





Federal Activities

_What about the federal government? Here too, there is strong
evidence that matters are under the influence of Plan-One person-
nel to a great extent. This was amply demonstrated in the 1973
heaymgs on predator control before the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives. The situation, in a
nutshell, was summarized in a communication from Prof,essor
Walter E. Howard of the University of California which was read
before the Committee. Among other things, it stated that people
who are oriented toward predator control within the U.S. Bureau
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife today “are grossly outnumbered
by non-control oriented [Plan-One] conservationists in the
Departmenjt of Interior.” This is a way of saying that Plan-One
people are in control within the portion of the federal apparatus
which has the most to do with the welfare of our wildlife,

Actually, there are many individuals employed by the U.S,.
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife who are greatly disturbed
by the Bureau’s biases in favor of Plan-One goals. Experience
shows many will express their dissatisfactions privately on this
matter, but will be very careful not to do so in public. There are
no doubt, good reasons for such caution just as we have seen ir;
the case of state employees.

There is evidence that the federal people know how to apply
strong-arm methods in going after Plan-One goals. In a summary
of the hearings mentioned previously, there is a significant ac-
count of what can happen to someone, not even an employee of
the government mind you, whose public comments on the control
of p;edators run contrary to those of Plan-One dogmatists. The
Bubhshed account by this person says that a high federal official

threatqned that Government was going to completely destroy my
academic career and prevent me from ever being employed by
Government. Thank God for academic freedom,” he goes on to
say, “or I am sure he would have destroyed me.”
CItisa frjghtening revelation indeed! After all, we are not deal-
ing he;re with such a vital thing as national security. We are deal-
ing with something, however, that is extremely important, namely
our people’s desire to protect their wildlife heritage from an in-
sidious plan,

While dlscuss'ing a person who was actively opposing Plan-One
goals, a prominent employee of the U.S. Bureau of Sport
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Fisheries and Wildlife was overheard to say, “We have to do
something about getting rid of this fellow.” We have to assume, of
course, that he did not mean it literally, but nevertheless, such an
attitude towards a member of the public, by a federal employee,
has an ominous ring.

Federal Laws Often Poorly Grounded

One of the criticisms of the federal service is that in their
eagerness and zeal to move ahead on Plan-One objectives, they
slight the necessary groundwork to justify their actions. Let us
take an example.

The federal government has been a prime mover toward placing
the timber wolf on the “‘endangered species’ list, and thus justify-
ing a variety of steps to ““preserve’” the wolf. In the first place, peo-
ple who live in wolf country say it is ridiculous to be speaking in
terms of extinction because the wolf has been doing very well. But
passing over this, let’s look at the way the federal, Plan-One peo-
ple sometimes operate in getting their evidence. This was told by a
man with 30 years experience in the woods in wolf country, as
published in the Virginia, Minnesota Daily News:

“In 1964 1 spent a day with a young Federal Forester. This
young fellow had been in the state [only] a few weeks . . . asking a
lot of questions . . . he finally led up to this question . . . how many
timber wolves are there in a township? I explained because of the
great traveling habits of the wolf, I could not guess. I asked him
why he asked, and he said [because] he just finished a survey of
timber wolves for the Federal Forest Service!”

Carried away with Plan-One zeal, federal people have been
enacting protective laws not only for the wolf, but also for other
wildlife in which protection is not warranted. Take the crow, for
example. Anyone cognizant with the crow’s native intelligence,
resourcefulness, and wariness, and at the same time its potential
for destruction, would never underwrite protective measures for
this bird, as the federal government has done — particularly when
the crow is doing very well in terms of numbers. Then too, there
are certain raptorial birds such as the horned owl, sharp-shinned
hawk, and Cooper’s hawk which even the ornithologists will ad-
mit are almost totally destructive, as well as plentiful, for which
protective federal laws have now been enacted.

Questionable Practices

A question has arisen relative to the activities of Plan-One mili-
tants in state and federal positions. It has to do with the propriety,
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if not legality', of using public moneys, or while working on
government time, to promote such a thing as Plan-One:
something which at the very best is controversial, and at its worsi
can be shown to be highly destructive to our wildlife heritage
Many a P]aq—One government employee shows no compunctioﬁ
about attending public meetings and using the prestige of his of-
fice fqr the purpose of promoting this insidious plan. And then
there is the matter of public employees appearing in print, again,

using the prestige of their official positions to att
dare question Plan-One policy. P , aclc those who
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Chapter VIII

PLIGHT OF THE HUNTER

Things are looking rather gloomy these days for the sport of
hunting. As if the scarcity of game and the problems of finding a
place to hunt were not bad enough, now the very recreation itself
is being assailed by some of the media and by a growing list of
well-financed organizations, bent on seeing the sport’s demise.

In the latest count by a news writer who keeps tab on this, there
are now more than 25 different organizations which can be
classified as anti-hunting in their purposes.

Whereas all other pastimes in this sports-minded era are boom-
ing as never before, and are being encouraged and supported in
every way, the sport of hunting is under concerted attack and is
rapidly losing ground. This may be the first time in human history
that a legitimate hobby was actively warred-on by groups
organized to bring about its downfall.

As W. P. Chapman, of Coon Rapids, Minnesota, says in an
editorial on the subject, “The anti-hunting, anti-gun forces and
their high paid lobby will do anything to distort the truth . . . Half
truths, implications, inuendos, and all other misinformation is
their tool.”

One of the reasons for the hunting fraternity being in retreat
these days is because sportsmen are not properly organized to ef-
fectively fight back. But this is probably not the most fundamental
reason. To a large extent, hunting is being threatened because
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sportsmen have been slow to arouse themselves over some of the
important realities in this struggle; things which are more impor-
tant than the overt assaults of hunter-hating organizations. The
open attacks by anti-hunting groups are probably more bother-
some than damaging; but on the other hand, they can easily dis-
tract attention from much more serious mischief.

Wi_thout d'oubt, the most treacherous and destructive influence
working against the sport of hunting is Plan-One. Yet, despite the
fact that Plan-One policies are diametrically opposed to the
wellbeing of hunting, relatively few hunters have seen fit to speak
out against this insidious force which is working to their detri-
ment. Worse still, there are some hunters who stoutly defend this
perfldlous plan — of all things. It is high time that all hunters
begin to take a second look; to use the vernacular, to see whether
or not they are being taken.

Let’s look at what one sportsman has to say relative to this
relqctance.ohf sportsmen to recognize their most important adver-
saries. Writing in one of our national sportsmen’s magazines, he
says:

“It is hard for me to admit that I was one of the gun-
ners that fell for the [Plan-One] craftiness a long time
ago; I even refused to accept the evidence of my own
eyes after the pheasants vanished from wonderful cover
on and near my farm . ., When I told a state expert that
I had seen a red fox carrying a cock pheasant . . | , I was
scolded for even thinking such a thing . . . There are so
many federal and state game managers opposed to any

control of predators . . . that the destruction of game
goes on unchecked.”

