “big investment.”[footnoteRef:84] Another landowner felt similarly and reminded that the investment is in terms of much more than money: “You don’t want to change all your management or fiddle with a whole bunch of stuff if there’s no realization that it’s going to work.”[footnoteRef:85]  [83:  LAO8]  [84:  LAO4, LAO8]  [85:  LAO2] 

	Seven participants stressed the importance of voluntary action, ownership and peer networks for a successful non-lethal program. On making programs rancher-based, Gary Burnett (LAO10) said, “[The thing is] to make sure it comes from their participation and it’s not forced upon them. It’s really about what they’ve experienced, what they’re doing, what they’d like to do, and how we can support that.” Another landowner, LAO8, attributed her success to rancher ownership: 

The way that it worked for us was that individual people were invested. No NGO’s came in with their plans. It was the ranchers going to them and saying, “we would like your help to accomplish A, B, and C.” It was very well-defined from the beginning that this was not an effort owned by Defenders. The ranchers were the owners of the effort. It was their responsibility and their success or their loss.  

Then, once ranchers are participating and see whether or not the tool will work, they can share their story through their peer networks and other ranchers may act independently. With guard dogs provided by Wildlife Services, “once the ranchers saw that guard dogs would save them money and it was a smart business decision, they adopted it themselves.”[footnoteRef:86]  [86:  MGT7] 


[bookmark: _Toc512555441]Education 
	On the potential of education to motivate participation in non-lethal programs, eleven participants, mostly landowner representatives, spoke very favorably.[footnoteRef:87] Education was described as “key,” “extremely important,” “a great way,” “critical,” “a must.” “the best thing,” and “the least painful.”[footnoteRef:88] LAO2 hearkened back to ranchers’ unwillingness to take money, but said “we’re willing to listen and try some stuff.” Along with three other landowner representatives, he painted a picture of ranchers as more open-minded to non-lethal methods than some may expect, especially regarding any “good reliable information” that can “keep their livestock safe.”[footnoteRef:89] Additionally, MGT3 discussed how education is especially necessary to counter misinformation in the social media age. [87:  CSV6, LAO2, LAO4, LAO6, LAO7, LAO8, LAO9, LAO11, MGT1, MGT3, MGT5 ]  [88:  CSV6, LAO6, LAO8, LAO11, MGT1, MGT3, MGT5]  [89:  LAO4, LAO9, LAO11] 

Many other participants also valued education, but presented several challenges. MGT5 described the difficulty as follows: “It’s a tough road. I can say something works or bring Rancher Eva in to say it works and ranchers here will find a way to dismiss it.” Again, this may be due to the values-based components of the issue as a whole that have been discussed previously. CSV9 and CSV10 recalled how even the best data often fails to change values or “people’s psyche,” while CSV2 cited scientific studies to that effect. In those situations, people “just can’t hear it” and “all the facts and figures don’t make a difference at all.”[footnoteRef:90] LAO7 and LAO9 countered that this may be due to a lack of “solid” evidence. MGT8 commended on how “separating facts from opinion gets difficult when everybody is out there educating.” Others felt that a major challenge was finding a receptive audience. In MGT8’s experience, “the big obstacle of education is getting the ranching industry to take time out to hear someone ‘educate’ them when they’re resentful and resistant in the first place and refuse [to come].” LAO9 added, “If we hold a meeting to share that information and nobody shows up, then we haven’t accomplished anything.”  [90:  CSV9, CSV10] 

Participants’ responses on how education should be done varied in terms of intended audience, subject matter, and method. While most responses presumably applied to educating those in positions to implement non-lethal methods, four conservationists discussed the importance of youth education.[footnoteRef:91] CSV14 added how youth education can serve as “a counter-vehicle to programs like 4-H, maybe something like Jane Goodall’s Roots and Shoots.” Another, CSV2, brought up how changing attitudes, and perhaps the values and psyche mentioned above, is easier before “they’re solidified as an adult.” CSV8 summarized, “You plant seeds and hope those seeds grow and influence the way kids decide things as they grow up. You don’t want to indoctrinate them, but you do want to give them the knowledge that predators aren’t a bad thing.”  [91:  CSV2, CSV8, CSV13, CSV14] 

Other than the youth, participants identified the general public, university students, and the livestock industry as important targets of education efforts. Several respondents felt that “ranchers totally get” how wolf advocates feel about wolves, but the general public does not “understand ranching and what benefits it provides” and needs to be taught that “ranchers generally aren’t making things up.”[footnoteRef:92] Further detail on the importance of communicating ranchers’ experience to the public is discussed in the section on “Bridging.” On the other hand, CSV14 felt that the general public also should be shown all the “science coming out in the last ten years about how killing wolves can cause more problems and how wildlife management agencies are absolutely ignoring that science when conducting science-based wildlife management is part of their mission statement.” LAO3 thought a revised focus on university students in which “professors [teach] that there’s more to this than what’s in the books written by the very people who promote saving every wolf [would produce] better qualified, more understanding students [who could be] successful in these rural states.” Finally, MGT8 thought that,  [92:  CSV4, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO6] 


[The best way] would be to go to the livestock industry leadership industry and ask them, ‘What’s it going to take for you to listen to our message?’ Go to the Montana Cattleman’s Association annual meeting or the Montana Woolgrowers’ Convention and see if the leadership will give you any kind of endorsement because if they want to cut you off, they will. They’ll tell people not to go, not to listen, not to cooperate, not to work with you, and you’re dead in the water.

	In terms of subject matter, both conservationists and landowners supported educated based on the “economic advantages to overcoming the old traditions” or “all the ways they can increase profitability” by using non-lethal methods.[footnoteRef:93] LAO6 and LAO7 felt, “The biggest thing is education. You have to convince them that this is going to effective and cost-effective for them. That’s how you’re going to get buy-in.” The argument is understandable as “nobody wants to do something unless they think they’re going to get something out of it.”[footnoteRef:94] LAO6 described her organization’s “build it and they will come” philosophy as follows: “You don’t start out by asking ranchers to pay for your great program, because they’re going to say no, but if you build it and show them how valuable it can be to them, they’ll be more willing to contribute later.” Gary Burnett (LAO10) suggested “showcasing the economy of livestock loss reduction” by breaking it down to figures: “If you lose one less calf, that would mean x dollars, so if you contribute x dollars to the program, you’d net x dollars from the deal.”  [93:  CSV7, CSV12, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO6, LAO7, Gary Burnett (LAO10)]  [94:  Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)] 

	Other conservationists felt that the most important subject matter was the ecological value of a wolf as a keystone species, what ranchers can do to help themselves, and how lethal methods are counter-productive.[footnoteRef:95] One cited scientific studies showing “that when people understand the value of an animal in an ecosystem, they are more likely to change their own behavior to coexist with that animal.”[footnoteRef:96] Four others suggested sharing “providing models of areas where [non-lethal] has been effective, but also acknowledge that they might need to tweak it for their area and talk to them about how to do that.”[footnoteRef:97] Three conservationists brought up all the “good science that shows that lethal control may in fact complicate the problem rather than solving it.”[footnoteRef:98]	 [95:  CSV2, CSV4, CSV8, CSV11, CSV13, CSV14]  [96:  CSV14]  [97:  CSV11]  [98:  CSV4] 

As for the methods of education, participants suggested that the setting be private, informal, outdoor, or any combination of those characteristics. MGT3 stated that “the best conversations are over coffee at their kitchen table,” while CSV5 was satisfied to keep workshops private to ensure “a safe place for ranchers to go and attend those things [without a room] full of very passionate people telling them what to do.” Two conservationists were of the opinion that workshops, outdoors or not, not only appear to allow educators to reach their intended audience, but also “allow ranchers to go out with people that are working in the field that they feel more simpatico with.”[footnoteRef:99] Additionally, getting out on the land for an outdoor workshop allows the educator to teach the best strategies for that specific terrain, which may “help ranchers understand that nobody thinks it’s a one-size-fits-all scenario.”[footnoteRef:100] CSV7 who has been putting on workshops for years shared her successes:  [99:  CSV6, CSV14]  [100:  CSV14] 


We’ve had over a thousand ranchers representing well over 8 million acres come to our programs, so we know that we’ve facilitated regenerative practices over 1.1 million acres. You can compare that to other conservation strategies on effecting management and you can see that it’s a very good investment. Especially now with our good reputation, people are trusting our workshops more and more, so they’re gaining momentum and support from the ranching community. 

