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Foreword

by Idaho Governor C. L. “Butch” Otter
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For more than twenty years now I have had a front-row seat to one of the worst natural resources policies ever inflicted upon the West.

I was Idaho’s lieutenant governor in the mid-1990s when—like a shotgun wedding—Canadian gray wolves were “reintroduced” to the Idaho backcountry by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, expressly against our wishes as a state. I was a member of Congress in the early years of the twenty-first century as those transplanted predators grew into voracious packs that began ravaging our elk herds and terrorizing our livestock. So when I became Idaho’s governor in 2007, one of my top priorities was working with our congressional delegation, sportsmen, ranchers, and many others—including Ted Lyon—to overcome the legal hurdles set up by environmental extremists and activist judges to states wresting management of these big marauders from federal bureaucrats.

Ted’s book, The Real Wolf, does a compelling job of chronicling that process, and why it remains so important to those of us—no matter our political affiliation—who care deeply about states’ rights and responsible stewardship of our public lands, wildlife, and other resources. The hard-won experience of too often being at the mercy of that federal fiat we call the Endangered Species Act (ESA) has taught us the value of on-the-ground collaboration, consensus building, and counting on the real-world perspectives of those who live with the outcomes of our public policies.

There have been few issues during my forty years in public life that have provoked the raw passions of so many people from around the world as the debate over wolves.

As Idaho sought to at least control the carnage, I was deluged with some of the nastiest, most disparaging, and truly hateful letters, emails, and phone calls from well-meaning but badly misinformed folks. Most saw wolves only as big, beautiful dogs—harmlessly pursuing their majestic lives in the trackless wild. They argued that wolves are an essential and misunderstood part of the Rocky Mountain ecosystem, and we owe it to our western heritage to enable them to once again roam freely in the Idaho wilderness.

The problem is that wolves don’t stay put. Their enormous range, high reproductive rate, and insatiable hunger inevitably draw them out of the backcountry into the areas of men. As their numbers in Idaho spiraled far beyond expectations, so did the conflicts, and so did my determination to manage wolves as we do any other species—with an eye toward the bigger picture of a balanced ecosystem that includes man.

Getting to that point was challenging. While my state officially met the federal ESA recovery objectives for wolves in Idaho in 2002, we would not see final delisting for nearly a decade. And the conflicts continued to increase. Depredation grew, and state wildlife officials began noticing significant declines in Idaho deer and elk herds. In many of those areas, wolves were found to be a primary limiting factor for failure to achieve big-game population goals. That was simply unacceptable, so my staff and I continued working to wrench more management flexibility from the federal government’s clutches.

We eventually won a few concessions under the government’s “non-essential, experimental population” rules, allowing us to move or kill offending wolves. That was welcome, but full delisting was the real goal. However, frivolous legal actions by activist groups delayed those efforts despite the ESA’s stated goal of transferring management authority to states once a species has been deemed biologically “recovered.”

Ultimately—and after consistent pestering from many others and me—Congress got fed up with the delay tactics and took the unprecedented step of legislatively delisting wolves in Idaho and Montana. If not for that action, wolf management in Idaho still would be up to a pack of federal bureaucrats.

I’m grateful to Ted and the many good people who feel a strong affinity for Idaho, Montana, and the other states where wolves are yet another government-imposed challenge to overcome. But our friends in Wyoming continue struggling to gain state control over wolves, and wildlife managers in Arizona and New Mexico cope with deep mistrust of federal wolf “experts.” Officials in the state of Washington, where some Idaho wolves have migrated, are dealing with angry public outcry and even death threats for merely testing a plan for removing problem wolves—a plan which was agreed upon by a diverse collaborative group of local stakeholders.

Even folks in the Great Lakes states now are looking to Idaho for help breaking through the gridlock. My advice to them: when bureaucratic delays and environmentalist roadblocks prevent the ESA from working as it was intended, get Congress involved.

It’s not a perfect solution, but seeking congressional relief can be an effective response to the efforts of ersatz conservationists who speak floridly about the primal necessity of having wolves in our midst.

For them, the real goal is raising money and disrupting or shutting down such traditional multiple uses of public lands as grazing, logging, mining, and especially hunting.

It’s a problem created by wolf advocates who repeatedly move recovery targets, forum-shop for sympathetic judges, collect millions of taxpayer dollars to pay their lawyers, and look for any opportunity to abandon their commitment to pay for losses to ranchers and sportsmen.

Ted, and many others who recognize that reality, fought tough odds to turn the tide on the wolf issue. Now Idaho and Montana are managing wolves—wolves that never should have been here in the first place. But since they are, the good news is that the people most impacted by their presence now are managing them in a way that’s far more balanced and reflective of the realities of today’s West.

They will never be “our wolves,” but at least now we have a primary role in controlling their population and impacts.

In some ways, the painful process of wolf introduction has been the canary in the smoldering coalmine that is the Endangered Species Act. Transplanting wolves to Idaho was precursor to a myriad of other ESA-related dustups throughout the Northern Rockies.

Take the greater sage-grouse. Western governors were invited by the Obama administration in 2011 to develop our own grassroots plans for conserving this iconic western species on federal lands. My goal was to develop a strategy that protected the bird without an ESA listing, while maintaining traditional land-use activities. But after crafting a plan that was endorsed by our local federal partners, bureaucrats at the Interior Department in Washington, DC, disregarded our local efforts and opted instead for an unnecessary, more restrictive one-size-fits-all approach across multiple western states.

While the greater sage-grouse was not listed, what we ultimately got was an overly restrictive federal protection plan that I continue to challenge in court.

The Yellowstone grizzly bear population is another example of bureaucracy run amok. Due to the efforts of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, Yellowstone’s grizzlies were biologically recovered more than a decade ago. But lawsuits heard by activist judges have delayed the handover of management to the states.

In 2011, the 9th US Circuit Court of Appeals found that the states had adequate plans and safeguards in place to assume full management of the bear population. But despite that decision, the Fish and Wildlife Service is holding final delisting hostage unless states adhere to new and added delisting requirements that undermine state sovereignty.

Many other governors share my frustrations. In fact, Wyoming Governor Matt Mead and the Western Governors’ Association recently spearheaded an initiative to explore areas of the ESA that are in desperate need of overhaul. The focus is on areas where states can become fully vested partners in conservation and recovery of threatened or endangered species.

After all, it is the states, by way of the Constitution, that have authority over all fish and wildlife within their borders. It’s the states that have the biological expertise and the working relationships with those most impacted by conservation decisions that enable us to be the better stewards of our fish and wildlife.

It’s my sincere hope that The Real Wolf will help open some eyes to the bigger problems with the Endangered Species Act—a once well-intentioned but incredibly flawed law that undermines the real interests and values of conservation by placing the well-being of humans and their livelihoods far down the food chain.

It’s time we claw our way back up! Reading Ted’s outstanding book is a great start.


Author’s Preface

by Ted B. Lyon

By profession, I’m a trial attorney. I try complex cases that involve death, horrible injuries, toxic torts, and environmental litigation. Over the past forty years, I’ve represented clients in more than 150 jury trials as well as in settlements and arbitrations. I’ve broken nationwide verdict records and received verdicts that ranked in the “Top 10” on three different occasions. I win because I stick to the facts.

I came to this approach based on my earlier experiences as a law enforcement officer, as a graduate assistant in college where I taught political science, and as a State Senator and State Representative—all in Texas. While serving as a state legislator, my passions were both law enforcement and wildlife policy based on science. Groups as diverse as the Sierra Club, Texas Farmers Union, Texas Black Bass Unlimited, Greater Dallas Crime Commission, World Wildlife Federation, Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife, and Texas Outdoor Writers Association have given me awards, of which I’m very proud.

A second driving force in my life is my love for nature and outdoor sports, especially fishing and hunting. Once upon a time, I was a licensed fishing and hunting guide. Now, while I live in Texas, my wife and I own a home in Montana where we retreat several times a year. I’ve been on three African safaris and have made a number of trips to Canada and Alaska.

I’d like to express my gratitude to the many people who saw me through the process of writing and compiling this book, including those who provided support, allowed me to interview them and quote their remarks, talked things over, read, wrote, offered comments, and assisted in the editing and proofreading: David Allen, Ray Anderson, Ed Bangs, Benjamin Barmore, Ryan Benson, Toby Bridges, Mark Connell, Linda Grosskopf, Harriet M. Hageman, Richard Lyon, Richard Mann, Tracy Stone-Manning, W. R. McAfee, Kelley Moore, Miles Moretti, Nancy Morrison, Justin O’Hair, Governor Bruce Otter, former Democratic Majority Leader Senator Harry Reid, Bill Schneider, former Governor Brian Schweitzer, Dale Simmons, James Swan PhD, Dr. Shannon Taylor, Senator Jon Tester and his staff, Josh Tolin, Skip Tubbs, Stephanie Yarbrough, and the staff of the Yellow Pine Times, a valuable resource.