No one could have said it better! Every hunter ought to read

this account at least twice, and then post it someplace where it can
be reviewed frequently.

Hunters Are Out of Favor

Hunters, on the whole, are also slow to believe that most, if not
all, government agencies having to do with hunting no longer ex-
ercise a partiality toward the hunter; on the contrary, they may be
actually antagonistic. It is true, in the past these agencies may
have had the hunter’s welfare uppermost in mind, but no longer.

. Most hunters are still trusting that in purchasing a hunting
license }hey are guaranteed the loyalty and the unstinting efforts
of public employees in the improvement of hunting. But Plan-One
people, who now dominate our wildlife establishment, do not
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seem to subscribe to this pro-hunter view, and any hunter who
wants to save his sport would do well to weigh this fact.

Just as an example, one important state official recently stated
flatly in public, as recorded on tape, that he was not at all in-
terested in doing what is necessary to increase game for the hun-
ter!

Support for the Hunter

If we are to restore our wildlife heritage, all interested people
must come to the support of the hunting public. Hunters have
done more to help wildlife in past years than all other facets of our
society combined. They have provided the necessary finances,
amounting to hundreds of millions of dollars, and often-times the
hunting public has been the source of great personal effort in
getting conservation projects underway. However, this terrific
potential for good is rapidly eroding as more and more hunters
become discouraged and give up under the hopeless conditions
created by Plan-One.

While it is true the hunter is primarily interested in increasing
the supply of shootable kinds of wildlife, we must bear in mind
that as these species fare, so also fare many of the non-huntable
types of wildlife. When ducks, pheasants, rabbits, and other kinds
of game decline, so do such species as bob-o-links, meadowlarks,
bluebirds, and frogs. The present conflict, fueled by hunter-hating
groups, is causing a disaster to the entire cause of good conserva-
tion.

Hunters Are the Best Conservationists

Some of the most effective conservationists in American history
were hunters. Let’s look at some prominent examples:

Theodore Roosevelt was an avid hunter. This did not prevent
him from building the reputation as a president who probably did
more for sound conservation that any president before or since.
His great love for the out-of-doors was closely tied to his love for
hunting.

John James Audubon, for whom the bird-loving Audubon
Society was named, was not only a famous student of birds, but
was also an ardent hunter who found no conflict between the two
interests. His penchant for hunting did not handicap his fine sense
of artistry either. His portrayals of wildlife, on canvas, are out-
standing works of art.

Gifford Pinchot who did as much, or more, to establish good
forestry practices in the United States as anyone who ever lived,
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Theodore Roosevelt (1858-1919). Twenty-sixth U.S. president, America’s first
Nobel laureate, statesman, conservationist, naturalist, writer. Also, an ardent
hunter.

was a hunter. As such, he insisted that hunting should be part of
the multiple use concept for administering our national forests.

Jack Miner, one of the greatest naturalists and outstanding con-
servation minds of the western world and the entire British em-
pire, was often pictured with gun in hand, and he had the reputa-
tion of being the best big game guide in all of Canada. All of his
wildlife philosophy, at every turn, took into account the use of
wildlife by the sporting public.

Anyone who preaches an inevitable conflict of interest between

hunting and good conservation is belied by the records of these
outstanding men.

Anti-hunters Are Plan-One Supporters

One of the things which becomes manifest in studying the anti-
hunting groups is this: They are all militant supporters of Plan-
One policies.

It appears that anti-hunters leave no stones unturned in finding
ways to deal a low blow to hunting and hunters — the things they
seem to abhor most in life. They are intelligently aware, you can
be sure, that by destroying game they automatically strike a death
blow to hunting. You can be certain, too, they realize the best way
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7 i i iti tstanding conservationist,
ck Miner (1865-1944). Worldwide recognition as ou s .
i?ituralist, \(vriter, humanitarian, originator of world famous Miner Bird

Sanctuary. Also, an experienced hunter.

to accomplish this is via Plan-One, which insures that virtually all
wildlife will dwindle except for the predatory animals. o

In other words, the anti-hunting forces are willing to diminish
numerous other valued kinds of birds and mammals 1n order to
get at what the hunter values most — the game species. It turns
out to be a kind of **scorched earth” warfare that they are waging.
If you visit one of our woodlands these _dz_iys and see how silent
and lifeless it lies, under Plan-One policies, you will come to
realize how close to the truth the “scorched earth” analogy really
is.

Why Anti-hunting?

One of the big, unanswered gquestions is this: Why have the
various anti-hunting groups set about in such a frcnz1ed, eager
fashion to destroy the sport? It is indeed a difficult question.
There are a number of theories. . .

Probably the most innocuous reason so far proposed is seenin a
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statement by a member of the Game Commission of one of our
largest states, in which he says, “Opponents of all sport hunting
are now combining forces and unleashing a vigorous campaign to
convince the public and their elected representatives that complete
protection is necessary for the perpetuation of our wildlife
resources — that conservation is synonymous with complete
protection — that hunting and pollution are partners in the
destruction of the environment.”

Another particularly acute observer of the current scene goes a
bit further in accounting for anti-hunting activity. In a speech
before one of our state Wildlife Society Chapters, he refers to an
actual “‘conspiracy,” in which the destruction of hunting is the ul-
timate goal.

In an editorial in the Interior Wildlife Association Newsletter
(Jan. 1976) entitled, “What are Their Motives?” the editor says
the activities, of what we are calling the “Plan-One groups,” are
more sinister than merely trying to undermine a state’s right to
manage its own game. He introduces the possibility their activities
are part of a broad gun-control scheme in which increasing the
predators at the expense of game, will eliminate the need for
sportsmen’s guns. He supports the idea by describing how these
groups tend to concentrate their activities on projects which tran-
slate into eliminating hunting.

Perhaps the analysis which gives the most menacing portent to
the anti-hunting movement is seen in a recent book by James K.
Fitzpatrick, in which anti-hunting is tied-in with a type of political
activism whose purposes appear downright subversive and un-
American. This interpretation of anti-hunting is one that ought to
command the interest of everyone, whether a hunter or not.

No doubt there are some Plan-One supporters who mean no
harm to anyone. Nevertheless, supporting something that is
wrong, even for motives that are completely praiseworthy, can be
just as harmful as being for the wrong thing for malevolent
reasons.