	Some participants shared information on the best logistics for education. Because ranchers are so busy, the best times are only for a max of two hours over lunch or  at night, particularly during the winter, when ranchers “look for reasons to stay indoors anyway” and “there are schools going on all the time.”[footnoteRef:101] Educators should “not expect them to come and meet you, but “go to their community and maybe invite them out for lunch.”[footnoteRef:102] Other potential locations include state and county livestock association meetings, conventions, or livestock auctions.[footnoteRef:103] On the question of increasing attendance, MGT4 stated,  [101:  LAO6, LAO11, MGT4]  [102:  LAO6]  [103:  CSV8, LAO11] 


It’s probably things like one-on-one phone calls quite honestly. We want to send out a mass email these days, but some of these ranches don’t even use email. And all of us get spam, right? So figure out which people in your group know which landowners and have them make the calls so the landowners will recognize the number and pick up. Also, free food and coffee [helps].  

	Twenty-one participants from all groups mentioned the importance of having the right spokesperson for an educational initiative.[footnoteRef:104] In the words of CSV12, “Who is saying it is more important than what’s being said.” As discussed previously, leaders have to be credible to ranchers and have the right personality to “mesh in those groups and not be arrogant. It’s a skillset. They’ve got to know what they’re talking about and be ready to listen to other people’s concerns. The wrong personality can make it go awry.”[footnoteRef:105] [104:  CSV3, CSV4, CSV5, CSV7, CSV8, CSV12, CSV13, CSV14, LAO2, LAO4, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO6, LAO7, LAO8, LAO9, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT3, MGT4, MGT5, MGT7, MGT8]  [105:  CSV7, MGT5] 

According to fifteen participants, the best spokespeople for any program are other ranchers from their communities. “I can say it works and it doesn’t matter, but when Rancher Joe says it works, it takes off like wildfire,” said MGT5. Similarly, CSV8 stated, “You can be born and bred Wyoming, but if you work for a non-profit, they’re not going to listen. If you’re not a rancher and you’re not in the trenches, they’re not going to listen to you.” One way around that is to recruit “someone who can talk the talk or walk the walk.” For example, you “might bring in a guy whose reputation with ranchers is that at least he rides a horse and wears a Stetson and works as a cow hand.”[footnoteRef:106] Better yet, find a respected, trusted, “well-established” peer leader, a “sage of the watershed,” that knows everybody and is interested in new ideas and “use them as a liaison to communicate with other producers.”[footnoteRef:107] One such figure who participated in the study, LAO2, shared that when he “called producers personally to tell them what we were doing, we probably had 20 producers from this valley, which is pretty awesome.” According to eight participants, those ranchers who have had success with non-lethal are particularly effective spokespeople.[footnoteRef:108] Ideally, success stories will spread naturally without program managers having to facilitate, even if it may take time. As LAO3 described, “Seeing what’s working for the neighbors makes them feel like they might want to give it a try. Some will turn their nose up, but some will watch for a few years and see that it may be working.” CSV5 observed that, “If you bring a rancher down who’s had remarkable success down and have him speak to another rancher, you see the ideas getting passed back and forth between peers in a way that we can never replicate.” That impact is much bigger than having “someone from an NGO blowing in from New York for a day to tell them what they should do with their life before they fly back home.”[footnoteRef:109]  [106:  MGT8]  [107:  CSV12, LAO6, MGT5]  [108:  CSV5, CSV7, CSV8, CSV12, LAO4, Gary Burnett (LAO10), MGT5, MGT7]  [109:  MGT7] 

	As for other possible spokespeople or mouthpieces, Wildlife Services was the most popular with seven participants recommending it.[footnoteRef:110]  Four participants called it the most trusted organization among ranchers today, possibly because Wildlife Services is their problem-solver or because they have a working relationship with Wildlife Services.[footnoteRef:111] In LAO3’s words, “the one area that worked here when others didn’t are those workshops put on by Wildlife Services.” The state agencies and the ranching industry itself were the next most commonly recommended spokespeople, with four participants mentioning each.[footnoteRef:112] CSV3 conceptualized education efforts as one-on-one instances and felt that Wildlife Services, fish and game agents, or even Forest Service or Bureau of Land Management agents were the best people for the job since they may be the “only people that a producer will ever talk to.” Again, state agencies also have a greater chance of gaining rancher support because they are in positions to help ranchers with issues.[footnoteRef:113] However, some ranchers distrust state agencies from actions they may have taken against them in the past.[footnoteRef:114] Finally, LAO7 argued that the ranching industry might mean “more buy-in” since they have their own membership.[footnoteRef:115]  [110:  CSV4, CSV8, LAO3, MGT3, MGT4, MGT5, MGT7,]  [111:  LAO3, MGT3, MGT4, MGT5]  [112:  LAO9, MGT3, MGT5, MGT7, (state agencies); CSV4, LAO7, LAO9, MGT5 (ranching industry)]  [113:  MGT7]  [114:  MGT5, MGT7]  [115:  LAO7] 

	Conservation NGO’s earned nothing but criticism as potential spokespeople. LAO3 said no one would attend their programs and LAO7 went as far as to say, “they’d probably get run out of town.” This was, again, due to distrust and “burnt bridges.”[footnoteRef:116] Local NGO’s may have more success than larger NGO’s because they are “in the community.”[footnoteRef:117] CSV8 mentioned that they may be useful as a “supplement” of Wildlife Services or state wildlife agencies, but in those cases, they should defer taking any ownership or credit. As LAO8 said,  [116:  Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)]  [117:  Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)] 


What Zach Strong has done with NRDC is really quite remarkable because he went and convinced Wildlife Services [to participate], but there’s not a single poster out there saying the workshop is sponsored by NRDC. It’s all Wildlife Services. So NRDC is willing to not take ownership in any of that. That’s what you need. The whole thing of Defenders wanting to be the first to put their stamp on something, those days have to be over.