For understanding my countless hours devoted to this book, I’d like to thank my wife, Donna Lyon. I also want to thank Tommy Sellers, who for three years rode around Montana listening to me interview people about wolves and elk, while we were supposed to be hunting birds. I also want to thank my son, Payton, who drove me around Montana while working on the editing and revisions of this book.

Last and not least, I beg forgiveness from all those who have helped me over the course of researching and writing this book whose names I’ve failed to mention.


Author’s Preface

by Will N. Graves

My first real job started in 1950 when I went to work for the US Department of Agriculture-Bureau of Animal Industry in Mexico. My assignment was to work for the Mexican-American Commission for the Eradication of Foot and Mouth Disease, formed to prevent the spread of the foot and mouth disease (FMD) from Mexico into the United States, as over fifteen million head of Mexican cattle had been infected. I became the chief of a livestock inspecting and vaccinating brigade in a horseback-only area. My brigade constantly traveled by horseback inspecting and vaccinating all cloven-footed, domestic livestock to prevent them from catching this dreaded disease. Fortunately, there were no active cases of FMD in my sector while I was there. FMD is a highly contagious viral disease. If one animal in a herd catches the disease, within twenty-four hours, every animal in the herd can be infected. FMD is considered the most costly of all animal diseases, as it is often necessary to conduct a wholesale slaughter of animals whenever there is an outbreak. In 1924, there was an outbreak of FMD in California, and the USDA reported that the probable vector for infection of some of the cattle was dogs. An American veterinarian told me that one reason FMD was so difficult to stamp out in Mexico was that dogs and coyotes were spreading the disease. This statement was etched into my mind and had a profound effect on my future interest in livestock and diseases.

In November 1993, I took the opportunity to comment by letter on the Draft Environmental Impact Study about reintroducing wolves into Yellowstone National Park. I wrote that, in my opinion, more research was needed on the potential negative impact wolves would have on bringing and spreading parasites and diseases into the Park and the area in general. Wide-ranging wolves carry and spread many types of dangerous parasites and diseases. The parasites that wolves carry to wild animals may then be passed on to domestic animals, and then pets may pass them to humans. I believed more research needed to be done in regards to the fact that wolves may cause serious harm by spreading dangerous parasites and diseases over large areas.

I believe that wolves have a legitimate role and place in the ecosystem. I support that their numbers be carefully controlled as the result of scientific research on their impact on given areas. However, after all my years researching livestock and Russian wolf behavior, I concluded that, as a general rule, many Western writers and supporters of wolves often over-emphasize the positive role of the wolf and tend to ignore or overlook the negative aspects of wolves in nature.
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STATE


	
WOLF POPULATION





	
Alaska


	
10,000





	
California


	
10





	
Idaho


	
786





	
Michigan


	
636 (and 3 on Isle Royale)





	
Minnesota


	
2,221





	
Montana


	
536





	
Oregon


	
110





	
Washington


	
90





	
Wisconsin


	
886 to 897





	
Wyoming


	
382







*Some scientists believe there are at least twice this many wolves in the United States.

There are also forty-five to sixty red wolves in North Carolina, about a hundred Mexican wolves in the wild in New Mexico and Arizona; many more coy-wolf and wolf-dog hybrids; and there are at least three hundred thousand and maybe as many as five hundred thousand wolves and wolf-dogs in captivity in the United States and an unknown number that are feral. There are also at least sixty thousand gray wolves in Canada.
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Opening Statement

By Ted B. Lyon

“May it please the court, ladies and gentlemen of the jury. In this case I will prove the following . . .” Those two sentences are the way I’ve started every case for over forty years as a trial lawyer who has tried hundreds of cases.

So, may it please the court, ladies and gentlemen of the court of public opinion, the case that I am about to make to you about wolves and how they have been managed over the last thirty years is a story about misinformation and myths. This will shock the reader into understanding that wolves truly do need to be managed, especially as they get closer to people. Furthermore, they need to be managed by the states and not the US Fish and Wildlife Service. That agency is inefficient and monolithic, so that it is almost impossible to try to change policies for wildlife management at the national level when it comes to wolves, especially when one has to deal with the Endangered Species Act and the endless lawsuits that the act brings in. In reading this book, you will find that a massive campaign has perpetuated misinformation about wolves. Here are some examples:


1. Wolves do not kill or attack people.
Fact: They do, and regularly.

2. Wolves are the sanitarians of nature and only kill the weak and the sick.
Fact: Wolves kill any and all forms of animals, both the weak and the strong.

3. Wolves do not destroy game herds.
Fact: Research has shown time and again that wolves do destroy game herds in most cases, and then move on.

4. Wolves are an economic boom to the economies of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming.
Fact: The research in chapter 11 shows that claim to be totally false.

5. Wolves do not carry diseases that are harmful to man.
Fact: In chapters 8 and 9 you will be shown the truth about wolves and the diseases they carry, backed up by worldwide scientific data that show how dangerous these diseases can be to man.

6. All wild wolves are 100 percent pure wolves.
Fact: Actually as wolf populations grow in the lower forty-eight states, especially in and around communities, wolves interact with dogs and coyotes, either killing them or breeding with them to result in hybrids, which are not protected by the Endangered Species Act.

7. Wolves are an endangered species that is threatened by extinction.
Fact: There are at least one hundred thousand wolves in the wild in North America and another three hundred thousand or more wolves and wolf-dog hybrids that are in sanctuaries, education centers, and zoos, as well as pets in North America. There are at least this many wolves in Europe and Asia.



This book will also demonstrate the enormous amount of taxpayer dollars that the US government and states have spent to introduce wolves back into the western United States, well over two hundred million dollars, and the many considerable additional economic costs these states have endured by this introduction.

We will also prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the wolves introduced into Montana and Idaho were not the same wolf that existed there before. These massive animals are much larger than the wolves that roamed the western states over one hundred years ago.

We will also cast serious doubt over the validity of the Mexican wolf recovery effort. There is a concern of whether or not the millions of dollars spent by the US government (over twenty-six million dollars and counting) have been spent on wolf-coyote hybrids. We ask for a congressional investigation into this program to determine whether or not this is true (see chapter “Canis Stew”).

We will also demonstrate the different methodology that surrounds the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the United States Department of Agriculture’s counts of how many head of livestock are killed by wolves. A disconnect of several thousand exists between the two.

This book will also demonstrate the impact on local residents of areas where wolves have been introduced and how they have effected serious lifestyle changes and cost millions of dollars of losses to ranchers and stockmen across the west.

We will also show the biological, sociological, and political consequences of the present wolf management program nationwide and make suggestions about how to avoid wasting taxpayer dollars on frivolous lawsuits that are currently consuming millions of taxpayer dollars; working against state and federal agencies producing quality wildlife management programs; and causing purebred wolves to disappear into hybrids of wolf, dog, and coyotes, which are increasingly habituated, resulting in more damages to wildlife, livestock, and pets, as well as wolves themselves.

We will make specific recommendations for changes to the Endangered Species Act and the Equal Access to Justice Act so that other states and citizens are not subjected to the same mistakes that were made in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming and are now being made in New Mexico, Washington, and Oregon.

Further, this book will demonstrate the impact that wolves have had on local residents and communities where they have been reintroduced and these animals have forced serious lifestyle changes that have cost ranchers, farmers, outfitters, businesses, and states millions of dollars in lost revenue.

In chapter 12, we will document how the government has paid out millions and millions of dollars under the Equal Access to Justice Act in recent years. How federal agencies cannot, even today, document how much money has been paid out under that act to environmental and animal rights groups, and how wolf litigation has been the proverbial cash cow that shows the way. We will also show how state agencies that are forced to protect themselves from litigation are being forced to spend considerable money on legal protection that could have been spent on wildlife conservation.

This book will, in the end, strip the skin from the skull and call for changes to the Equal Access to Justice Act and the Endangered Species Act, and call for a serious look at the millions of dollars that have been spent on wolf recovery in the USA, as well as who is responsible for many of the problems this book documents.
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CHAPTER 1
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The Real Wolf Story

By Ted B. Lyon

It became clear to me that the issue of how the wolves could be controlled was not science at all; it was pure, unadulterated politics.

—Ted B. Lyon

MY FIRST INTRODUCTION TO THE wolf issue came in 1999 while my wife and I were staying at a small resort called Chico Hot Springs, located just north of Yellowstone National Park. I was soaking in the hot spring pool when a big guy with a beard slipped into the pool. Since he and I were the only two people in the pool, we started talking. I asked him what he did and he told me that he used to be a big-game outfitter and had worked and lived in the area his entire life. He’d been a licensed outfitter for over fifteen years and had employed over fifteen people for his operation during the hunting season. He also told me that his business had been booming before the wolves were introduced in 1995 into Yellowstone National Park. However, after the wolves were introduced, the elk herd became smaller and smaller each year until eventually he had to shut his business down.