Contrary to Plan-One which is at war with the legitimate in-
terests of the sportsmen, an appropriate Plan-Two would
acknowledge the valid desires of the hunting public for ample
numbers of huntable wildlife, recognizing that in the process of in-
creasing game, most other wildlife is also benefitted. An effective
Plan-Two would likewise recognize the reservoir of ability,
knowledge, and willingness embodied in the sporting public, and

would work to harness this terrific potential for the good of all
wildlife.
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Chapter IX

THE LANDOWNER
We Need His Help

This might be a good place to papse_and cc_msider a matter }?f
great importance in restoring our w1_1d11fe. heritage — getting the
cooperation of the land-owning public. Without this cqopelfla(;ﬁn,
we cannot do much because a fair share of our potential wildlite-
producing land is in private ownership. Of course, we do havte ou]rl
public holdings, but these are not in themselves the answer to a

our problems. _ .
How can we get the private landowner to help in the res.toraluog
of our wildlife? There are some very practical problems involve
here. o
First, we have to face the fact that the present economic sxtua-f
tion forces many landowners to convert every avaﬂak?le ac;; 0
potentially arable land to crop productlon.' In most reglonhs t ,xs 1(51
likely to include many a wildlife-supporting brush patcd,lvx;e_
patch, and wooded area, as well as an occasional wetland. rtx) u
enced solely by hard economic facts, some 1ar.1d0\.>vners ha\ie (;:e;r;
carrying out a complete conversion of everything into %rop i?th s
rapidly as possible; hence, many 2 farm g,m'is up t(()i ay e
small plot of lawn surrounding the farm buildings, anf bevery aﬁ
else is in crops. When you add to this the practice o urnmgh :
vegetation on roadsides and ditch banks, many a farm setup ha

become totally uninviting to wildlife.




Somehow we must find a way to encourage the landowners to
leave room for wildlife. With the maturing of our society,
hopefully we will come to realize that parcels of land which
beautify, dignify, and make animalte the surroundings have an in-
trinsic worth all of their own.

Plan-One — a Deterrent

Actually, there are many landowners today who realize that a
countryside which takes on a lifeless quality — where Hardly
anything stirs, where nothing much makes sounds, where few
things make tracks in the sand or snow, where very little perches
or struts, where there is nothing to hunt — is an ¢erie land, in-
hospitable to human habitation. Hence, many landewners would
really like to see a more animate countryside, and they are willing
to preserve or improve good habitat conditions. They may be
finding, however, that Plan-One makes it difficult.

Let’s look at an example of this. A farmer whose land included
a nice waterfowl-producing marsh decided to drain it recently.
When word reached local sportsmen, they approached the farmer
and tried to deter him. “Well, let me tell you something,” he said,
“That marsh isn’t producing anything worthwhile anymore
because every night dozens of raccoons and foxes patrol the place,
and they aren’t leaving a thing.” So he went ahead with his
drainage plans because Plan-One, with its emphasis on predator
protection, had created a lifeless marsh which the owner realized
might just as well be serving some useful purpose.

Other land owners have been quoted as saying, ““If the Fish and
Game people are not going to take an interest in our overabun-
dant predators, then we are not going to try to do anything for our
wildlife either.” Most people living on the land realize, all too
well, that without adequate control of predators any other
restorative measures for wildlife are of no avail.

Sometimes landowner relations can take a strange twist in other
ways as a result of Plan-One policies. In one of the western states,
in an area where deer had increased to the point that annual
hunting seasons were permitted, landowners suddenly found
themselves faced with increasing numbers of predators, due to
their state Plan-One leadership. Frustrated at not being able to do
anything about controlling predators, largely because of road-
blocks placed in the way by their state wildlife establishment, the
landowners requested, and were granted, a closed season on deer.
The reason for their request, they stated, was the need for enough
deer to serve as food for the increasing number of predators. In
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this way, they hoped to reduce their devastating livestock losses to
predators. Hence, both landowners and sportsmen were unhappy
because of Plan-One perfidy.

There may be some landowners, of course, whose sense of T}?’m_
munity is of such an order that they do not want anyone WS dmgf
across their property, and they may sec 1n Plan-One a method o
excluding the hunter. Stated simply, predators ehmmg(tie game,
and without game there will be no hunters. However, evi erice in-
dicates that support for Plan-One on this basis is probably not
great. . . - o

Nevertheless there do exist among 'the .huntmg pL}th, un C(i)r
tunately, individuals who are unthinking in their a'uutudes an1 a
few who may even be vandalism-prone. Any satisfactory P an(—1
Two would address itself to the problem of promotmg c%oc})1
sportsmanship, particularly the matter of courtesy toward the
landowner and respect for his property. ‘

It is difficult for any landowner to free bimself completely from
the disadvantages that come with the kind of swollen predatﬁr
numbers insured by Plan-One policies. As we §hall see, t g
predatory animals are not only a threat to farm animals tt;lrmf,lg
direct predation, but the most commonlpredat'ors, such as the fox,
raccoon, and skunk, also serve as carriers of important diseases.

Some of these diseases affect livestock, and some are a thri:atiﬁ
the people themselves. In the next two chapters we will dea dw;
the disadvantages to the landowner of having large predator
populations.
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Chapter X

PLIGHT OF THE FARMER AND RANCHER

It’s one thing to sit behind a desk, isolated from practicalities,
and figure out what’s best for our wildlife; it’s quite another thing
to cope with the harmful results of unrealistic thinking. Ask the
many sheepmen, cattlemen, poultry raisers and turkey raisers who
find themselves in distress today because of the ill effects of Plan-
One thinking, This concept of favoring the predator and forcing
everything else to shift for itself can create untenable situations.
Long established means of livelithood are put in jeopardy or ac-
tually have to be abandoned. Yet, the Plan-One crowd goes on
undeterred. In essence, they seem to be saying, “We don’t care
who’s being hurt; we’re going to have our way!”

The Sheep and Cattle Industry

According to government figures published in the Wall Street
Journal (12/21/74), more than 8,300 sheep raisers in the U.S. had
to quit in the year 1973 alone. Statistics show that in the period
1942-1972 sheep production in the U.S. dropped from 56 million
lambs to less than 18 million — a decline of over 300 percent.
Fewer sheep are being raised in this country today than at any
other time since before the turn of the century. The president of
the National Woolgrower’s Association says that, ““Predation —
mainly by coyotes — is the most serious problem facing our in-
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dustry.” He adds, “The real loser in the predator crisis is the
American consumer who is being deprived of needed food and
fiber [wool].” If anyone wants proof of this latter statement, let
him price the cost of wool carpeting today.

Every important sheep raising state in the country reports trou-
ble for its sheep industry, stemming principally from increased
numbers of predators — the result of Plan-One misguidance.

The Montana Livestock Department reports (1973) that 60 per-
cent of the sheep raisers in the state’s largest sheep producing
counties have had to go out of business in the past 12 years, dur-
ing a period of unprecedented predator increases.