Four participants felt that education was ineffective and resources were better spent elsewhere. MGT2 went so far as to call it, “the worse idea ever.” CSV2 felt that “this notion that people that disagree just need to be educated more is pretty arrogant.” MGT7 echoed her feelings, likening education attempts to saying, “’let me bring my moral philosophy into your home.’” Along with MGT2, she discussed how the targets of educational efforts are just opinions that are “similar to religious beliefs.”[footnoteRef:118] As discussed in the above paragraph on the challenges of education, education often fails to change opinions like these. These agents explained that “We always think that if we can just educate people, then they would have our values and know what we know and believe like we believe.”[footnoteRef:119] Instead,  “people need to learn and see from example that wolves don’t kill everything.”[footnoteRef:120] Ken Hamilton (LAO1) mentioned another way that education efforts can be counter-productive: “When you’re having livestock killed by an animal, having someone come in and say that it’s really tough, but the animal really is a magnificent animal can very frustrating.” MGT2 agreed that “Having someone tell them after their calf is killed that they shouldn’t worry because we only have x calves killed per acre on average [is not a good idea.] They’re not going to want to hear that.”  [118:  MGT2, MGT7]  [119:  MGT7]  [120:  MGT2] 


[bookmark: _Toc512555442]Regulation 
	When I asked participants if they approved of regulations encouraging greater use of non-lethal methods by withholding lethal action unless there is prove of non-lethal efforts, sixteen participants said no and thirteen either said yes or what amounts to “maybe, but it will be difficult.” LAO2 proclaimed, “to say that we have to try non-lethal first in Wyoming, that’s just going to go EHHH!” CSV8 said that would “100% fail”, while MGT7 called the situation “an American nightmare” since no one likes being told what to do. One major concern was that regulations would negatively affect all the relationship- and trust-building that organizations have worked so hard for over the years and “drive a bigger wedge between groups.”[footnoteRef:121] In particular, four participants used the words “resistant” or “resistance” or both to describe possible reactions to regulations.[footnoteRef:122] Ken Hamilton (LAO1) felt, “It [would] seem that they are not [meant] to protect an animal, but really to drive the cost up so the producer leaves.” Three participants thought non-lethal implementation should be voluntary. [footnoteRef:123] They expressed a preference for incentives and commented that “if you can’t convince someone with the carrot, no one really likes the stick.”[footnoteRef:124]  Two participants worried that regulations would erode social tolerance for wolves.[footnoteRef:125] According to MGT7,  [121:  Brian DeBolt (MGT6)]  [122:  CSV8, Ken Hamilton (LAO1), Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), LAO6]  [123:  CSV11, Ken Hamilton (LAO1), MGT4]  [124:  CSV11, MGT4]  [125:  CSV15, MGT7] 


That’s the way to teach people how to hate wolves. If you want a bigger, more expansive model of how to get more large predators in more places, would you [suggest] going the route of government or NGO people in people’s business all the time? That’s the way to keep large predators from living and being accepted anywhere else.

	Of those that agreed with a regulatory approach, two felt that it made the most sense for national parks and public lands.[footnoteRef:126] As MGT8 put it, “I want native species on my public lands. [We shouldn’t be] paying the government to kill native carnivores that live out there. That’s their home and we’re [just] driving a herd of cattle out there seasonally for three months.” CSV9 felt that there was “no reason to be killing wildlife at all when it’s just an economic question of how much they want to spend protecting their livestock.” Other responses suggested that participants felt regulations like these were no less fair than other regulations we have in society.[footnoteRef:127] Without them, we would be “just a bunch of anarchists.”[footnoteRef:128] Regulations would serve to hold ranchers more accountable, relative to taxpayers, and “shift the burden as I think is appropriate.”[footnoteRef:129] As MGT5 reflected,   [126:  CSV5, MGT8]  [127:  LAO11, MGT5]  [128:  LAO11]  [129:  CSV12] 


Why wouldn’t we? There is government overreach whether we like it or not. Sorry. It’s there and that’s fine. Other people’s tax dollars are used to fund the programs, so ranchers should also have to hold up their side of the bargain. They should be doing something to minimize risk.

LAO8 suggested that the state “present a bunch of different ideas and resources for implementing them and tell producers that the state wants them to make an effort at least. In turn, the state will offer more resources to support them along the way.” If regulations like that were enacted, two conservationists felt that “it could have an effect” or “that’s when we’ll start to get things to turn around on a bigger scale.”[footnoteRef:130] Finally, CSV14 reminded that any laws “may not be perfect to begin with, but could be tweaked later.”  [130:  CSV7, CSV13] 

	Five participants felt that the biggest challenge to passing this type of regulation would be enforcement.[footnoteRef:131] Two conservationists express doubts that regulation would be effective without enforcement.[footnoteRef:132] One of those stressed the importance of sufficient penalties:  [131:  CSV2, CSV6, CSV12, CSV13, Brian DeBolt (MGT6)]  [132:  CSV12, CSV13] 


We have lots and lots of regulations on public lands that are ignored year after year because the consequences are so minor that it doesn’t matter. The worst thing that happens is that they may charge a few more dollars on a very cheap price for grazing. Big deal. To the rancher, that’s better than having to take the cows home and either use up their own hay crops or find somewhere else that’s more expensive to graze them on. But if the penalties were higher, then that would be a good start. 

Still, tracking compliance and administering penalties would be “cumbersome”, expensive, and “a bureaucratic nightmare.”[footnoteRef:133] Then there’s the political opposition to consider.[footnoteRef:134] Based on historical legislative treatment of the relatively small agricultural industry, MGT8 claimed “Congress has taken damn good care of the livestock folks, so politically, it could be very tough.” According to CSV 11, regulations requiring non-lethal measures would be “politically impossible to pass.” CSV12 suggested that it might be easier to implement on a national level, but “even at a national level, you have a significant number of legislators that have an ag background, so it would be very difficult to get something like that through.” CSV7 proposed the following strategy:  [133:  CSV6, Brian DeBolt (MGT6)]  [134:  CSV7, CSV12, MGT8] 


The way to [pass it] in the West would be to take a libertarian approach and ask why taxpayer dollars cover these costs. Very few people benefit from a lot of taxpayer money. Eroding support from that end would be good. 

If bills like this were ever considered, legislators would require “credible research that they feel comfortable standing behind” and would have to find a way to incorporate flexibility into the law because “There’s things you can do, but to say we’re going to try all of those first in all situations is frankly ludicrous. It’s just not practical.”[footnoteRef:135] A final concern was that poaching may increase: “At some point, people will probably get fed up with not having their problems solved and take matters into their own hands. I’m guessing that there’s more people that will be willing to just shoot, shovel, and shut up.”[footnoteRef:136]  [135:  LAO2, LAO8]  [136:  MGT1] 


[bookmark: _Toc512555443]Leadership
[bookmark: _Toc512530927]In regard to the question “who should lead the way in implementing non-lethal methods?”, responses varied greatly. Although the question was intended to determine whose responsibility it was to implement preventative, non-lethal methods, it appeared that several respondents interpreted the question to be asking who would be the most effective/influential leader. Responses should be interpreted with a degree of flexibility as they may refer to either of those questions (see Table 5).[image: best%20leader.png]Table 5: Preferred leaders in the implementation of non-lethal conflict prevention methods, in order of frequency of responses.
Of the fourteen that felt that ranchers should take the lead, four participants felt that ranchers are the most motivated to find effective solutions and they are in the position to know what’s best for their business.[footnoteRef:137] Ranchers must see the value in non-lethal methods first before implementation can become a reality. MGT7 pointed out that “it has to make sense to everybody.” As LAO8 put it, “If NGO’s are the ones that want it the most, it’s just going to be dead in the water.” CSV3 added, “Ranchers are a valuable resource, so the question is how do you empower a rancher to do the right thing.” Another four participants felt that as a private, for-profit industry, ranchers should be responsible for their own losses.[footnoteRef:138] In a rancher’s own words, “it’s our responsibility to find solutions.”[footnoteRef:139] Three participants pointed out that ranchers are and should be self-reliant since at any given time, “maybe there’s a bump in the road in [the NGO’s] funding and the landowner may not even be able to pick up the reins and run with it because they’ve been allowing the NGO to do 100% of it.”[footnoteRef:140] CSV5 echoed that he’s found that ranchers are already “not interested in taking a subsidy from us [because] they don’t know if we’re going to be around forever and they need to make sure that their operations stay in the black.”  [137:  CSV3, CSV5, LAO2, LAO7]  [138:  CSV2, CSV6, CSV9, LAO2 ]  [139:  LAO2]  [140:  CSV5, LAO3, MGT4] 