I listened to his story with a good bit of skepticism because I could not believe that just a few wolves could cause that much destruction to an incredibly large elk herd—over nineteen thousand in 1995.

Montana Real Estate

In 2001, my wife and I bought a beautiful piece of property just north of Bozeman, Montana. As we drove onto the property that crisp October morning, a whitetail buck ran across the road and shortly thereafter, as we continued to drive down the road, two ruffed grouse flew off to the side. We stopped the truck and just as we got out of the vehicle an elk bugled off to the south. I told my wife that the place was speaking to us. We eventually bought the property and built a home there. At the time, the area, which is about fifty miles north of Yellowstone, was full of elk, deer, and moose. Just to the west of us between Bozeman and Big Sky Mountain there was the Gallatin Canyon elk herd with between a thousand and fifteen hundred elk.

Horror Stories or Isolated Cases

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, I spent several weeks in the Salmon River Wilderness riding horses, camping out, and hunting elk and mule deer. It was a wild game paradise. There were a number of huge bull elk and mule deer bucks in the area. There were also moose and bighorn sheep. I hunted there with Brent Hill, a long time outfitter in the area. Each year before 1995 he would take around sixty hunters into the area by horseback. It is one of the wildest places in the Lower 48. Brent and some of his wranglers were there in the wilderness in 1995 when Tom Brokaw, Ted Turner, and Bruce Babbitt, then the Secretary of Interior, watched as US Fish and Wildlife officers released the wolves onto an airfield.

Each year about fifty to fifty-five elk were taken by hunters guided by Brent or his guides in the Salmon River Wilderness; this was before Canadian wolves were released into that area in 1995–96. Brent told me that the wolves began killing sheep, mule deer, and elk that winter by the river. The next year, only twelve bull elk were taken by hunters, and the success rate went down each year. Eventually, his outfitting business was closed.

Even though I knew about those stories, I believed that they were isolated cases because the US Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho Fish and Game, and Montana’s Fish, Wildlife and Parks were putting out the same basic story that wolves would not and did not affect the wild game populations to any great extent.1

I simply couldn’t believe that trained biologists could be so wrong about the wolf and its destructive effect upon wild game. I trusted them because as a State Senator and House member in Texas, I spent fourteen years on committees that dealt with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. That agency would continually appear before my committees and would always advocate for the preservation of our wild game and fish resources. I always used the biologists and their staff to support the bills that I pushed, and I developed a tremendous amount of respect for their scientific knowledge and their desire to manage our wild game and fish so that it was abundant, and to better utilize the resource for the public.

In 2007, I was on an annual pheasant-hunting trip with a number of good friends in Choteau, Montana, on the farm owned by my good friend Skip Tubbs. Skip is an avid sportsman and conservationist who owns an art gallery in Bozeman, Montana. He also raises English setters and is a falconer. All of the people invited to Skip’s for opening day had one thing in common: we were, as Southerners say, “dog men.” Everyone had hunting dogs, from Labradors to setters to Brittany Spaniels, and even one Cocker Spaniel. We all love to hunt with our dogs and live to see dogs that we have trained perform.

On Saturday night, after bagging our limits of pheasants, we started cooking steaks and drinking a little wine. It was at this event when I was first exposed to the strong reaction that Montana hunters as a group had toward wolves and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. That night I defended the decisions of those who put the sixty-six wolves into Yellowstone National Park and the Salmon River Wilderness area in Idaho in 1995 and 1996; ignorantly, I must say. I also defended the statements made by Idaho and Montana state wildlife biologists who parroted the same statements made by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

The men crowded around the fire that night were adamant that under no circumstances had the introduction of Canadian wolves been a good thing for Montana, Idaho, or anywhere else. Statements such as “wolves are not impacting the elk herds” and “hunters only need to work harder to find the elk,” were considered “pure BS.”

I just could not bring myself to believe that a US Fish and Wildlife Service official, or an Idaho or Montana state agency wildlife biologist, knowing the economic impact that elk and deer hunting have on Montana or Idaho, would knowingly make misrepresentations about the effects that wolves could have on Montana and Idaho’s elk herds or could be that wrong.

That night, as I drove back to where I was staying, I thought that my hunting friends were surely over-reacting. The next thing I expected to hear from them was about black helicopters. But, that evening stayed with me, so I decided to look into what they were saying.

Research and Enlightenment

In 1995 and 1996 the US Fish and Wildlife Service introduced thirty-two Northern gray wolves from Alberta, Canada, into Yellowstone National Park. As you will learn in later chapters, the cost of introducing each wolf has been between two hundred thousand and one million dollars per wolf.

An additional thirty-four Canadian wolves were introduced into the Salmon River Wilderness area in Idaho at the same time. The Salmon River Wilderness area is located some five hundred miles to the north of Yellowstone. To get there from Yellowstone, which is located at the southern end of Montana and the northern end of Wyoming, follow Interstate Highway 90 up the eastern side of the Rocky Mountains to Missoula, Montana. From there you can travel the Lolo pass, made famous by Lewis and Clark in their exploration of the Missouri River, all the way to Idaho. It is a beautiful trip through a place where you expect to see a lot of wildlife.

Fast Forward Two Years

At the time these foreign wolves were introduced, Yellowstone National Park was home to some of the healthiest elk, mule deer, and Shiras moose populations in the world. The slopes of the Rockies on the western side of Montana and the Lolo National Forest were also home to thousands of these ungulates. These vibrant populations were the result of decades of conservation work by sportsmen.

When the scenario repeated itself at Skip’s annual hunt two years later in 2009, I was better armed, having read a number of articles that said the wolves were not impacting the moose or elk herds. There was even an “official” scientific study funded by some groups I had never heard of that said this was true.2

There was also an economic study that showed that wolves were a positive thirty-five-million-dollar benefit to the Yellowstone area that you will learn more about in a later chapter.

That opening night of the 2009 pheasant season, when we all gathered at Skip’s house, a new guy was there, Ray Anderson, who had retired to Montana after a successful career as a businessman. Ray and Dale Simmons, a website designer, were vocal and articulate in their feelings about the wolves. The clincher came when Dr. Shannon Taylor, a professor at Montana State University, and Terry Thomas, a heating contractor, both insisted that the moose had all but disappeared from Yellowstone National Park. Each fall, Terry spends the entire elk season camped out next to Yellowstone, and has done so for years. He said the elk herds were severely depleted and that the moose were gone. These guys were adamant, adding their voices to the chorus.

That night I resolved to thoroughly research the issue. I had to look widely, as very little of what these men were saying was available in popular print. Frankly, as I got into it, I was shocked. The tangible result of that shock is this book. It is about the true story of the greatest destruction of wild game in the United States since the decimation of the bison herds and the elimination of the passenger pigeon in late 1800s, and how people are trying to reverse it.

When my wife and I first bought land in the mountains of Montana in 2001, I thought wolves were harmless. The wildlife biologists from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the states of Idaho and Montana said that wolves brought a natural balance to nature; that wolves are not now and have never been a threat to man; that wolves can be trained and educated so that they do not attack livestock; that wolves are not sport killers and only eat what they kill; that wolves do not carry deadly diseases; that wolves were the sanitarians of nature; and that wolves were good for the economy.

The more I looked into this situation, the more I realized that much of the flood of positive information about wolves was just plain wrong. I believed these statements because they were put out by officials at every level of government. The people that told these myths are not evil, but they were wrong. They either failed to research the issue adequately or simply believed the misstatements that had been perpetrated by many people who had either fabricated the scientific data about wolves or ignored data that had been accumulated since the turn of the century.

Then I learned that environmental and animal rights advocacy groups that supported the wolf reintroduction program were making millions from contributions to save the wolves, which meant that they were not interested in telling any other story, even if it was true.

Finally, in January of 2010, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks released a report called “Monitoring and Assessment of Wolf-Ungulate Interactions and Population Trends within the Greater Yellowstone Area, Southwestern Montana, and Montana Statewide Final Report 2009” written by Kenneth L. Hamlin, a senior wildlife researcher, and Julie A. Cunningham, a wildlife biologist. This eighty-three-page report detailed the amazing decline of the Northern Yellowstone herd. It showed that in 1995, when wolves were first introduced into Yellowstone National Park, the elk herd numbered over nineteen thousand animals. The count in 2009 was just a little over six thousand elk. It also showed that there had been a precipitous decline in moose. They were almost gone from the same area.