Lawrence Brown in an editorial in the Nation’s Center News
(12/31/76) says that sheep numbers in Montana are now down to
less than 700,000 head for the entire state, the lowest since 1883.
“In recent years producers have identified one main factor —
coyotes — as the reason . .. ”

Still alive but unable to stand, 24 hours after coyote attack.
Courtesy Jack Clucas

The number of sheep on the farms in Minnesota dropped from
680,000 in 1963 to 358,000 in 1972, according to the State-Federal
Crop and Livestock Reporting Service. This decline is correlated
with the greatest expansion in predator numbers in the state’s
history. .
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In California, sheep inventories declined from just over two
million in 1960 to only slightly above one million in 1972. In the
state of Kansas, sheep numbers declined from 534,000 in 1960 to
less than 300,000 in 1973.

o L

Badly injured but still standing, five days after being mauled by coyote.
Courtesy Jack Clucas

A continually worsening situation is indicated by an article in
the Aberdeen, South Dakota News which states that lamb losses
in South Dakota increased four-fold between 1972 and 1973.
Predator complaints to the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and
Wildlife District Three, in eastern Montana, show an increase of
180 percent between 1972 and 1973, according to David Smith of
the Montana Wool Growers Association.

As an example of the way individual operators are affected by
all of this, Wade Hamphill of Coleman, Texas, reports that
predator-caused losses have cut his lamb production from a level
of 1600 lambs per year to only about 400 per year. And Arthur
Munz of Moody, Texas, says that in over 60 years of sheep raising
on the family ranch in central Texas, “The predator problem is
greater now (1974) than anytime during these 60 years.”
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As an example of how abundant the coyote has become under
our Plan-One system of protecting the predator, on the 17,000
acre Charles Conley ranch of Otter, Montana, government em-
ployees killed 228 coyotes in 1975, and 238 coyotes in 1976; yet
out of an expected crop of about 1,400 lambs, less than 400 were
left at shipping time in October.

Living flesh torn from hind quarters by coyotes. A common occurrence today.
Courtesy Wyoming Wool Growers Assoc.

Craig O’Gorman of Brodus, Montana, says, “It’s not uncom-
mon for a coyote to eat on a lamb alive and then turn it lqose. A
sheep with its nose and face chewed up is not a pretty sight.
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Cattle do not appear to be quite as vulnerable to predation as
are sheep, because cattle are larger and stronger; nevertheless,
calves, as well as cows carrying calves, are vulnerable.

A distressful article in the Arizona Republic, written by a cattle
rancher in the area, tells of coyotes taking at least one calf from
his herd each night during the entire period of the calving season.
The coyotes are described as operating in packs and attacking a
cow from all sides until she is worn out and unable to defend her-
self, or her calf.

V. R. Gillingham of Brainerd, Minnesota, reports (1/19/77), “1
had a large cow-calf ranch operation near Aitkin. I was forced to
close down in good part by the decimation of the calf crop by
brush wolves. It is not pleasant to come upon a calf being eaten as
it emerges from a cow at time of birth.”

Laro Knutson, of Sonnette, Montana, reports three coyotes at-
tacking a heifer calving, in which the coyotes not only killed the
calf but also “‘started eating the afterbirth out of the cow, and ate
her reproductive tract out while she was down, causing her to
bleed to death. There was blood all over the hill from the cow try-
ing to fight the coyotes off as she bled to death.”

Statewide cattle losses from predation in the state of Texas
(1973) figured out to be 26,000 head, according to a survey by the
Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association. When com-
bined with predatory losses to sheep and goats, it amounted to a
dollar value of over ten million dollars.

A cooperative report by the Nebraska and the U.S. Depart-
ments of Agriculture says Nebraska farmers in a 12-month
period, October, 1970 to September, 1971, reported having 760
cows and 11,500 calves killed by coyotes. How many were un-
reported is, of course, not known. The gross value of the reported
loss amounted to $1,122,000.

Dean Anderson, a cattleman near Beaver Bay, Minnesota,
reports losing 81 head of cattle in the summer of 1966 alone as the
result of predation by greatly increased numbers of timber wolves
in the area.

The predator situation appears to be getting worse in the case of
cattle, just as with sheep. As an example, the number of calf kills
increased 400 percent in 1973 over 1972, according to David
Smith testifying for cattlemen of Garfield County, Montana.
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Turkey and Poultry Raisers

Poultry are often produced as a kind of sideline in which no
records are kept. For this reason, figures on predator losses are
not as readily available as with the sheep and cattle industry.
However, a survey conducted in Nebraska shows that the average
farm flock loses 15 chickens per year to predation. This amounts
to a three million dollar burden when projected on a statewide
monetary basis. A cooperative report between the Nebraska
Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture reveals that, in Nebraska alone, predators killed
302,000 pullets and 138,500 other chickens in a single year (1971-
1972).

The situation is sometimes pathetic when you get down to the
actual people involved, Usually there is no place for a farmer to
register his predatory losses because ordinary insurance do;s not
cover this kind of damage. The sheriff recognizes no responsibility
here, and even the local game warden is of no help. Consequently,
the small operator takes his losses silently.

For example, a small farmer in one of the midwest farm states
tells of losing over 250 young poultry for two seasons in a row,

Tame ducks after coyote attack. ‘
Courtesy National Wool Growers Assoc.
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ar}d then havmg to give up because there was no way of dealing
with the w1desprea§i overabundance of predators. And in another
of the many pathetic episodes in this sad drama. a farmer tells of
losing 80 of his adult hens over the course of a single summer

ghen foxes actually made forays into the barnyard to take the
ens.

That pre(.ia'tors are a worry to the turkey industry is emphasized
by Mr.' William Shepard, an official of the National Turkey
Federation, who states that, “There are times when losses suffered
as a result of predation may mean the difference between a profit
or loss to the producer of a flock of turkeys.”

Mr. Lamont Blackman, a spokesman for the turkey raisers of
Sanpete County, an important turkey raising area in Utah, cites
numerous cases of individual losses to predators, As exampies: A
ranche'r near Moroni, Utah, says that about 300 of his turkeys
were killed by coyotes breaking into his turkey pens and killing up
to 100 turkeys in a single night. Another turkey raiser near Ogden
Utah, had close to 100 turkeys killed, and many others maimed’
by a skunk. ,

Coyote photographed in the act of finishing a turkcy.
Courtesy U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Equally worrisome to turkey raisers is the fact that predators
are the most important transmitters of diseases affecting turkeys.
The raccoon, for example, is the reservoir for fowl cholera, the
most destructive of turkey diseases.

“Outlaw” Predators

Plan-One theorists have invented the idea of the “outlaw” or
“nuisance” predator. These terms refer to an individual animal
which is thought to be preying on domestic animals. A predator
thus labelled as a “bad” individual is to be distinguished, in the
Plan-One view, from all the rest of the more “virtuous” predators
which do not prey on farm animals. Actually, there may be
something to this notion when it is applied to bears, where the
idea may have started, because bears tend to be habitually non-
predatory.

The concept of the ‘“‘outlaw” or “‘nuisance” predator is a
sophistry for a number of reasons. For one thing, there is no such
thing as “proper conduct” among predatory animals. Any in-
dividual will instinctively prey on whatever animals it can catch —
be it wild or domestic — as long as this satisfies its dietary needs.
No coyote in a given area, for example, can be counted on to resist
molesting sheep if given the opportunity to attack them.
Therefore, all coyotes are potential “outlaws’” as the term is being
used, If a coyote does not go after sheep, it simply means that the
coyote is satisfying its food requirements more readily in some
other way.