However, many of those that believed ranchers should take the lead still stressed the benefits of partnerships. Three participants felt that working with non-profits was “a great relationship.”[footnoteRef:141] One reason to be open to collaboration is that “the profit margins in agriculture aren’t very big, so a family-owned ranch doesn’t have a lot of room to just pay out of pocket for non-lethal.”[footnoteRef:142] Other ranchers may be able to afford it, but they are “going to be a lot more motivated if they’re not paying the bill.”[footnoteRef:143] Additionally, “NGO’s have resources and skill sets that ranchers don’t have.”[footnoteRef:144] Three others felt that ranchers should lead the way, although government assistance from state agencies or the USDA was important as well.[footnoteRef:145] CSV8 felt that “ultimately it should come from within the ranching community, [but] I do think there also needs to be a public message coming from a state wildlife management agency.” Other than that, CSV6 suggested that tax incentives may be the best way for government agencies to assist in implementing non-lethal strategies.  [141:  CSV2]  [142:  MGT4]  [143:  CSV3]  [144:  CSV2, LAO6]  [145:  CSV6, CSV8, LAO9, ] 

MGT5 admitted that his initial thought was “it’s your cow, so it’s yours to deal with, but a rancher would say, ‘it’s your wolf, so it’s yours to deal with.’” In the end, he admitted that his “candid answer is that it’s a collaborative effort.” Two participants discussed how “all three have a stake in the game” and “there’s benefits to ranchers and to the public.”[footnoteRef:146] In Brian DeBolt’s (MGT6) words,  [146:  CSV7, Brian DeBolt (MGT6)] 


Leaving the entire burden to livestock producers would be unfair. If they were the sole source of money coming in, then they should be able to kill as many wolves as they want any time, any place. But they’re not the only ones with the interest. Everybody should be putting money where their mouth is. The burden can’t lie on one person because the ultimate goals of each group are different. Everyone needs to pay a part of it to get a part of what they want out of it.

CSV7 put this type of cost sharing into perspective, “If the public really values wildlife, then it’s fair to have our public dollars go towards supporting non-lethal because we’re sure the hell supporting lethal with our tax dollars.”  CSV15 also mentioned the importance of including urban residents that “value wildlife, but don’t bear the cost of wildlife” into funding for the issue.  

MGT2 discussed how NGO’s can contribute, but still stressed the importance of rancher participation or accountability:  

I think we’re getting close to a good model where if the NGO’s would like to see this happen, they could contribute to a bigger pool in combination with other monies like the Livestock Loss Board’s livestock prevention grants. I like that model because [it] requires a match, so there is some investment required of the producer. If you have to work for something, it’s going to be more meaningful. If you just get something for free, you might more easily be dismissive about it. So I feel like it really should be a joint venture. 

MGT4 echoed this sentiment, stating that “the solutions that work and last involve give and take on both sides. Those are going to be the successful programs vs. [those where] an NGO pays the whole bill.”

[bookmark: _Toc512555444]Role of Wildlife Services
Given Wildlife Services’ designated role in reducing wildlife conflict and promoting coexistence as well as their reputation for being overly-reliant on lethal control, it was important to determine if participants felt that Wildlife Services could support and participate in a shift from lethal to non-lethal means. Several managers discussed the truth behind Wildlife Services’ negative reputation, but also spoke about how “amazing” change appears to be happening as the agency becomes more “advanced.”[footnoteRef:147]  According to MGT7, just a generation ago Wildlife Services agents “were just like psychopaths running around with guns. It was kind of nutty.” MGT5 shared this sentiment and discussed how generational change is occurring: “When you look at a lot of the good old boys, the gopher-chokers, [they embody] the old-school mentality of the agency. You’re not going to change them, [but] I’m seeing change with the younger people coming in.” MGT1 agreed, “The agency in general is embracing when and how to use these tools. It’s not all bleak. There is change occurring.” This change is likely in everyone from ranchers to wolf advocates’ best interest. According to CSV11, “If that agency wants to be relevant in the 21st century, it needs to change the way it’s doing business.” [147:  MGT7] 

Although some Wildlife Services operators may be willing to try non-lethal means, their choices may be limited by their resources, skillsets, or relationships with producers.[footnoteRef:148] LAO3 stated that he knows of several operators that have installed fladry, but added “they don’t have the financial ability to have people doing that all the time.” MGT1 added, “The other thing is that these guys know certain things. They know how to trap wolves. We need more specialists that are know how and when to use non-lethal tools. That would help.” Three managers shifted the blame from Wildlife Services to producers who “don’t want [non-lethal tools] because they believe they don’t work.”[footnoteRef:149] When producers call operators out with the expectation that “they are there to do the dirty work”, i.e. kill wolves, it can be a “tough situation” to try to suggest fladry, etc. instead.[footnoteRef:150] MGT2 summarized her feelings on this “tricky position”:  [148:  MGT1, MGT4]  [149:  MGT1, MGT2, MGT5]  [150:  MGT1] 


It’s not my place to tell them how to manage their ranch. It really depends on the quality of the relationship. If it’s a new area with new problems and it’s really hot, they may want to develop a relationship through killing wolves to develop trust, then they can suggest something the next time it happens. 

Of the many participants that felt that Wildlife Services was capable of shifting to a primarily non-lethal paradigm, many stressed that they are well-suited to the task in terms of their relationships and their skillsets. Most importantly, five participants felt that operators are in the best position to suggest non-lethal methods because they already have working relationships with ranchers and they are the most trusted outside entity.[footnoteRef:151] As MGT3 described it, “It’s really cool when they’re the ones that can suggest a non-lethal technique to the producers. You get so much further so much faster when they’re the ones suggesting it” Ken Hamilton (LAO1) also mentioned how they can share what they have observed at other ranches with other ranchers they service. In his words, “If the Wildlife Services guy comes up and tells you about what he saw at Joe’s with his guard dogs, that generally carries a lot more weight.”  [151:  CSV2, CSV7, Ken Hamilton (LAO1), MGT3, MGT4] 

	Four participants agreed that operators are well-suited to help implement non-lethal tools because they have the right skillsets for the job, whether that entails knowing about “the day to day movements of wildlife,” “how to identify or preserve a depredation,” or “where the problems exist.”[footnoteRef:152] According to CSV5, “They can look at the landscape and tell you where an animal is going to put its foot in the future and how to change an animal’s behavior.” Two conservationists felt that if these skills were applied to non-lethal methods, it would be “pretty effective” or “pretty darn significant.”[footnoteRef:153]  As LAO8 described it, rerouting these skills to non-lethal methods could also save Wildlife Services a lot of money:  [152:  CSV4, CSV5, LAO3, Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)]  [153:  CSV4, CSV5] 


Frankly, it costs a lot less to try to make it work than it does to fly the helicopter around to kill stuff. Wildlife Services spent $12,000 flying around trying to kill wolves a couple of years ago and they only ended up killing two wolves, which didn’t even make a difference. [That] $12,00 would be double a range-rider’s salary. 