At first, I simply could not understand how an initial population of thirty-two wolves could take an elk herd of over nineteen thousand down to a little over 6,200 in the space of fourteen years. The harsh reality is that the elk herd today in Yellowstone was down to three thousand in 2015, and the Yellowstone moose population has dropped from one thousand to less than two hundred.3

This was not an isolated case. Similar devastation has happened to other elk populations throughout the northern Rocky Mountains since the new wolves arrived. In the Lolo National Forest where wolves migrated from Idaho in 1995 the elk herd has dropped from twelve thousand in 1995 to around two thousand in 2011.

More Irrefutable Data

The early “studies” had totally misjudged the rapid rate that the wolf population would grow and spread, from sixty-six in 1996 to conservatively seventeen hundred in 2012, and many scientists believe there are at least five times that many. Unlike other predators like mountain lions or bears, wolves have large litters and they can begin breeding by age two.

On top of that, the introduced wolves were a larger subspecies than the native subspecies, which had voracious appetites. Gray wolves can survive on about two-and-a-half pounds of food per wolf per day, but they require about seven pounds per wolf per day to reproduce successfully. A large gray wolf can eat between twenty-two and twenty-three pounds at one time, and these introduced Canadian wolves are much bigger than the ones that used to live in the Northern Rockies.4 Put larger wolves together with an abundance of prey, and you get a lot of wolves quickly.

Despite what some people were saying about wolves being nature’s sanitarians, they do not seem to care what they eat, healthy or not. On occasion, wolves simply go on killing sprees, killing and wounding many times the number of animals that they could ever eat, leaving without feeding on their victims.

Side Effects

Predation by wolves is significant, but their impact on herds goes far beyond that. Research by Professor Scott Creel at Montana State University (funded by the National Institute of Science) determined that the cow elk in and around Yellowstone were not getting pregnant as a result of the stress caused by wolves. Think about being the fattest animal in the herd. They run the slowest and therefore become the easiest victim of the predators. Creel’s later research showed that the elk that were hunted by wolves were actually starving to death in the winter, as well as not calving, or having many fewer calves.5

More Damning Evidence

The damning evidence does not stop there. Before the introduction of the wolves into Montana and Idaho, there was no known incidence of hydatid disease in either of those states or in Wyoming. Hydatid disease, also known as hydatidosis or echinococcosis, is a parasitic infection of various animals, and can infect humans. The disease is caused by a small tapeworm that lives in canids, especially wolves. Tapeworm eggs pass out in the feces of infected wolves. If eaten by a suitable host—ungulates, livestock, and man—these eggs may develop into hydatid cysts in the internal organs of the host, especially the liver, heart, and lung. The disease didn’t exist in the moose, elk, mule deer, whitetail deer, mountain goats, or sheep herds before the wolf introduction. It’s there now though, and is a serious threat to animals and man, as you will see in a later chapter.

Like most people, I was not aware of this disease before I began my research. It was while I was researching wildlife diseases that I found my co-author, former National Security Agency Security Officer Will Graves, an incredibly interesting man who has spent a good deal of his life researching wolves. Will had written a letter in 1993 to Ed Bangs, the US Fish and Wildlife biologist in charge of transporting the wolves to Yellowstone, about his concerns about hydatid disease in the wolves from Canada. (See Appendix.)

I interviewed Ed Bangs in Helena Montana in June of 2012 and he confirmed that the wolves were wormed twice before they were released. The circumstantial evidence is strong, almost overwhelming, that either the wrong type of wormer was used or that the parasite existed in Montana and Idaho and was simply unknown. Since the wolves were introduced, the parasite that carries hydatidosis has been transported by wolves all across the western states. Humans can become infected with this disease simply by petting a dog that has rolled in an area where a wolf has defecated.

Contrary to what some spokesman for wildlife agencies in the United States have reported, hydatidosis is a deadly disease to humans with reported deaths all around the world where the tapeworm exists.6 Over 68 percent of the wolves in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming that have been tested are infected with Echinococcus granulosus tape worms. In some areas the infection rate is as high as 84 percent. There’s also strong evidence that the tapeworm weakens the ungulate, which is an intermediate host, making it more susceptible to being preyed upon by predators.7

Spin Doctors

After realizing that my friends’ anecdotal stories about what havoc the wolves had done to the elk were right, I resolved to find out why. One reason that quickly became apparent was that although the US Fish and Wildlife Service had declared that wolves were recovered in 2000—easily passing the goal of ten breeding pairs and a hundred wolves in Montana, Wyoming, and Idaho—neither states, hunters, livestock producers, nor the US Fish and Wildlife Service, was allowed to manage the wolves.

I was shocked to find that respected magazines like Outdoor Life and National Geographic had published stories that did not look into the research that had been done over the years, detailing how wolves had destroyed elk and caribou herds in Canada. Instead, these respected magazines simply repeated the claims of the pro-wolf side and quoted anecdotal stories from hunters who said they could not find any elk. In one case the chief wolf biologist for Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Carolyn Sime, simply said hunters would have to work harder, that the elk had not disappeared but had simply retreated to the woods, implying that hunters were lazy.

As someone who had been involved in running political campaigns since I was twenty-one years old, as well as serving in office and campaigning myself, I began to realize that the wolf issue had been framed by extremely smart, well-funded spin doctors who were Machiavellian in their approach to the issue of the wolf—masters at manipulating the facts to raise money for their sponsors.

The people on the other side of the issue, hunters, sportsmen, and hunting and fishing groups, were hopelessly outmatched—not from a political power standpoint, but from a political strategic point of view. The pro-wolf advocates spent their money pumping out propaganda while the sportsmen conservation groups were conserving habitat and sponsoring research: work that was not well-known to the general public, but had produced monumental success in restoring big-game populations. It was as if the wildlife conservationists were high school baseball players going up against major leaguers; they did not know what to do politically, or how to handle the mainstream media, and were, as a group, howling at the moon.

The pro-wolfers had outflanked the wildlife conservation groups and livestock producers at every step along the way.

One of the issues that I first began researching was how to overcome the court losses that US Fish and Wildlife Service had suffered, and continued to suffer, in their efforts to delist the wolves so that states could begin managing wolves in not only the states where northern gray wolves had been introduced like Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, but also in states like Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan.

Lawsuits and Legal Challenges

A lawsuit was filed in 1993 to keep Canadian wolves from being introduced into the west by Cat Urbigkit and her husband. The couple claimed there were already wolves in the area, and that the Canadian wolves were a different, larger subspecies that would displace or hybridize with the native wolves.

In Minnesota, legal challenges to allow delisting the wolf had been going on since the 1970s. Additional lawsuits by the pro-wolf groups were also filed against the US Fish and Wildlife Service who wanted to delist the wolf in the western states in 2001 when their numbers had reached what was called for in the initial agreement. In each and every case, the pro-wolf forces won, postponing, delaying, and stopping state wildlife agencies from being able to manage wolves.

In the beginning of 2010, the wolf in the United States enjoyed exalted status over all other species. As a private citizen you could be walking down a city road in any of the lower forty-eight states and a pack of wolves could attack your dog, horse, or cow and you would be committing a felony if you shot them. Wolves could attack at will sheep, cattle, and horses, and private citizens were powerless to stop them. Only in defense of human life could a public citizen defend oneself from a wolf attack.

The pro-wolf forces were also manipulating reporting of how many livestock that were actually killed by wolves. Typically the US Fish and Wildlife Service or Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, or New Mexico state wildlife agencies would release at the end of each year the “confirmed” kills (and I emphasize the word “confirmed”) caused by wolves. In 2010 for the states of Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, and New Mexico, reports of those kills totaled up to less than a thousand.

Real Names and Faces

In an interview I conducted with Montana rancher Justin O’Hair, he advised me that on one occasion he spotted a young Black Angus calf with his entrails hanging out, and a wolf a hundred yards away. Initially the US Fish and Wildlife Service officer would not confirm that the calf had been attacked by a wolf because they said that Justin was “not qualified” to confirm the difference between a wolf and a coyote.

Justin and his family own the eighty-thousand-acre O’Hair ranch outside of Livingston, Montana, where they run eleven hundred head of cattle. He has lived on the ranch his entire life and his family homesteaded the ranch in 1878. They are out in the field checking cattle on horseback almost every day. To say that they do not know the difference between a wolf and coyote is beyond ignorant.

Justin also related that often cattlemen or ranchers will find just an ear tag laying on the ground or a dead cow, but they could not tell what killed it. Cattle that suffer attacks from wolves almost always die since no amount of antibiotics is able to overcome the infection that comes with a wolf bite. And wolves often just maim their victims and move on without eating anything.