Then, the very criterion on which the “outlaw” or “‘nuisance”
status is decided is faulty. A wolf which kills cattle, for example,
would be classified by Plan-One people as an “outlaw;” one that
kills deer and beaver would not. Why so? Deer and beaver are cer-
tainly valuable to a lot of people — perhaps in some instances
these animals are valued more than sheep — yet wolves which
prey on deer and beaver are not “nuisance’ animals in the Plan-
One view.

Pets

Predators will turn to almost any kind of prey when forced to
seek alternate sources of food to their usual diet.

In October 1973 a band of wolves, probably rendered desperate
because deer were not available, entered a fenced area containing
eleven prized Arabian horses near Baudette, Minnesota. In their
frenzy to escape the wolves, the horses were so badly lacerated by
running against the barbed wire fencing it took a veterinarian four
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hours to sew up the wounds — in only a preliminary treatment.
The loss in show value to the horses was placed at $7,500.

In another area of the same state, a kennel operator had two
valuable dogs dragged off by a wolf within a period of a few days.
One of the dogs was chained to its kennel; and the wolf dragged
the dog, kennel and all, into the nearby forest until the chain
broke.

Woodsmen working in the wolf-inhabited areas of Minnesota
say they had to quit taking their dogs into the woods, because too
many dogs were being attacked and carried off by hungry wolves.

A correspondent from Alaska (Feb. 1976) says, * . .. wolves are
coming into the outskirts of Fairbanks and dining on stray and
chained dogs in backyards, plus . . . other domestic animals, . . .
such as goats, horses, etc.”

Campers in the National Seashore Park of Texas tell of having
a beagle puppy snatched away by a coyote which sneaked, unseen,
to within ten feet of their mobile camper. The great number of
coyotes observed in the park at the time prompted the campers to
ask this important question, ‘“When might this happen to a
child?”

Cats, too, are vulnerable. A farmer near Warren, Ontario,
reports losing seven of his cats. They were taken by wolves which
came out of the nearby forest to *‘snatch” his cats off the very
doorstep of his farm residence.

An irate farmer near Elk River, Minnesota, tells of being
galvanized into hiring the services of a professional trapper after
seeing a pet cat taken from his doorstep by a fox.

“Teaching” Predators

Plan-One people in recent years have been chided by
agricultural people who have suffered serious economic losses
brought on by predator-favoring, Plan-One policies. It is in-
teresting to observe how the supporters of Plan-One react. Instead
of seeking ways of ameliorating the problem by reducing predator
numbers, these people are trying to find a way of teaching
predators to leave domestic animals alone.

In the case of coyotes, one of the avenues of serious investiga-
tion has been to dab sheep with some kind of ill-tasting substance
so that once a coyote gets a dose, hopefully, it will never touch a
sheep again. The experimenters even hypothesize that a female
coyote, after being ‘‘educated” this way, might transfer its ac-
quired fear of sheep to its young.

It may sound good on paper, but even if the idea would prove
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out experimentally, there is no reason to believe it will do the job
over our vast grazing areas, which are often remote and hard to
reach. Most sheepmen, knowing the great intelligence Qf the
coyote and having a hard eye for practicalitic_:s, are not willing to
depend on this line of research to solve their problems.

One thing comes out very plainly: Plan-One advocates will hold
out to the bitter end against reducing the numbers of predators.
They balk even if predators could be reduced painlessly, as with
the use of chemicals capable of producing sterility. Above all else,
the Plan-One forces seem to be bent on maintaining maximum
numbers of predators, no matter whom it hurts.

A good Plan-Two for managing our wildlife would build on a
basic concept that nothing must be done to injure the interests of
farmer or rancher, either through overpopulations of predators or
from an overabundance of any other kind of wildlife.
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Chapter XI

PLAN-ONE, AN IDEOLOGY

Biologists on the Spot

Among the many disservices rendered by Plan-One, in addition
to those alregdy discussed, is the threat Plan-One poses to the
good reputation of biology as a universally respected field of
science. This is caused by the rigid, uncritical support being given
to Plan-One by some of our current biologists. You may hear un-
complxmentary and sometimes downright insulting remarks direc-
ted at biology and biologists these days. Sometimes these adverse
comments come from very intelligent and experienced persons;

sometimes even from people who have backgrounds in biology
themselves.

' Thp main reason why support of Plan-One by certain biologists
is brmgmg adverse criticism to the field of biology is that Plan-
One constitutes what is known as an ideology; the Plan falls far
short of being a scientifically-derived doctrine. The advocates of

PIgn—Qpe,. however, pass up few opportunities for giving it a false
scientific image.

Ideology, a Tool of Politicians

What 1s an ideology? It is a set of ideas, oftentimes utopian
arrived-at on tﬂheoretical grounds and sometimes used as a kind of
motto or rallying-cry for pursuing political objectives. Politicians
especially those of a visionary nature, are frequently the
promoters of ideologies — it is their normal stock in trade. A
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good example of an ideology is the familiar communist aphorism:
“To every person according to his needs, etc.”

To the ideologist, it is vital that the integrity of his ideology be
upheld at all costs. Therefore, whatever supports the ideology is
emphasized with great verve. On the other hand, any facts that
threaten the ideology are downgraded, ignored, or possibly even
covered-up.

The ideological approach is as foreign to the spirit of science as
anything can be because science, in seeking the truth, must have
no predispositions. With science, facts are neither embellished nor
played down, nor are pertinent truths deliberately ignored when
they fail to aid a favorite cause.

The ideology which we are calling Plan-One contends that if
man does not interfere with nature, some kind of beneficial
balance will result — to the advantage of all concerned. The facts,
however, do not support this idea in a world occupied by modern
man.

Carefully conducted studies, as well as the direct experience of
many people, show that you cannot let predators increase without
limit and still maintain good populations of the animals preyed-
upon, which are oftentimes the animals most appreciated. Not
only this, but such unbridled predator increases inevitably cause
economic losses to the agricultural public.

The Propagating of Plan-One

For some yet-to-be-determined reason, the Plan-One ideology
has spread extensively, first among biologists in academic circles,
then to biologists active in wildlife work, and finally to receptive
portions of the general public. Certain biologists, both in and out
of the teaching profession, have been conspicuous in propagating
this ideology. For this reason, the antagonism and outrage of
those who see the falsity of Plan-One ideas have been particularly
aimed at professional biologists. Let’s look at some examples of
why this is so.

If you check into it, you will find that in the biology depart-
ments of most schools, predators are always looked upon as ad-
vantageous; or, by what appears to be some kind of tacit agree-
ment, predators and the subject of predation are never mentioned
— the terms are shunned like dirty words. Nothing critical is ever
said — as if there is general obedience to the principle: “If you
can’t say anything good about predators, don’t say anything.”