	On the other hand, five participants felt that Wildlife Services could never shift to a primarily non-lethal paradigm. Among their reasons were feelings that state agencies were more appropriate for this type of work, that the current “culture” or “philosophy” of Wildlife Services is an impediment, and that Wildlife Services lacks any regulatory framework to hold them accountable.[footnoteRef:154] In the words of a former Wildlife Services operator, MGT8,  [154:  CSV2, CSV14, LAO9, MGT8] 


These operators signed on to go out and kill a coyote or three or get in the helicopter and shoot 100 in a day. The guys that I knew, and I was once one myself, were hired because we were good at tracking and trapping and shooting and killing. That’s what you wanted to do and got up for every morning. If you told them that they were supposed to put out fladry or whatever every morning, I bet almost every guy would quit. It’s not what they’re motivated by. You would almost have to draft a new army of individuals who are willing to do that, believed in it, and understood that this is what you’re going to do. 

CSV6 added, “They’d always say that they just couldn’t do the job without lethal and how do you prove otherwise?” Holding them accountable would be problematic, especially without an adequate regulatory framework. 

[bookmark: _Toc512555445]Diversifying Stakeholder Participation
One proposed reason that non-lethal methods are not implemented as often as some feel they could be is that state wildlife management agencies may be biased toward consumptive users, i.e. hunters, fishermen, operators, etc. If more wolf or other predator advocates are brought into the management fold, the situation could change dramatically. Seven participants felt that civic engagement or “becoming involved” was the most important (see Table 6).[footnoteRef:155] Civic engagement in this case can take the form of voting, supporting candidates that support protections, writing letters to the editor, reaching out to legislative representatives, etc. Increased involvement in these ways works because it sends a repetitive message that these bodies “cannot kowtow to special interest” and “their focus should be the entire public trust.”[footnoteRef:156] As CSV2 summarized,  [155:  CSV9]  [156:  CSV14] 


I think the more and more they insert themselves into the process with respect and handle themselves well, the more their voices have to be heard. Decision makers will realize that these people are not going away, that they’re going to be a thorn in the side until their voices are heard more appropriately. 

[image: stakeholder%20inclusion.png]
[bookmark: _Toc512530928]Table 6: Suggestions for diversifying stakeholder participation in wolf management decision-making processes, in order of frequency of responses.
Two participants discussed the need to “figure out a funding mechanism that represents [non-consumptive] interests because they are growing everywhere.”[footnoteRef:157] According to CSV10, “wildlife watchers have increased 20%.” Another conservationist put forth her vision for a new funding source:  [157:  CSV10, MGT2] 


If you offer a wolf stamp at the entrance to Yellowstone and people could add that on to their entrance fee, they could make huge money off of that. There is a vast untapped potential and that also gives people skin in the game too. Honestly that is the only way that the state wildlife management agency will ever consider a person somebody that they might listen to because you’ve paid in money.[footnoteRef:158]  [158:  CSV8] 


Two conservationists recommended changing how state agencies are funded so that they are “not funded largely by permits for hunting and trapping or licenses for fishing, but instead a general revenue source reflective of the entire public that they serve” such as a tax or fee on the sale of outdoor equipment.[footnoteRef:159] The next step would be to “change the makeup of the state wildlife agency commission” so that more appointments have “some understanding of the biology and ecology” because  [159:  CSV9, CSV14	] 


Right now, they represent two constituencies: hunting and ranching. Conservation is almost non-existent on that list. In each state, you’ll have one, maybe two if you’re lucky, person representing non-consumptive use of wildlife, but they’re in the minority. They’re always voted down and they never succeed.[footnoteRef:160]  [160:  CSV9] 


Another important issue in wildlife management reform is how to bridge disparate groups so that they can see each other as individuals worthy of respect and consideration, rather than as representatives of their conflict-tarnished interest groups. Most participants discussed the importance of pursuing relationship- and trust-building as described previously (see Table 7). CSV13 discussed the importance of “being nice, polite, and kind, not dismissive or demeaning or insulting” and “talking about the problems, not the people.” CSV4 pointed out all the common ground in these issues: “Most people agree on most things at about 75%. Nobody likes to see calves or lambs killed. We empathize with that and think how we would feel if that were our dog or cat.” Five participants suggested capitalizing on this common ground and working from the middle.[footnoteRef:161] MGT8 candidly stated, “You always have a bell curve with your nutcases on the left and your nutcases on the right, yet solutions come from people working together in the middle.”  [161:  CSV4, CSV8, LAO11, Brian DeBolt (MGT6), MGT8] 
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[bookmark: _Toc512530929]Table 7: Means of bridging stakeholder groups currently in conflict, in order of frequency of responses.
Of those that discussed the importance of small groups and informal settings, two conservationists alluded to something of a mob mentality fueling these conflicts and advocated getting people “separate from their gang” because “nobody is going to be hateful to a single person that they’re talking to most of the time.”[footnoteRef:162] In CSV7’s words, “getting people alone or in small groups and having them talk about what they care about shows that they’re not so different than us.”  [162:  CSV7, CSV8] 

Seven participants argued that ranchers needed to figure out a way to get their own perspectives and experience out to the general public. Some discussed one-on-one interactions, ways to “walk a little further in ranchers’ shoes,” that could provide direct experience of a rancher’s day to day operation.[footnoteRef:163] CSV6 suggested ranchers “let the ecotourism guides bring people out to tour a real ranch and they can meet each other and take it from there.” MGT4 described a similar program that the USFWS had called “Walk a Mile in My Boots”, where willing landowners hosted USFWS employees for a couple of days or a week, “then the landowner had the option of job-shadowing them so they could see the other side of the equation.” Others wanted to reach a bigger audience, especially an urban audience, perhaps through a movie or a “video interview or essay from a few generational ranching spokespeople.”[footnoteRef:164] One other interesting suggestion was to develop a “digital library accessible by the public with a disclaimer that this is a combination of information and there’s going to be things on there that each person may not like.” CSV4 recommended that the USDA and the Park Service sponsor more public forums “that let people learn that we’re all just humans with different perspectives and we probably have more mutual goals than we have deal breakers.[footnoteRef:165] Although given the ways in which many participants felt that public forums like Facebook have exacerbated this conflict, it is important to ensure that any public forum is well mediated.  [163:  Ken Hamilton (LAO1)]  [164:  Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5), Gary Burnett (LAO10)]  [165:  CSV4] 

Others pointed out that this conflict may benefit from people with more formal conflict mitigation skills, especially facilitative skills. Three participants recalled their observations of Washington state’s Wolf Advisory Group (WAG).[footnoteRef:166] CSV10 described the process: “The stakeholders spent a year or two just getting to know each other. Going out to meals and learning to trust each other in a facilitative process before they even talk about wolves.” Another participant stressed how a facilitator can ensure that everyone feels safe. In her words, “Investing in [that skillset and way of communicating] where you make sure that people walk out of that first meeting feeling good and feeling safe, even if you didn’t really talk about anything, is really, really important.”[footnoteRef:167] CSV2 felt that the WAG and other efforts like it have “a lasting effect” when those people leave the meetings and tell others about “Nancy, the wolf advocate in Michigan, who talked to Mike, the bear hunter, and they butt heads a lot, but they also had a beer afterwards and talk about what they’re kids are doing in school.” However, CSV14 claimed that the WAG has actually had a divisive effect:  [166:  CSV2, CSV10, CSV14]  [167:  LAO8