USDA Report

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) releases a report every five years as a cooperative effort between the National Agriculture Statistics Service and the Animal Plant and Inspection Service-Wildlife Services and Veterinary Service. The report is, and has been, a scientifically validated survey based on producer reports. There’s no pro-wolf bias involved in the compilation of these reports. The USDA report published in May of 2011 showed that wolves killed 8,100 head of cattle in 2010. That’s thousands more than the few hundred head that US Fish and Wildlife Service reports each year.
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If wolf numbers aren’t controlled, their population will only continue to climb. With the rapidly declining herds of wild ungulates, wolves will end up either preying on livestock and pets, frequenting garbage dumps, traveling along roads seeking roadkills, or dispersing to other areas, which is already happening. This is not the normal behavior of wild wolves.

Handpicked Judges and Other Deck-Stacking Techniques

I came to the conclusion that something had to be done about the wolves in North America. They had to be managed by people who truly understood what was going on in the field, and those people needed to be respected and supported by the government.

At first, I approached the problem as a trial attorney. In the past, I have enjoyed tremendous success in using the courtroom as a venue for enforcing justice. I thought that as a non-governmental lawyer, my fresh perspective and skill as a trial attorney would allow me to succeed where the government’s attorneys had failed for the past decade.

I wondered about all of the lawsuits that had been filed over the years by groups trying to stop the introduction of the wolves into Montana and Idaho. I wondered if they did not have good lawyers. Or, perhaps the lawyers representing the government in their attempts to delist the wolf since 2001 just were not good lawyers. So, I hired two extremely bright young law students: Ben Barmore, who was at the top of his class at Southern Methodist University, and Richard Mann, a Canadian, who attended the University of Texas Law School. I asked them to research what could be done from the perspective of a lawsuit to give the states the power to control wolves. Each day we would talk and come up with legal theories to pursue. The next day they would give me their findings.

What we found is that almost every legal theory that we could come up with to attack the continued protected status of the wolf had already been tried and that the side representing the people who wanted to control the wolves lost at every turn. The US government lost, the states lost, private citizens lost, and non-governmental 501C-3 conservation organizations lost every time. The winners were groups like Defenders of Wildlife, the Center for Biological Diversity, Earthjustice, the Natural Resources Defense Council, and others who purported to represent the environmental movement.

The delisting supporters lost in federal courts from Missoula, Montana, to Albuquerque, New Mexico, to Duluth, Minnesota. And in some of the losses, if the pro-wolf people could prove an error by the federal government, even a technicality, they got their legal expenses paid for by the US government through the Equal Access to Justice Act.

After reading all the cases, we concluded that the lawyers representing clients who wanted to control the wolves had generally done a very good job. I also found, however, that in some cases the federal judges who heard these cases were handpicked by the pro-wolf groups because their political philosophy was more in line with the groups, who wanted no controls exerted over the wolves. In retrospect, I concluded that it would be almost impossible under the Endangered Species Act to win a legal victory to delist wolves.

Conclusion

In April of 2010, it became clear to me that the issue of how the wolves could be controlled was not science at all, it was pure unadulterated politics. The wolves had been placed in Montana, Idaho, and New Mexico because of politics and they could only be controlled and removed by politics. It seemed obvious that the only way to control wolves was by amending the Endangered Species Act—something that had never been done before. I believed in my heart that if we could just get the truth out to members of the US House and Senate that we would be able to get the act amended.

Later on in the book I will detail the amazing story of how the Endangered Species Act was amended for the first time in history.

“The misinformation promulgated by wolf advocacy groups ranges from minor technical errors to major deception and fraud. Technical biological misinformation, though bothersome to professionals working with wolves, is not as serious as deception about such issues as the status and trends in wolf populations. This latter type of misinformation tends to motivate well-meaning wolf advocates to press their causes through letter-writing campaigns, public meetings, lobbying, and lawsuits . . . These misrepresentations have even made it into conference proceedings. In the non-peer-reviewed proceedings of a nonprofit citizen organization, ‘Defenders of Wildlife’s Restoring the Wolf Conference,’ undocumented claims were made the wolf has been eliminated from ‘95 percent of its former range’ and ‘95 percent of its historic range in North America.’ The actual figures are closer to 30 percent of its global range and 40 percent of its North American range.”

Dr. David L. Mech9
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Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Congress passed the Endangered Species Preservation Act (ESPA) in 1966, providing a means for listing native animal species as “endangered” and giving them limited protection. The Departments of Interior, Agriculture, and Defense were to seek to protect listed species and, insofar as consistent with their primary purposes, preserve the habitats of such species. The ESPA also authorized the US Fish and Wildlife Service to acquire land as habitat for endangered species.

In 1969, Congress amended the ESPA to provide additional protection to species in danger of “worldwide extinction” by prohibiting their importation and subsequent sale in the United States. One amendment to the ESPA changed its title to the Endangered Species Conservation Act (ESCA).

A 1973 conference in Washington, DC, led eighty nations to sign a treaty called the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), which monitors and, in some cases, restricts international commerce in plant and animal species believed to be harmed by trade.

Later in 1973, Congress passed the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). It defined the terms “endangered” and “threatened”; made plants and all invertebrates eligible for protection; applied broad “take” prohibitions to all endangered animal species and allowed the prohibitions to apply to threatened animal species by special regulation; required federal agencies to use their authorities to conserve listed species and consult on “may affect” actions; prohibited federal agencies from authorizing, funding, or carrying out any action that would jeopardize a listed species or destroy or modify its “critical habitat”; made matching funds available to states with cooperative agreements; provided funding authority for land acquisition for foreign species; and implemented CITES protection in the United States.

Congress enacted significant amendments in 1978, 1982, and 1988, while keeping the overall framework of the 1973 ESA essentially unchanged. The funding levels in the present ESA were authorized through Fiscal Year 1992. Congress has annually appropriated funds since that time.




CHAPTER 2
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Selling the Wolf: The Massive Sales Campaign and Its Fallacies

By Ted B. Lyon

“Environmental battles are not between good guys and bad guys but between beliefs, and the real villain is ignorance.”

—Alston Chase1
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The Wolf: From Bad Guy to Poster Child

In 1985, Yale sociologist Dr. Stephen Kellert conducted a national survey of public opinion about wildlife. He found that wolves were the least liked of all animals in North America. Fifty-five percent of the people said they were neutral toward wolves or disliked them.2 Since then, wolves have been reintroduced into the Northern Rockies, the Pacific Northwest, the Southwest, and the Southeast. The wolf populations in the Upper Midwest and New England have grown; wolf populations in Alaska and Canada have increased. Some wolf advocates have set a goal of wild wolves thriving in all fifty states. Similar programs are underway in Europe and Russia. The wolf has gone from bad guy to a poster child for conservation in less than thirty years.

The unprecedented wolf repopulation program brought sixty-six wolves from Canada to the Northern Rockies in 1995 and 1996 and has since sheltered them, allowing the population to skyrocket to at least ten times the number called for in the original plan. This could only have been accomplished with a massive, multi-faceted promotional sales campaign, for as you will learn, one introducing wolves into a modern social landscape is like “Jurassic Park”—the intentions may be honorable, but the results can be catastrophic.

The purpose of this book is two-fold: first, to expose the myths about wolves that have been sold to people in North America and abroad, falsehoods that have resulted in a war of words and seemingly endless courtroom battles, as well as a war in the woods; and, second, to set the record straight so people on all levels can understand the real issues about living with wolves in modern times, and make responsible decisions about the future of our uneasy relationship with Canis lupus, the gray wolf.

In Sun Zu’s masterful treatise on winning in conflict, The Art of War, he insists that to win you must understand your enemy. The sad truth is that the “Save the Wolf” campaign is largely based on romantic half-truths, exaggerations, and distortions, mixed with negative stereotyping, stigmatizing, and even intimidation of anyone who questions the wolf restoration program. But it has been extremely successful. So, let’s see how and why this is so.

A Brief History of Public Opinion aboutWolves in the United States

The ancestors of the modern gray wolf, the largest living member of the wild dog family Canidae, trace back to the Pleistocene era, perhaps as far back as 4.75 million years ago. The gray wolf was once the most widely distributed large mammal on Earth. Everywhere where wolves and people are found together, there is a history of respect, distrust, and mutual predation. This is a primary reason why wolves are not as common today as they once were.

When European settlers arrived in the United States, they found wolves, as their ancestors had known for thousands of years. Native Americans lived with wolves, which were integrated into their spirituality, mythology, and rituals, but Native Americans also trapped and killed wolves, using their skins for clothing and costumes. Eating them was considered a delicacy. While there were no newspapers or written records of wolves in those days, there are many tales of people being attacked, killed, and eaten by wolves. In the 1800s, as the buffalo were nearly exterminated by market hunters and a planned military strategy to drive Indians onto reservations, elk and deer were killed in large numbers by market hunters and the natural habitat declined dramatically due to logging and farming. In response to the lack of prey, wolves switched their predation to livestock. This triggered a war on wolves—bounties, trapping, hunting, and poisons—that was supported by the US government. This was the first wolf educational campaign—get rid of them—and Congress supported it.