Mr. Lawrence Brown in a letter to the President of a state
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university, published in the Nation's Center News (1/21/77), says,
“...your Wildlife Research Department keeps pumping out
news releases that promote predatory animals and ignore their ef-
fects...” And in another editorial (12/31/76) Brown says,
“These biologists are promoting greater numbers of birds of prey
and predatory animals through a continuing flow of news releases
aimed in that direction.”

Any biologist who openly and forthrightly treats predation in
the kind of dispassionate way any scientific subject should be
treated, will find himself in an unfavorable position in most
schools today. Because the subject is not being allowed free and
open discussion in so many instances, it is giving biologists a pre-
Judiced and questionable scientific reputation in the minds of
many people.

As an example of this kind of biased behavior in our schools, a
recent book describing the damaging effects of large predator
numbers was brought before a group of interested students in one
of our institutions of higher learning. You might expect this
would have been for the purpose of a fair-minded discussion of
the book’s pros and cons; instead, in the words of one of the stu-
dents in attendance, the book was discussed only for the purpose

of “tearing it apart.” Why? Because it did not agree with Plan-
One ideology.

Mistrust of Biologists

Those who are looking at biologists with the greatest feelings of
reservation are the very people whose confidence biologists
should try to merit — those who by actual experience know what
is happening to our wildlife. This includes people who live closest
to the actual situation, like farmers, ranchers, game farm
operators, many refuge-managers, trappers, and sportsmen.
When biologists make statements which fail to make sense in
terms of the first-hand experience of these knowledgeable people,

the field of biology loses credibility. Let’s look at some examples
of what is meant:

When a prominent biologist says, “Controlling predators won’t
help game,”” many persons who understand game from the ground
up know this is definitely not true. Game farm operators, for ex-
ample, find they cannot survive without spending large amounts
of time and money in a constant controlling of predators. Farmers
who want to see game on their places find by actual experience
that large numbers of predators absolutely prevent this.

When another biologist says, ““You must have wolves around in
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order to insure the prosperity of deer,” those who live where deer
and wolves intermix know how ridiculous such a statement can
be. Under the impact of increased numbers of wolves, r.es1der1ts’ in
affected areas have seen their deer disappear to the point of scar-
city, or total absence. ‘ ;

When biologists say, “Predators take only the sick, weak,han
aged,” those who watch wildlife day after day, as weH as tdos?
who have investigated the matter carefully, know this kin ho
statement is absurd. They know that predators take whatever they
can catch, including many animais in prime COI’ldl'tIOI‘l..

When a teacher of biology in a wolfTinhabited region tries toltell
his students that “Wolves are nothing but beautiful, harm e;s
creatures,”” he finds himself talking to a people who have see%t S
disastrous effects of wolf predation with their own eyes, 21nd_ ellls
doing the field of biology a disservice by talking ideologically
rather than scientifically. '

When Plan-One-supporting biologists go into Fhe country andf
tell landowners the reason there is no game is entlrf;ly a matlter (1)
habitat changes and bad weather — while saying absolutely
nothing about predators — the whole field of biology loses s}olme
of its credibility as a science. It does so because many oft eﬁe
landowners may very well have seen no deterioration in Itle
habitat around them, nor any change in weather, but, on the 1oltl eé
hand, have witnessed the ruinous effects of an unparallele
buildup in predator numbers. ' .

When a naturalist with a national reputation comes mtg
ranching country (along with a prominent female' TV star) an1
undertakes to inform people who have bgen ranching for sle(\i/era
generations that it isn’t coyotes killing their lambs, but fera d ogs,
the field of biology loses respect in the eyes of people who nowf
what’s happening through direct observation over the course o
many years. .

M}z/irf,y biologists, in private, are actyally aghast atlwhatt tlg
transpiring; these are oftentimes blqlogxsts who worl§ C ose; L
field conditions where they can obtain personal experxenhce.bl.u !
people are sometimes privately outspoken as .regards th_e ; in :
ideologic support for predators by those biologists whzt ink sup
porting an ideology is more important than the truth.

Most field biologists, particularly among such groups as relfuge
managers, ichthyologists, and entomologists are eptqely rea 1str1§
about predation. Actually, it tends to be largely a hmyted sefgme
of the biology profession which is most re§pqn31ble for dE.iSI‘—l
ideologic approach to wildlife. Nevertheless, this is bringing di
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repute on the scientific status of biology as a whole because the
public does not differentiate between the different specialties — in
the minds of many, a biologist is a biologist.

Game biologists should realize they are earning the uncom-
plimentary status of being a symbol of mendacity among many
people. For example, Mr. Ray Clark writing in Gun Week
(12/31/76) chose to illustrate the falseness of a story about bees
by saying, “The story sounds very much like information coming

from the biology educators at a Game and Fish Department
meeting. [ have attended many.”

Plan-One Comes in Various Forms

The problem of demonstrating the bogus nature of Plan-One is
made difficult by the various disguises in which it appears. One of
these disguises, and one that has helped sell Plan-One to a good
many people, is “the balance-of-nature’ idea. It sounds good:
“Don’t interfere in any way and nature will bring about ideal con-
ditions; things were fine before man began to interfere.” Coming
in this form, Plan-One often gains ready acceptance because many

people have great confidence in what they call *‘the wisdom of
nature.”

The “balance of nature” idea, however, is largely a myth. As
usually visualized, the balance of nature concept assumes that for
every situation there is a favorable combination of animal and
plant life which has to be maintained or else disaster will result.
This is fallacious. While it is true there is a natural, complex inter-
play between the various living components in any area, there are
oftentimes a number of different combinations of plants and
animals which could just as successfully live together. Let’s look
at an outstanding example.

When first settled, the various parts of North America had a
primitive ecological balance which had existed since ancient times.
Only by interfering drastically with these interrelationships in
many regions, however, could people in numbers settle here. It is
difficult to see where substituting crops and domestic animals for
trees, the original prairie grasses, and the roaming buffalo has
produced anything but advantage. Nature has adapted very well
to this change, which, when you think about it, was a tremendous
transformation.

The Plan-One idea that predators must be allowed to increase
unmolested or else the balance of nature will be adversely affec-

92

ted, simply doesn’t hold true; yet Plan-One supporters frequently
use this tack in selling their Plan. .

One might ask, how far would anyone get, do you suppose, 1n
asking the farming public to give free reign to the various weeds
and grasses which compete with crops, just because these plants
were once part of a wild balance? ‘

Another veil in which Plan-One is sometim'es clogked is the
ecology routine. Plan-One advocates have exploited th'IS approach
fully, and it works because of a certain psychology: Most stu-
dents, with any exposure to biology in the classroom, have
received at least a smattering of ecologu_:al' theory. Sometimes this
is taught by teachers who have no specialized training in ecolqu
themselves, and it may come from textbooks treating the sub’y.:ct
of ecology only superficially. Nevert.heless,vstudents get acquatlln—
ted with ecological terms and are oriented in such a manner that
they are prone to accept anything couched 1n ecological jargon.