] 


The WAG has been a disaster for environmental groups because those environmental groups in the WAG are now much more [invested in] keeping the relationships with the other stakeholders in the advisory group. Things have completely fallen apart between the groups in the WAG and those outside of the WAG. We all used to have a very close relationship and now we don’t. 
[bookmark: _Toc512555446]Limitations

	The study was limited by a lack of familiarity with the setting and an outsider’s perspective. There were also several issues with the sample. Participants were self-selected, in part due to the need to obtained informed consent. This reduced the chances of obtaining many participants who were the most reluctant to consider non-lethal methods. Finding rancher participants was difficult as there was no database for contact information for private ranchers. Those that did participate were obtained through network sampling and were all either public figures or members of farm bureaus or livestock boards or associations. Similarly, another primary target of this study, Wildlife Services, was not widely represented. Most researchers that were invited, particularly those who claim that non-lethal means are superior to lethal control methods, turned down participation. No representative of any of the organizations that have had the longest history with promoting non-lethal means, e.g. NRDC, Defenders of Wildlife, and the Wood River Wolf Project, were able to share their perspectives on the successes and failures of their programs. Lastly, there were a few shortcomings with analysis. Not every participant was asked every question in the interview guide and extensive thematic coding was prohibited due to time and space (content) constraints. 
[bookmark: _Toc512555447]Conclusions and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc512555448]Research Objective 1
	The first objective of this study was to shed light on anything underlying ranchers’ and Wildlife Services reluctance to rely more heavily on non-lethal efforts. While Wildlife Services, in conjunction with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, ultimately decides to use non-lethal or lethal means, they work according to contracts with ranchers and typically treat ranchers as their clients. Therefore, both Wildlife Services operators and individual ranchers share the responsibility for choosing how to address depredations. 
It appears that the primary reason that non-lethal methods are not used more frequently is the added cost, which can be prohibitively expensive for some operations. Furthermore, many ranchers and other stakeholders feel that non-lethal, preventative methods are not worth the added expense due to their limitations on large operations and over long periods of time. Even so, range-riding stand outs as the most popular or promising non-lethal strategy, which seems to go a long way towards overcoming those limitations. However, to see positive results like participants described, riders have to be well-trained and committed to the task. Fortunately, range-riders like Hilary Zaranek Anderson of the Tom Miner Basin Association and other organizations like the Western Sustainability Exchange hold workshops to teach ranchers and ranch hands how to be effective riders. Programs such as hers should be encouraged, supported, and emulated. Not only will this constitute a step towards greater preventative efforts, but more range-riding programs might also facilitate relationship-building between organizations, agencies, and landowners.
While non-lethal prevention strategies can be very effective in reducing depredations, it is important to realize that they are not a guarantee. Livestock losses may still occur in a shared landscape, but many participants felt that losses to wolves may already be at an acceptable level of loss compared to other natural sources of livestock loss, especially in operations that faithfully implement preventative techniques. These feelings concur with livestock loss statistics showing that losses to wolves are a small economic cost to the livestock industry, although they may be a significant cost to affected producers since losses are not distributed evenly (Bangs et al., 2006; Bangs & Shivik, 2001; Bergstrom et al., 2014; Keefover, 2012; Muhly & Musiani, 2009; Yuskavitch, 2015). Despite those few losses and even if losses on any particular ranch are greater than a few, loss prevention and loss reduction are still obtainable and worthwhile goals. Losing two cows in a year is much better than losing fifty. Wolves are here to stay and living with wolves involves more than just expecting them to be lethally removed when they become a problem. A mentality of long-term depredation prevention should become a part of every operation, if it is not already. 

[bookmark: _Toc512555449]Research Objective 2 
The second objective of this study was to determine if and how wildlife advocacy groups can collaborate with ranchers to prevent wolf and livestock deaths through greater reliance on non-lethal methods. Given the sociocultural core of this issue, strong, positive relationships are paramount to resolving it. The best way to remedy the damage that has been done to relationships is through social means, e.g. more reciprocal conversations, open information flows, better relationships, more collaboration, a great deal of trust and respect between parties, and earnest efforts to find common ground. 
Focusing on local stakeholder collaboration and engagement goes along with a global trend toward community-based environmental management (CBEM), which is often proposed as a “means for achieving more effective wildlife and biodiversity protection by appropriately considering human socioeconomic needs and aspirations” (Kellert et al., 2000, p. 711). CBEM is especially suited for this conflict because of its potential to achieve conservation goals through economic and social incentives and incorporate local environmental knowledge (Kellert et al., 2000). Additionally, community-based collaborative efforts can be designed to be more inclusive than traditional decision-making bodies, potentially “opening ‘iron triangles’ between public agencies, legislators, and the industry to more interest groups, the general public, and broader constituencies” (Nie, 2003, p. 161). When all stakeholders collaborate with each other at the same time, it encourages deliberate consideration of underlying values and the formation of a shared consensus and problem definition (Nie, 2003). Stakeholders feel that their voices are heard and that each person plays a valuable role in the process (Nie, 2003). Ideally, at the end of the process stakeholder are able to “find common ground by acquiring a better understanding of each other’s personal values and beliefs” and the most affected parties can walk away with a sense of ownership that can form the basis of a sustainable program (Nie, 2003, p. 158).
There are many specific strategies to employ within CBEM, but two stand out as particularly appropriate for this issue: Q Methodology and CCT. Q methodology can be used to clarify stakeholder standpoints by allowing each stakeholder to organize and prioritize multiple viewpoints on wolf management according to whether they agree, disagree, or felt neutral per each viewpoint (Mazur & Asah, 2013). Once viewpoints are organized in a “process free of social pressure”, stakeholders can easily pinpoint areas of agreement, which then become the foundation of problem definition and future policy decisions (Mazur & Asah, 2013, p. 10). CCT or Conservation Conflict Transformation involves stakeholders working together to classify the conflict into three levels: the central dispute, e.g. livestock depredations; the underlying conflict or history of unresolved disputes; and identity conflict involving any values, beliefs, or social-psychological needs (Madden & McQuinn, 2014). Madden proposes this method due to its professed “capacity to envision conflict as creating potential for constructive growth” (Madden & McQuinn, 2014, p. 99).
In the interest of building sustainable relationships, organizations should consider employing representatives from within the communities they are working among or have their representatives put down roots in these communities with the expectation that they will be working there for the long-term. Not only can employing representatives from within communities help open doors to other stakeholders, but it also helps incorporate local environmental knowledge and “a nuanced understanding of the value-based conflicts and symbol and surrogate issues” (Nie, 2003, p. 188). The hope is that this type of collaboration will result in “decisions tailored for a particular place, and local context” (Nie, 2003, p. 195). 
Organizations should also plan to sustain their programs in these communities for the long-term, not for just three years or so. As far as the logistics of interactions with ranchers and other community members, the smaller and more intimate the setup can be, the better. Given the current poor state of relationships between various stakeholders in wolf management, it is best to start small and start boosting relationships through one-on-one interactions. 
When relationships prove hard to initiate, it helps to be able to offer something of benefit to ranchers, whether that’s willingness to share costs of implementation or convincing evidence of how non-lethal methods can benefit them. Along those same lines, education was also proposed to motivate greater non-lethal implementation, again especially education on non-lethals’ benefits to ranchers’ bottom lines. The best way to educate might be not to think of those efforts as “education”, rather as an information exchange where ranchers share their concerns and non-profits offer any ways their proposed solutions can address those concerns. The smaller a setting can be for these information exchanges, the better. That way, there is less of a mob mentality and a better chance for all participants to share openly, empathize with each other, and respect each other. Even better is when ranchers themselves share their own successes with non-lethal means. Not only does peer to peer communication make for a more convincing argument, but it fits in better with an overall plan geared more towards presenting ideas and opportunities, as opposed to dictating what should be done.
Whether or not a rancher can serve as a spokesperson or “sage of the watershed” in terms of leading an information exchange, programs should be designed around facilitating rancher ownership as much as possible (MGT5). They know their operations best, they are the ones to choose to implement anything new or not, and they should feel like they are having their arms twisted into anything they do not care to do. What non-profit organizations can do is, again, show ranchers how they can help and how working with them can be very beneficial to ranchers.
Non-profits should also keep an open mind toward working with Wildlife Services. Even though some members of Wildlife Services have acted in ways that merit the negative reputation they currently have with many non-profits, there are many who are willing to try non-lethal methods. Working with Wildlife Services can provide a needed “in” with ranchers due to the relationships and trust that already exist between them. Several participants praised the current collaboration between The National Resources Defense Council, Defenders of Wildlife, and Wildlife Services. Not only does collaborating with Wildlife Services help open doors, but it takes advantage of skillsets that are possibly unique to Wildlife Services operators. Be that as it may, because many participants expressed concern about the cultural bias toward lethal management at Wildlife Services, there does need to be a great deal of frank discussion about the goals of the collaboration so that each stakeholder can feel as if they have accomplished something for themselves and taken a step in the right direction together. 
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What I really think [is important] is working on messaging. If we change messaging a bit, then I think you can get more people on board. – Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)