In 1914, the US Congress passed legislation calling for the elimination of predators from all public lands, including National Parks, as wolves and other predators kept down the numbers of elk, deer, moose, and antelope, which were major attractions for tourists as well as game for hunters.3

Aided by modern weapons, traps, and poisons, by 1930 wolves were all but gone from the Lower 48, except for small numbers in the Northern Rockies and northern Minnesota, and a handful of Mexican wolves in Arizona, New Mexico, and Mexico. Remaining wolves in Canada and Alaska became very wary of man, and were seldom seen, except in the far north. This was the second wolf educational campaign, again backed by the US Congress.

The use of poison baits (which were heavily used on coyotes after the wolves were nearly eliminated) was not banned until 1972, in large part due to Earth Day 1970, when banning the 1080 poison (sodium fluoroacetate) was a hot issue at teach-ins across the United States.

With an absence of wolves and diminished numbers of bears and mountain lions, as well as habitat conservation programs supported by many conservation groups, by the 1960s elk, deer, moose, and antelope numbers in Yellowstone National Park and elsewhere across the United States mushroomed to record high numbers. In some cases they exceeded the carrying capacity of the land. The wild game restoration campaign was spearheaded by conservation and sportsmen organizations with support from state and federal resource agencies. Increased hunting was considered to be the most popular way to control game animals.

The concept of restoring wolves to the lower forty-eight as a way to control big-game herds was first introduced to Congress in 1966 by biologists.4 Support for this strategy came from years of study of wolves on Mount McKinley in Alaska by Adolph Murie, and studies of wolves and moose on Isle Royale in Lake Superior by Purdue University wildlife biologist Durward Allen and his students, including David Mech and Rolf Peterson.5 This research concluded that wolves are shy creatures of the wilderness that do not attack people or seriously reduce large ungulate populations; and that wolves are nature’s sanitarians, attacking only the old, the lame, and diseased animals. That perspective became the gospel in wildlife management for decades. The problem is, as you will soon learn, wolves are very adaptable, and in other situations they behave very differently. The research kicked off another wave of wolf education, for the first time in favor of wolves.

The “harmless wolf” research was woven into the 1963 “Leopold Report,” otherwise known as “Wildlife Management in the National Parks,” written by Aldo Leopold’s son, Starker, a renowned wildlife biologist in his own right.6 The Leopold Report called for active management of wildlife to ensure that “a reasonable illusion of primitive America (what things looked like when white men first arrived there) . . . should be the objective of every national park and monument.”7

Following Earth Day 1970, support for restoring wolves began rising. “Wolfism” joined racism, sexism, ageism, and pollution as another form of oppression. Riding on the wave of the first Earth Day, the Endangered Species Act was passed in 1973. One year later the gray wolf was added to the list of endangered species in the lower forty-eight states. Saving the wolf became a growing rallying cause for environmentalists, who were joined by animal rights groups, resulting in a “Save the Wolf” movement. But, as the Kellert study found, even by 1985, the general public was still not too keen on wolves. To bring back the wolf, an unprecedented massive public education program was needed to change the prevailing negative opinions of wolves.

With the only wolves found in zoos or remote areas, media became the new sense organs of urban Americans, as a swarm of books, articles, lecture tours, exhibits, public meetings, films, toys, and TV shows in support of wolf restoration exploded. “Wolf experts” were suddenly everywhere. The wolf became a symbol of green ecological action, along with stopping pollution, recycling, sustainability, and fighting global warming. Wolf restoration was also supported by animal rights groups: wolves not only were a species to restore, but a way to reduce big-game herds that supported hunting.

The new wild wolf emerged as a romantic mythic image of wilderness that urbanized Americans, clustered in concrete, steel, plastic, and wood canyons, longed for in their soul. Reviewing thirty-eight quantitative surveys conducted between 1972 and 2000, Williams, Ericsson, and Heberlein find that attitudes toward wolves consistently show that the farther one lives from wolves, the more likely public opinion is in favor of wolf restoration.8

Williams, Ericsson, and Heberlein also found, as did Kellert, that people who have the most first-hand contact with wild wolves—ranchers, farmers, outfitters, and hunters—held the most negative views of wolves, and despite the pro-wolf campaign, positive attitudes about wolf restoration have not continued to increase over time. In the United States, they found that 55.3 percent overall were favorable to wolf restoration. In Europe, where wolves have a history of contact with people, attitudes about wolves are less favorable—37 percent are favorable to wolves in Western Europe and 43 percent are favorable in Scandinavia.

While one result of the “Save the Wolf”” movement has been wolf restoration programs, a second consequence is growing antagonism between pro- and anti-wolf groups and advocates. Unfortunately, in the flood of wolf media, there has been very little accurate information about the problems associated with wolf restoration. Setting the record straight is a major goal of this book.

Owning the Truth about Wolves

There are at least four major problems with the “Save the Wolf” movement’s educational campaign. The first is that wolf behavior around people is heavily influenced by human behavior. Wolves are intelligent and adaptable, as well as unpredictable. In localities in Europe and Asia where people are commonly armed, as they are in North America, wolves are shy and reclusive. Where the populace is not heavily armed, wolves adapt, become habituated, and act much more boldly, preying on livestock, venturing into towns to attack pets and feed on garbage and attack people. The chapter by ethologist Dr. Valerius Geist shows a predictable behavior pattern of habituation that happens when wolves contact people and meet little or no opposition.

A second major problem is that the “Save the Wolf” campaign also has largely avoided reporting that in addition to rabies, wolves may carry over fifty diseases, some of which can be fatal to humans and livestock, such as hydatidosis. That we have little record of these diseases in the United States is simply due to the previous absence of wolves, and in some cases a lack of reporting of wolf-borne diseases. Warnings about such diseases are at best a footnote in the many “Save the Wolf” messages. It is bad for business. You will learn more about this in a later chapter.

A third major problem is that the economic benefits of a wolf restoration on a large scale are far outweighed by the costs, but the costs are not given anywhere near full coverage.

A fourth major problem is that the pro-wolf media has not only sold us a harmless wolf, but for the first time ever, it has sought to discredit as pure superstition the rich legacy of myths, fables, folklore, and fairy tales about wolves that originates from Europe and Asia. This campaign fails to understand how and why these tales came about, for they represent the earliest wolf educational campaign.

A fifth major problem is that wolves in the wild can and do interbreed with dogs and coyotes. This is already happening, especially in areas where wolf numbers are still small, and as it does the question of what is a “real wolf” to protect becomes more difficult. And, as canid hybridization increases, the behavior of these new hybrids will change.

Fairy Tales, Mythology, and Folklore about Wolves

Fables, folklore, and mythology of Europe and Asia were the first wolf educational campaign; most all teach that the wolf is dangerous. Far from being wrong, in Europe and Asia for thousands of years wolves have attacked and killed big game, livestock, pets, and people. From centuries of study in Europe and Asia, it’s known that wolves are adaptable and intelligent predators, both mysterious and unpredictable. Unlike most other predators, occasionally wolves run amok and engage in mass spree killings for sheer joy, such as the pack of wolves that killed 120 sheep on one August 2009 night in Dillon, Montana, or another pack that killed nineteen elk in March of 2016 in Wyoming, eating little or nothing. Put those qualities together with distinctive haunting vocalizations, and the possibility of a rabid wolf, you have an animal that in the right situations people should fear, and with good reason.

The Moral of the Story

After reviewing the history of man-wolf relations, in his award-winning book, Of Wolves and Men, Barry Holston Lopez arrives at the conclusion that: “No one—not biologists, not Eskimos, not backwoods hunters, not naturalist writers—knows why wolves do what they do.”9 That is a very good reason why folklore about wolves carries warnings. If an animal is unpredictable and carnivorous, you have a suspicious demon. This is why a terrorist acting alone is often called “a lone wolf.”

It’s understandable then that in cultures where a significant number of people do not own firearms, and where children may venture into areas where wolves are present, fairy tales and folklore such as Aesop’s fables, “Little Red Riding Hood,” “The Three Little Pigs,” Shakespeare, Grimm’s fairy tales, as well as holy books including the Bible, the Rig-Veda, and the like cast Canis lupus in a negative light. These stories are warnings, especially to children and shepherds, to keep people alive.

We know the wolf on a subconscious level, too, as it may visit us in our dreams. From a psychological standpoint, animals that appear in our dreams are symbols of instincts in the unconscious roots of the psyche—in other words, archetypes. The wolf is an archetypal symbol of pure wildness, both in nature and human nature; and a reminder of one’s own inner wolf-like qualities—positive in terms of being a skillful hunter and a family protector, and the wolf’s dark shadow side of lust, violence, greed, killing, unpredictability, etc.—that can make a wolf seem like a sociopath. The reality is that wolves are unpredictable, which is why stories of the danger of wolves were created in the first place.