Then, too, many people have had no exposure 1o c?cology, and
not wishing to appear ignorant, some will go alpng w1th whatever1
comes encased in ecological wrappings. Pa;t'of it, too, is a genera
receptiveness to anything sounding scxept1f1c.

Thus, many an ecological utterance 1s used by Pllan-One ad-
vocates in selling their ideologic approach to wildlife manage-
ment, oftentimes acting as il they alone comprehend wildlife
problems on an ecological level. . .

What has been said here is not meant to den%grayq the field o(ti“
ecology in the least. Ecology itself is a highly splentlflc, respecte
field of knowledge, and there is sertous question that ecologists
themselves would use their field in the manner that Plan-One
ideologists sometimes use it.

Teach Carefully and Honestly

Many of the principles of ecology are dgrived under 'h1gh1y con-
trolled conditions and sometimes using highly artificial arrange-
ments. When there is a blind application of the theo'retlcal princi-
ples of ecology by people who are not acqqamted w1_th the limita-
tions of these principles, as applied to flel.d conditions, it can
easily lead to serious erTor. [t doesn’t seem Wise, for j[hlS reasorll, to
teach the principles of ecology to students 1n hlgh.schoo orf
college unless they are also taught the practical limitations od
these principles. People writing textbooks for ggneral use, an
teachers of biology themselves, should exercise appropriate
foresight here.
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We see something related to what we are getting at in a report
given to the Fourteenth North American Wildlife Conference by
Clifford Presnell, a biologist himself. He describes the results ob-
tained in spot-checking the type of material being taught to high
school students about predators. From his survey, it was con-
cluded that high school students are being subjected to a half-
truth approach to the subject of predators in the majority of cases.

It is not long before the things being taught in the high school
or college classrooms begin appearing in action. Some say that
within ten years after ideas are learned in the classrooms some of
these ideas begin to manifest themselves in the form of positive ac-
tions. This may come via the decisions and plans of elected of-
ficials, or in the actions of public administrators, all of whom have
carried earlier ideas into adult life.

The Plan-One approach has a disastrous history in terms of our
wildlife. To indoctrinate students along Plan-One lines of

thought, as is being done, insures that this disastrous pattern will
continue.

Do Not Corrupt Science

Professional biologists should seriously consider the degree to
which they are being used by Plan-One ideologists in promoting
and putting into effect Plan-One doctrines, Wildlife biologists
themselves might ask this question: “Why should Plan-One ad-
vocates have complete control over the thinking of our group?”

No plea is being made here for biologists to abandon Plan-One
for the purpose of pursuing a Plan-Two. It is merely asking that
biologists discontinue treating wildlife problems within the limita-
tions imposed by Plan-One ideology, and instead, treat these
problems as biological, scientific phenomena. Treating our
wildlife only within the Plan-One, ideologic framework, leads to
cover-ups, distortions, and oftentimes to a deliberate ignoring of

what is obvious — in short, it brings about the corrupting of
science!
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Chapter XII

THE SPREADING OF DISEASES, A PLAN-ONE THREAT
Infected Predators

A hungry predator will feed on'just about anything eatable, u}-
cluding diseased animals either alive or dead. From these they oh-
ten contract infections. In addition, predators are prone to fight
with members of their own kind as well as with other kinds of
animals, and in the process of being blttep and scratched they also
pick up infections. So, the predatory a.mmals., as a group, repre-
sent the most threatening carriers of disease in all of nature. For
this reason Plan-One, through encouraging increased numbers _of
predators, also encourages the spreading of a hQSt of dreaded dis-
eases. Some affect man, and others affect animals valuable to

man.
Rabies

Among the most dread scourges of mankind since ar_lcient. times
is rabies, often called hydrophobia. The germ resides in the
salivary glands and is transferred by the bite of an infected, or
rabid, animal. y

i at i i i t years, rabies

With the great increase in predatprs during recen '
has been on the increase. The National Center for Disease Con-
trol says (May, 1972) that all 48 contiguous sta'tes.plus Alaska gnd
Puerto Rico now, for the first time, show. an incidence of rabies.
States in which predators are allowed to increase freely have the
biggest problem.
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This was proven during a rabies epidemic in eastern Montana
recently. Skunks crossing the borders from nearby areas where
their propagation was uncontrolled were the main problem. The
Montana state veterinarian says that all the diagnosed cases of
rabies were found close to the borders of North Dakota and
Saskatchewan, which, he says, ““ . . . shows an invasion of the dis-
ease [had occurred] from areas where there are no programs for
[predator] control.”

Minnesota., whiph has had an unprecedented buildup of
predgtory animals in late years, recently achieved the dubious dis-
tinction of being second only to California in the number of rabies
cases.

Figures provided by the Minnesota State Department of Health
show how rabies increases with increased predators; Starting with
the year 1946, just before predator numbers began to build, there
were no reported cases of rabies in the entire state. Then began
both an increase in predators and an increase in the incidence of
rabies:

In the biennium, 1947-1948, there were six cases of rabies; in
1949-1950, 23 cases; and in 1951-1952 the numbers skyrocketed to
516 cases. In this short period of six years (1946-1951), rabies
spread from a condition in which not a single county reported the
disease to a situation in which 77 out of the 87 counties of the state
had to report the presence of this deadly disease. The number of
cases has remained high in subsequent years with as many as 824
cases in a single biennium, and the majority of the state’s counties
continue to show the presence of the disease.

In 1946, an outbreak in the state of Georgia resulted in 146 peo-
ple being bitten by rabid animals. Each person being bitten had to
take the painful therapeutic treatment which involves daily injec-
tions of vaccine over the course of two weeks, followed by two
boosters. These injections are much more painful than the or-
dinary immunization shot because they are given into the ab-
dominal cavity.

In addition to the human threat in this Georgia epidemic, the
following list of domestic animals died of rabies: 864 cattle, 151
horses and mules, 131 hogs, and unlisted numbers of other
animals. The total monetary value of the animals reported
amounted to close to $140,000. Actually, the losses were conceded
to be much greater because only a fraction of the animals affected
in the more remote areas of the state were ever reported.
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In the early 1950’s a rabies epidemic of major proportion raged
unchecked in eastern Pennsylvania. It was correlated with an un-
usually heavy buildup in fox numbers. According to the
Pennsylvania Game News of July, 1970, “Stories of gray foxes at-
tacking school children waiting for a bus or a woman hanging up
the Monday morning wash were not uncommon. Many gray foxes
were killed with clubs, shovels or rakes while attacking the pet
dog. Any moving object attracted the sickly gray fox. Hundreds of
cattle, while in pasture, were bitten by foxes and died of this, infec-
tious disease. Numerous individuals [humans] were bitten by gray
foxes and some died.”