With that in mind, here are a few suggestions for non-profits interested in revising their approaches to promoting non-lethal methods. 

	Trigger Word
	Suggested Replacements

	Coexistence
	Shared Landscapes, Conflict Reduction

	Save the Wolves
	Save Ranching

	Education, Training 
	Sharing Information

	Tolerance
	Acceptance


 
“Instead of ‘coexistence,’ we use the term ‘shared landscapes’ and that sits well with ranchers. ‘Coexistence’ means pretty much the exact same thing, but that word has a hippie feel that doesn’t always sit well.”  – Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)

“Don’t call it a training because they don’t like to be trained. They’ve told us that they’re not dogs.” – CSV7

“Usually as soon as ‘tolerance’ is brought up with producers, things shut down. They feel that they’re not in business to tolerate something. They’re in business to raise stock. Ranchers really care about their animals. Out of the 500 head that we ran, we had certain animals that we named. They feel that they shouldn’t have to tolerate their animals being injured or hurt. It’s about what is acceptable to the rancher, not what’s tolerable to the rancher.” – LAO3

Recommended frameworks

1. Don’t tell ranchers what to do or act like the all-knowing hero. Present opportunities, but allow them to lead. 

“I don’t think ranchers respond well to anything that seems to be telling them what to do.” – CSV14

“An environmental group is not going to come in and say, ‘Hey, this isn’t really working and you guys have been wrong all along.’ That’s not going to work. We don’t want to put their noses in it.” – CSV7

“I appreciate you understanding that ‘education’ sounds a little derogatory when people think they’re going to educate other people that live on this land 24/7.” – MGT4

“You don’t want to have the approach that they’re doing something wrong and that you’re here to fix it. It’s better to say ‘there are a lot of tools that you can use for predator management and here are some of them.’” – LAO6

 “‘Education’ sounds patronizing or like you think ranchers don’t know what they’re doing and you know better.” I think [the thing is] to make sure it comes from their participation and it’s not forced upon them. [Frame it as] an opportunity that they can pick up, [then] financially and socially support leadership when you find it. It’s really about what they’ve experienced, what they’d like to do about it, or what they are doing about it and how we can support that.” – Gary Burnett (LAO10)

“It’s a really big turnoff when people feel like you’re trying to force them into thinking or doing something different. They need to feel free and safe to make their own choices with that information.” – LAO8 

“You shouldn’t start with the perception that you need to convince them to your way of thinking, but rather that you need to find common ground.” – CSV15 

2. Focus on how your program can benefit them and their bottom lines.

“They have to message or frame the program as beneficial to the rancher, not just to the wolves.” – Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5) 

“We won’t say we’re having a regenerative practices workshop. We’ll say it’s about creating drought resiliency. Same thing. Same material. But it’s presented in a way that addresses their concerns.” – CSV7 

“Here’s the way you frame that: ‘The best thing for everyone is to prevent the attack in the first place because when there’s an attack, it’s a lose-lose-lose situation for you and your dead livestock, for the dead wolves, and the state and federal agencies that have to spend their resources dealing with it.’ It’s in everybody’s interest to do what we can to prevent attacks.” – CSV11

“You need to [focus your messaging] on how it can benefit the people attending. The way to get them in the room is to make it worth their time. Are they going to have more access to tools or assistance in doing something? Non-lethal reduces your risk of loss or property, whether it’s livestock or a pet. So absolutely, proactive is in your best interest because you don’t want to have a loss. Absolutely everybody should be as proactive and preventative as they possibly can be.” – CSV15

“If you can show a higher return to the local economy from not killing wolves, then that helps to win the argument with some people.” – CSV12

“These are the things to focus on in education. How useful [non-lethal programs] can be. How cost-efficient they are. We kind of have a ‘build it and they will come’ philosophy here. You don’t want to start out by telling ranchers that we have a great program and we want them to pay for it, because they’re just going to say no, but if you build it and show them how valuable it can be to them, then ask them to contribute later on, they’ll be more willing to do that.” – LAO6

“It needs economic incentives. Making sure that there are economic incentives that reward coexistence. Showing that it works for the ranch and for everybody. We’re looking at all the different ways that a ranch could increase profitability and make that case for ranches. It’s a slow go, but it’s more compelling because it’s dealing with their primary interests.” – CSV7

3. Forget lethal vs. non-lethal.  Think in terms of prevention and solutions.

“It’s not that the tools don’t work. It’s how they’ve been delivered and how they are marketed as either/or. I think a lot of times when non-lethal is brought to the table, it’s viewed as an exclusive option. Conservation groups will only fund it if there’s not lethal. I would argue that that’s false across the board. You need to use any tool in the tool basket to address a situation. We need to scrap that duality or lexicon because it pits people against each other.” – MGT5

“You don’t want to suggest that non-lethal management is a replacement for lethal management. We like to say that it’s another tool in the toolbox.” – LAO6

“I think if the requirement was not focused on lethal vs. non-lethal, but more about proactive measures to protect livestock. Maybe couching it that way would take away some of the emotional words.” – CSV7

“It’s not so much about the fact that it’s non-lethal, but is it a solution? So maybe the non-lethal will sell with an occasional landowner, but really it’s about effective solutions. That’s a different discussion.” – LAO2 

“There’s a circle of life. There’s a time and place for a human to be a hunter and there’s a time and a place for bears and wolves to be hunters. What we’re working towards is not really about bears and wolves, it’s about the bigger thing that’s just being channeled through their presence. It’s about being connected and redefining out relationship with the landscape and the earth and the natural world instead of viewing everything as a demon that we have to be at war with. We don’t want to be at war with Mother Nature. We want to be in harmony with her. We’ve put just as much effort into dung beetles as we have into wolves. It’s not about saving wolves. It’s just about supporting a mentality where we’re not actually on top of this triangle where humans control everything else and everything’s only important in terms of how it helps humans. We’re all connected and everything has an intrinsic right to exist. Our job is to support that as best we can and we don’t compromise that. In the end, we’re rewarded as well.” – LAO8 