Wolves reproduce rapidly; little wonder that the wolf is a symbol associated with lust. The call of the rogue male out on the prowl for chicks is the “wolf whistle.” This is why calling a person a “wolf” means they are not trustworthy and can be dangerous.

The universal belief in half-human and half-wolf creatures—the werewolf—and the rare mental disease of lycanthropy, where a person goes berserk with almost superhuman strength, howling, making wolf-like sounds, and may attack people as if they are prey, all speak of our fear of raw human instinctual emotions that make people behave like wolves.10 Among the Navajo, the word mai-coh means both wolf and witch, which the Navajo see as a werewolf, a person who is most likely to perform evil acts during twilight or at night while wearing a wolf skin.

Referring to the Wolf

The meanings of “wolf” are many. In medieval times, famine was called “a wolf.” Werewolves were a principal target of the Inquisition. In Dante’s Inferno, the wolf presides over the eighth circle of hell where punishment is meted out to those who have committed the “sins of the wolf” in their lives—religious and political hypocrites, magicians, thieves, and seducers. In the fairy tale “Little Red Riding Hood” the wolf uses trickery to try to lure a young girl into his clutches. Ostensibly he is going to eat her, but implicit sexual connotations are also obvious.

In the myth and magic of earlier times, wolves have a strong association with the supernatural. Wolves prowl at night and twilight, a time for the imagination to grow larger. Latin for “dawn” is interlupum et canum, which translates as “the time between the wolf and the dog.”

There are thirteen references to wolves in the Bible, almost all as metaphors for destructiveness and greed. It should not be surprising then that the Book of Beasts, a medieval bestiary derived from a chain of Christian monks adapting earlier natural histories that date to Pliny and Aristotle, states: “The devil bears the similitude of a wolf: he who is always looking over the human race with his evil eye, and darkly prowling round the sheepfolds of the faithful so that he may afflict and ruin their souls. . . . Because a wolf is never able to turn its neck backward, except with movement of the whole body, it means that the Devil never turns back to lay hold on repentance.”11

In his early days, Adolph Hitler referred to himself as “Herr Wolf” and referred to his sister as “Frau Wolf.” The name “Adolf” itself is a derivative of “Athalwolf,” meaning “Nobel Wolf.” He called his retreat in Prussia “The Wolf’s Lair,” and he named three of his military headquarters Wolfsschanze, Wolfsschlucht, and Werwolf. His favorite dogs were wolfshunde, and he referred to his SS as “my pack of wolves.” Little wonder then that journalists spoke of groups of German submarines patrolling the North Atlantic as “wolf packs.”

There are exceptions to the negative wolf mythology, as in Roman mythology when a she-wolf, or Lupa, raises Romulus and Remus after their mother, Rhea Silvia, was forced to abandon the twins.

In Rudyard Kipling’s The Jungle Book, the boy Mowgli is adopted by wolves, and there have been a few cases where something like this may have happened in India. Japanese farmers once left offerings to the wolf kami (spirit) to ask his help in protecting their fields from deer and wild pigs. However, the two species of wolves that once inhabited Japan have been extinct for over a century. The Honshu wolf (Canis lupus hodophilax) is said to have become extinct in 1905 due to an epidemic of rabies. The Ezo wolf (Canis lupus hattai) of the island of Hokkaido, died out in the Meiji period (1868–1912) when, with the establishment of American-style horse and cattle ranches in the area, wolves came to be viewed as a serious threat to the livestock and strychnine-poisoned bait was used to reduce wolf numbers. By 1889 the Hokkaido wolf had disappeared.

The Bottom Line

The bottom line is that in Asia wolves attack and kill children far more often than they adopt them, and in European history there are many cases of fatal wolf attacks. This is why myths, folklore, and fairy tales almost always portray wolves in a negative light abroad.

Many Native American tribes respect the wolf’s prowess as a mighty hunter, and they too have many legends, rituals, and myths about wolves, but Native Americans and Inuits still kill wolves for their fur, for food, and in self-defense. Author Barry Lopez writes: “It is popularly believed that there is no written record of a healthy wolf ever having killed a person in North America. Those making the claim ignore Eskimos and Indians who have been killed.”12

Psychologist James Hillman found that in the dreams of most modern people, animals are pursuing us or we are trying to kill them.13 Hillman interpreted this as the result of suppression of our own primal instincts, which Hillman and many others believe is a primary cause of the epidemic of anxiety that inflicts our age. In the same vein, psychologist Aneila Jaffe observes: “Primitive man must tame the animal in himself and make it his helpful companion; civilized man must heal the animal in himself and make it his friend.”14

Clarissa Pinkola Estes’s bestselling book about the wild woman archetype, Women Who Run with the Wolves, is an example of the power of a symbolic association with wolves. People who live far from wild wolves have an unconscious desire to reconnect with nature, more than conserving the actual wild wolf, which few have even seen. Her book is really not about wolves at all but rather the need to restore our psychological connection with nature as a way to increase health.

The point simply is that to discredit the rich legacy of wolf folklore and mythology is denying human nature and nature itself. The modern myth of the “harmless wolf” is not only inaccurate but may have contributed to attacks and deaths by wolves in recent years.

As this book is being written, hungry wolves are starting to show up in broad daylight in the city limits of towns including: Sun Valley, Idaho; Jackson Hole, Wyoming; Anchorage, Alaska; Juneau, Alaska; Ironwood, Michigan; Toronto, Ontario; Reserve, New Mexico; Duluth, Minnesota; and Kalispell, Montana, hunting for garbage, killing pets, and testing humans. We know of three people in North America in the last decade, who were unarmed, that were killed by wolves, and many others have been attacked; some attacks were reported, and others not. We will list some of those attacks shortly.

People need to distinguish fact from fiction, and appreciate wolves for what they really are. Save the fairy tales and you save lives.

“He’s mad that trusts in the tameness of a wolf, a horse’s health, a boy’s love, or a whore’s oath.”

—William Shakespeare, King Lear (III, vi, 19–21)

The Wolf as a Cash Cow

“Every great cause begins as a movement, becomes a business, and ends up as a racket.”

—Eric Hoffer, The Temper of Our Time

The leader of the pack of environmental and animal rights groups promoting saving the wolf is Defenders of Wildlife, which idolizes wolves so much that the wolf is their logo. Founded in 1947 as Defenders of Furbearers, their initial target was banning steel-jaw leg hold traps and poisons. They began with one staff person and fifteen hundred members. Today, Defenders’ mission statement is to promote “science-based, results-oriented wildlife conservation,” and “saving imperiled wildlife and championing the Endangered Species Act.”

They do this with a staff of 150 and, they say, over one million members.15 According to Charity Navigator, in fiscal year 2010, Defenders of Wildlife had an annual budget of $32,595,000 and its president received an annual salary of $295,641.16 Much of this is due to their “Save the Wolf” campaign.

The American Institute of Philanthropy gives Defenders of Wildlife a “D” for the percentage of its budget spent on charitable purposes—43 percent—noting that the organization sends out ten to twelve million pieces of direct mail each year to draw in about $25.6 million.17

This USPS tidal wave hardly seems “green.” Appeal letters are written by special direct mail and telemarketing firms—who crank out the same kinds of letters for all kinds of causes—using focus groups to determine the most emotionally engaging pitch. Sometimes the science behind such appeals is questionable, or wrong, but what you read is crafted to have the greatest potential for drawing in donations. For example, a common emotional hook is a crisis—fear that if you don’t give, something terrible will surely happen. The opening line for the 2012 Defenders “Campaign to Save America’s Wolves” on their website is: “America’s Wolves Need Our Help!” and it is followed by: “America’s wolves were nearly eradicated in the 20th century. Now, after a remarkable recovery in parts of the country, our wolves are once again in serious danger.”18

Of course, if something bad does occur, then they can make another appeal based on guilt—if you had donated more this would not have happened.

Another popular appeal is sentimentality, such as Defenders’ “Won’t you please adopt a furry little pup like “Hope”? Hope is cuddly brown wolf . . . Hope was triumphantly born in Yellowstone.”

For the record, the US Fish and Wildlife Service does not name wolves. They give them numbers. Nonetheless, the World Wildlife Fund also offers donors the chance to “Adopt a Wolf.”19

Another popular appeal is to identify a dastardly, cruel enemy, who if not stopped will surely cause great damage or extinction of a species, or already is doing so. The American Farm Bureau has been a favorite target. If a magazine, radio, or TV show does not report full support for uncontrolled wolf restoration, it also may become a target for hate mail. In short, from a psychological standpoint, the organization must operate as a crisis addict to keep itself in business, for the new wolf is a cash cow.