4. Express concern. 

“What we generally hear from those groups is that they would rather have wolves out here than us. That sets them up for a confrontation. They’re telling us they really don’t like us in this neighborhood and we should move out. I really don’t think that’s a fair thing to be asking of agricultural producers.” – Ken Hamilton (LAO1)

“Try to have concern for where they’re coming from. In Montana, wolves are well above the management goal and they’re doing really well. They don’t need saving. What needs saving is ranching. If they feel cared about, then they’re probably also going to care about helping you and your agenda.” – Kara Maplethorpe (LAO5)

“First you show [ranchers] that you want them to stay in business, then it can become an information exchange.” – MGT4

“We felt that we needed to be responsive to landowner concerns and make sure that traditional uses are accommodated and that ranchers don’t feel that they’re being the ones asked to bear the total cost of this larger societal goal. History has shown that that was a good approach.” – CSV1

5. Be willing to listen. 

“Just being heard is the biggest start, then we can look at where we need to go from there. First, just let them know that their concerns are valid. People have to be willing to listen to other people’s opinions, even if they’re very different from their own, because we can’t find any common ground if we’re not willing to get together and talk to each other. – MGT6

Usually when people [propose non-lethal successfully], the first request is to have [ranchers] tell them what [the ranchers’] concerns are. You have to be ready to listen. You should be open to the venting and ready with solutions for their issues.” – CSV15 

“There needs to be a lot more involvement and [willingness] to hear ranchers’ opinions about how they think it could work.” – Kara Maplethorpe  (LAO5)

6. Avoid myopic perspectives.

“I think the situation [where it would become patronizing or insulting] would have to be where they’re not really seeing the full perspective. They’re talking about non-lethal things that work in a very small setting and not on the large landscape. That would certainly turn me off.” – LAO4

7. Use libertarian arguments.

“The way to flip it would be to take a libertarian approach, which is more acceptable in the West, and ask why taxpayer dollars go to cover these costs. Approach it from that taxation argument. Very few people are benefiting from a lot of taxpayer money that’s being spent.” – CSV7
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Dear ____________, 
My name is Eva Drinkhouse and I am a graduate student at Duke University’s Nicholas School of the Environment pursuing a Masters of Environmental Management. I think you may have already received an email  about this from me, but I was personally referred to you by Zack Strong with the NRDC and I would like to invite your participation in a study on wolf conflict management in the Northern Rocky Mountain region of the US. 
Specifically, my study seeks to illuminate opinions of non-lethal wolf deterrence, how they may and may not work for ranchers, and how wolf conflict management can be improved to better satisfy all stakeholders. 
Your participation will involve at least one phone interview lasting approximately one hour. Ideally, the end result will work to bring ranchers and wolf advocates together to find management solutions that can work for everyone involved. 
I hope you will accept my invitation and would be honored to include your thoughts and opinions in the study. If you’d like to go ahead and schedule a time, my schedule is fairly open. Please feel free to suggest what time is best for you. 
Sincerely,

Eva Marie Drinkhouse
Duke University | Nicholas School of the Environment 
Master of Environmental Management | May 2018 
Ecosystem Science and Conservation 
eva.drinkhouse@duke.edu
(415) 350 – 8208
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With your permission, we will be discussing your opinion on the merits of non-lethal wolf deterrents and trying to uncover potential sources of conflict between stakeholders regarding the implementation of non-lethal wolf deterrents. Any quote that may be used will be identified by membership in a particular group, e.g. the conservation community or a livestock board. The final product will be published in a publicly accessible forum for Duke Master’s Projects. It will also be distributed to organizations interested in navigating coexistence with wolves and ranchers. The interview will be recorded with your permission and will last for approximately one hour. I assure you, I do not anticipate any risks of participating and no question should solicit any incriminating responses. Ideally, the end result will work to bring wolf advocates and ranchers together to find wolf management solutions that can work for everyone involved. Your participation in this research is completely voluntary and can be discontinued at your request at any time. If you desire, you can skip questions you do not prefer to answer and your responses can also be thrown out of the analysis at your request. If you have any other questions feel free to ask at any time or e-mail me at emd33@duke.edu later if the need arises. If you would like to direct any questions about research subjects’ rights to someone other than myself, feel free to contact the Campus Institutional Review Board office, the committee that is responsible for protecting your rights and welfare as a participant, at 919-684-3030 or campusirb@duke.edu.
Thanks, 
Eva 
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Non-Rancher Non-Lethal Deterrents Interview
Date:
Q1: Past Experience/Knowledge

1. Do you think the days of social strife and “the only good wolf is a dead wolf” are over or is there still much work to be done in convincing ranchers to work toward coexistence? 

2. What do you think the conflict over wolves boils down to right now and what really needs to be done, in your opinion? 

3. Have you ever implemented non-lethal methods or helped someone else implement them? What do you think the main challenges are?  

Q2: Motivations 

4. What do you think is the best way to elicit and maintain producer support? Financial support, materials/supplies, manpower, instruction, troubleshooting advice, or something else?

Q3: Beliefs: Non-l vs. Lethal

5. Do you think non-lethal techniques can sufficiently prevent depredations? Probably not to zero depredations, but can it get us to an acceptable level of loss? Why or why not? 

6. Should non-lethal be the foundation of a predator management program, that kills only as last resort, or a tool on the same shelf as airplanes and cyanide? 

7. Under what circumstances should it be acceptable to exercise lethal control? 

Q4: Roles & Responsibilities 

8. One of the things that inspired this study is a conversation at a conference where the general idea was that Wildlife Services was doing great work in researching non-lethal methods, but there is a lag with implementation on the ground when they’re working with ranchers. Do you agree with that or is the situation different in your opinion? 

9. Who should implement non-lethal control? 

10. What could Wildlife Services’ role be in a non-lethal based management program?

11. What is the appropriate level of organization to handle wolf management, given that local interests conflict with national interests? 

12. How much risk in terms of paying for non-lethal control and bearing livestock losses do you feel ranchers should accept? 

Q5: Approach: Regulation vs. Education

13. What do you think of regulations requiring ranchers to improve their husbandry techniques or implement non-lethal deterrents before being able to call for an operator? Specifically, are they practical? Will they be productive or counter-productive? 

14. Can education increase tolerance for wolves (thus decreasing demand for lethal control) or are resources better spent elsewhere? How do we ensure that we don’t offend or come off like we’re telling ranchers what do or implying that they don’t know what they’re doing? Where do the pitfalls lie? 

15. What do you think is the best way to educate people? 

Q6: Strategies: Programs, Projects, Ventures

16. I’d like to get your thoughts on some other conflict mitigation approaches. Let’s take them one at a time
a. ecotourism,
b. conservation performance payments,
c. insurance schemes 
d. grazing lease retirement, 
e. niche (predator-friendly) marketing? 

Q7: Decision Process Reform

17. How can pro-wolf “city people” buy in to wolf management? 

18. How can we bring ranchers and “city people” together to encourage greater respect and consideration of the other side? How can we bridge these two groups?

19. Is there anything else you’d like to comment on or add?
Closing Discussion: Can you recommend any other speakers on this subject, particularly ranchers or contractors who strongly support lethal control or oppose non-lethal? 
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