To Defenders’ credit, they initially had a Wolf Compensation Fund to pay ranchers for livestock lost to wolves. However, on August 20, 2010, Defenders announced cancellation of their wolf compensation fund so states and tribes could take over the cost while they worked with farmers and ranchers on non-lethal means of wolf control.20 This has placed a heavy burden on states, diverting funds that could have served more critical wildlife needs. Should environmental groups that have supported wolf restoration in excess of US Fish and Wildlife Service projected population of sustainable numbers of wolves be held responsible for damages that the excess populations of wolves cause?

Ranchers and farmers additionally complain that the compensation was paid only for confirmed kills, not lost animals or kills that several species—bears, coyotes, mountain lions, eagles, ravens, foxes—feed on before it can be determined which killed the cow or sheep in the first place. (See the chapter “Collateral Damage” on why compensation claims so often go unsupported.)

Pro-Wolf Organizations

A Google search for “Save The Wolves” today comes up with 128,000,000 results as many organizations and petitions have joined the pack when they saw that wolves were cash cows. In addition to Defenders of Wildlife, some of the best-known “Save the Wolf” groups that use both “educational” campaigns and litigation include: The Center for Biological Diversity, EarthJustice, Friends of Animals, Humane Society of the United States, the Natural Resources Defense Council, WildEarth Guardians, World Wildlife Fund, and the Sierra Club.

A major theme running through “Save the Wolves” appeals is that wolves are in danger of extinction. This, of course, is false. There may be as many as one hundred thousand wolves in the wild in North America, and despite USDA Wildlife Services, USFWS, United States Park Service, and state natural resources and agricultural agencies removing problem wolves, roadkill, natural mortality, and legal and illegal hunting, the North American wolf population is growing appreciably and spreading. Add to this the at least three hundred thousand (possibly five hundred thousand) wolves and wolf-dogs that are living in wolf sanctuaries, zoos, and education centers, running loose in the wild with packs of feral hybrid canines, or being kept as pets in North America.

Defenders of Wildlife also uses public opinion polls to support their advocacy, but not the same polls that unbiased researchers conduct. For example, on the Defenders’ website, they report that in response to an NBC Dateline segment on wolves, more than fifteen hundred viewers responded, with less than 11 percent saying they are opposed to wolf reintroduction.21 They go on to selectively draw on a few surveys to show that people everywhere favor wolves, although they acknowledge that people in rural areas are more likely to feel negatively about wolves.

The Natural Resources Defense Council, who funds “wolf advocates” in the field, states that “Persistent intolerance among humans . . . is one of the two greatest threats to wolves, the other being loss of habitat.”22 On their website,23 NRDC says:

The howling wolf is the very icon of wilderness in the American West. Once all but extinct, today some 1,700 wolves roam the Northern Rockies. Despite this magnificent comeback, the future of wolves is once again in jeopardy. Congress has stripped them of their endangered species protection, leaving wolves at the mercy of states planning to kill hundreds of them.

And of course they add, “DONATE.”

Another online NRDC pitch for wolf donations wants people to be outraged and donate to help them defend Wyoming’s wolves:

I am outraged that Wyoming allows wolves to be shot on sight across some 85 percent of the state. I want to help NRDC fight to end the slaughter and restore Wyoming’s wolves to the endangered species list, where they belong right now. Please use my tax-deductible gift to save the wolves and defend our environment in the most effective way possible.24

Wolf advocates often launch attacks in the media to discredit and attack those people who want wolves managed, portraying them as intolerant, fearful, uninformed, naive, somehow inferior and mentally unsound and/or unethical, and even a threat to society. If someone targeted does lose their temper, it only helps the pro-wolf advocate organizations raise money as they can say, “See, I told you so.”

This is an example of how wolf advocates can take on the personality of the “big, bad wolf” who may attack anyone who is not part of their pack without warning at any time.

The Humane Society of the United States, the nation’s largest animal rights group, says on their website as of November, 2011—“Social, family-oriented, and highly adaptable—wolves have a lot in common with humans. And while there’s no record of a healthy, wild wolf ever attacking a person in the United States, old myths and fears plus competition for land and prey threaten the survival of this wild canine.”25 (We will discuss wolf attacks on people in a later chapter.)

The April/May 2012 issue of Charity Watch, Charity Rating Guide and Watchdog Report gave HSUS a “D” unsatisfactory rating for the second year in a row based how much money it spends to raise money. In contrast, PETA gets a “C+” and the American Red Cross and the Wildlife Conservation Society get an “A.”26

Earthjustice’s website’s wolf page is entitled “Wolves in Danger,” and proclaims: “For the past decade, Earthjustice was instrumental in protecting the gray wolves in court. Our work is now shifting to Congress where there have been legislative attempts to derail wolf recovery and push these animals to the brink of extinction.” This is far from accurate.

The Sierra Club uses the slogan “Those faithful shepherds” on their wolf campaign page. The Sierra Club states that they “Educate the public about wolves and their biology to dispel negative stereotypes.”27 However, the Sierra Club calls the wolf a “Species at Risk,” when in reality wolves are plentiful in many parts of North America, and abroad, and several times as many wolves and wolf hybrids are in captivity.

In response to the 2012 arrival in California of one wolf from Oregon, the Center for Biological Diversity sent out an email message that begins: “Wolves are smart, fast, curious and strong. It was inevitable that they’d find their way to California. It is not inevitable, though, that they’ll survive. The livestock industry has already vowed to kill any wolf it sees and is gearing up its lobbying machine to keep them out of the state . . . Make a generous gift to support our California Wolf Fund,” ends the message.28 A perfect example of negative stereotyping and polarization.

It’s also true that a new pack of wolves was sighted in northern California in 2015—a family of two adults and five pups. One of the parents is dark, and most of the pups are dark also. Black or very dark fur is a sign of wolves hybridizing with dogs.

Wild wolves are one thing, but APHIS trappers in northern CA have seen and trapped a number of wolves and/or wolf-dogs for the last decade. Some are raised by people and purposefully released into the wild or escaped, and often wolf-dogs are used by illegal marijuana growers to guard gardens, APHIS agents report.

None of the major pro-wolf groups say much about wolves also representing a danger to people and livestock due to up to fifty diseases they may carry.

“Save the Wolf” messages ultimately are picked up by the general media, which further inflames polarization as advocates are paid to dramatize situations to help raise money for their salaries.29 “Save the Wolf” in many cases actually means “Save my salary.”

Often the messages of the wolf advocates are misleading or simply wrong. For example, a common campaign message of many pro-wolf groups is that browsing elk are destroying aspens in Yellowstone National Park. Introducing wolves, they say, is the best way to restore the aspens, establishing a “landscape of fear,” that keeps elk away from aspens, which results in habitat improvement that benefits many other species.

Fifteen years after wolves were released into Yellowstone, in the September of 2010 issue of Science Daily, USGS scientist Matthew Kauffman reports that elk are continuing to browse on aspens, regardless of wolves. Kauffman states: “This study not only confirms that elk are responsible for the decline of aspen in Yellowstone beginning in the 1890s, but also that none of the aspen groves studied after wolf restoration appear to be regenerating, even in areas risky to elk.”30

US Fish and Wildlife Service

There could be no successful campaign to bring back wolves without the support of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, which has jurisdiction as wolves are an endangered species. Since the l980s USFWS has promoted wolf recovery programs all around the United States through news media, public hearings, interviews, websites, exhibits, and personal appearances.

One of the most visible parts of this program was the widespread public review of Environmental Impact Statement that led up to the 1995–96 relocation of Canadian wolves into the Northern Rockies. Ten years after the relocation took place, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department did a review of the predictions made by the US Fish and Wildlife Service in that EIS. This is what they found:

Despite research findings in Idaho and the Greater Yellowstone Area, and monitoring evidence in Wyoming that indicate wolf predation is having an impact on ungulate populations that will reduce hunter opportunity if the current impact levels persist, the Service continues to rigidly deny wolf predation is a problem.

The 1994 EIS predicted that presence of wolves would result in a 5 to 10 percent increase in annual visitation to Yellowstone National Park. On this basis, the EIS forecast wolves in the region would generate $20 million in revenue to the states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. WG&F reports that annual park visitation has remained essentially unchanged after wolf introduction. A later chapter will examine in detail the real economics of the wolf reintroduction.

WG&F states: “Wolf presence can be ecologically compatible in the GYA only to the extent that the distribution and numbers of wolves are controlled and maintained at approximately the levels originally predicted by the 1994 EIS –100 wolves and 10 breeding pairs.” USFWS . . . “has a permanent, legal obligation to manage wolves at the levels on which the wolf recovery program was originally predicated, the levels described by the impact analysis in the 1994 EIS.”31
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