Almost any mammal, wild or domestic, is susceptible to rabies.
The main reservoirs for the disease are foxes, skunks, coyotes,
bats, raccoons, and occasionally bobcats. All of these are impor-
tant predatory species except, of course, the bat. This is why peo-
ple concerned with public health problems are allied with
agriculturists, veterinarians, and sportsmen in opposing swollen
predator numbers. Plan-One theorists, on the other hand, are con-
sistently indifferent to the threatening nature of large numbers of
predators brought on by their Plan-One policies.

Dogs and cats can be vaccinated against rabies, but nothing can
be done about the wild carriers. Dr. John M. Heijl, Director of the
Veterinary Biologics Division of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, says that 76 percent of all confirmed cases of rabies,
nationally, occur in wild animals.

With the spreading of the disease during an outbreak, every
mammal, whether wild or domestic, as well as every human in the
affected area becomes a potential victim. One should not get the
idea, however, that rabies is important only when there is an
epidemic. The disease can show up any time. For example,
Richard Maynard, a public health expert in California, reports
that without an epidemic over 1,400 rabid skunks were identified
by state health authorities between 1954 and 1964. And, during
this same period, three human deaths were reported.

In a recent three-year period in San Diego County, California,
health officials diagnosed rabies in 22 bobcats, 47 foxes, 9 skunks,
and 8 coyotes which had been brought in for routine examination.
Even though there was no evidence of an epidemic, the threat to
human health was so apparent that officials attempted to create
mammal-free buffer zones around inhabited areas by removing
close to 7,000 wild animals which were potential carriers of the
disease.
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That the importance of rabies is a growing one, under today’s
cond}tlons of coddling the predators, is indicated in statistics
proylded by the federal government, which show that the cases of
rabies in skunks alone increased four-fold between 1953 and 1969.

What Rabies is Like

It's quite likely that most people have very little idea of what
rat?les, as a disease, is like. One leading authority says, . . . its
pains exceed possibly all other forms of human suffering.”” The
disease affects the brain and spinal cord, and unless treated
promptly it produces violent, excruciating spasms, an hysterical
aversion to water, and finally paralysis. The disease, if not dealt
with promptly, is invariably fatal. The following account of how
pathetic the contraction of rabies can be, appeared in newspapers
across the country in 1969:

On April 1, 1969, a little two-year-old boy was playing in the
yard 'of his home located in rural San Diego County, California.
Hearing his frantic cries for help, his mother rushed outside to
find the little boy being attacked by a wild bobcat. After driving
the creature off, the mother found the child had been bitten on the
!eg, shoulder, and worst of all, on the back of the skull. After giv-
ing him emergency treatment, she rushed him to the hospital
'w'here treatment, including the appropriate series of shots, was in-
itiated. Despite this care, under almost ideal conditions, the little
boy began to suffer a progressive paralysis. On the 27th day he
went into a coma and had to be placed in a respirator. Some 124
days later, without regaining consciousness, he died. According to
rr}ed'lceq records, incidentally, this is the longest that any rabies
victim is known to have survived once the symptoms appeared.

While it is true the number of human deaths due to rabies has
been .relatively small, this does not minimize the danger. The dis-
ease is a constant human threat as long as predators are allowed
to increase unhindered. And, the numbers of deaths among

li‘vestock and domestic pets, each year, is certain to remain con-
sistently high.

Scabies

Another important disease carried by predators is the affliction
called scabies, or mange. It is particularly common among foxes
and coyotes. The disease is caused by a minute, spider-like
creature called the sarcoptic mite. It burrows into the skin,
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producing terrific irritation, and oftentimes a falling out of the
hair. In severe cases, the infected animal becomes completely
emaciated and often dies.

As with rabies, mange is transferable to most of our domestic
mammals including livestock, dogs, and cats. Also, like rabies,
mange is contractible by humans, in which the condition is often
called simply itch. Severe cases may require hospital treatment.

A report by the American Medical Association says there has
been a sharp increase in the incidence of scabies among people. In
one small Maine community, for example, some 200 persons,
mostly school children, showed the acute symptoms of the dis-
ease; and in addition, treatment had to be prescribed for over
1,000 other people in order to halt the spread of the disease.

Farm Animals

There are some diseases spread by predators in which humans
are not affected, but which seriously affect domestic animals.

One of these maladies is fowl cholera, which affects chickens,
turkeys, and waterfowl. A spokesman for the National Turkey
Federation says fowl cholera is the number-one disease problem
in turkey production. In the state of Nebraska, alone, monetary
losses to turkey raisers due to fowl cholera was set at $77,149.94 in
a recent single year.

As mentioned earlier, the cholera germ is very short-lived and
cannot over-winter unless harbored in some animal vector. Re-
cent studies by Dr. LeRoy Olsen of the University of Missouri
show that fowl cholera resides in wild raccoons. Thus, raccoons
serve not only as the year round reservoirs, but, also, are the
mechanism by which the disease spreads.

In the state of Utah, skunks have been blamed for the spread of
fowl cholera plus being the source of another affliction of poultry,
called Newcastle’s disease.

It might be of interest to hunters that in the fall of 1975, thou-
sands of wild geese died in western Minnesota as the result of a
disease identified as fowl cholera. The likelihood that the greatly
swollen number of raccoons in the state had an important role in
the appearance of cholera among these geese is very strong.

Another disease which predators harbor, and can spread to
domestic animals, is the one called distemper. It is particularly
prone to affect dogs. It has been shown, in Minnesota, that the
greatly increased number of raccoons in some areas is the primary
source of infection. Foxes are also important carriers of this
disease.

N

99




Plan-One People Could Care Less

How do Plan-One advocates respond to these threats to human
health and well being? Let’s look at one example:

Representative Arlan Stangeland of the Minnesota legislature,
concerned about the rabies threat in the state of Minnesota, in-
troduced a bill before the 1974 legislature, asking for a three
dollar bounty on skunks. It was supported by veterinarians who
were concerned over the high incidence of skunk bites to cattle
and farm pets, and also over the danger of humans being bitten.
However, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources,
heavily influenced by Plan-One ideology, opposed the bill and
§ucceeded in having it defeated. A spokesman for the Department
is quoted as saying, “The dangers of the skunk are balanced by its
good qualities!”

Inte_rpreted another way, what these Plan-One people seemed to
be.saymg was this: “We don’t care how many people or domestic
fclmmals might be threatened by the buildup in skunks. We are go-
ing to have our way — no control of predators under Plan-One!”
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Chapter XIII

WHAT CAN BE DONE?
Successes of Plan-One Promoters

Let’s give the Plan-One crowd proper credit — they have been
amazingly successful in promoting their ideology and gaining ac-
ceptance in a remarkable number of circles. This accomplishment
is particularly extraordinary when you consider their Plan does
nothing positive for people; in fact, it is heavily stacked in terms of
disadvantages — even danger — to most people, as we have seen.

As a whole, Plan-One proponents come across as a generally in-
telligent, resourceful, articulate, dedicated, and militantly
aggressive group, all of which has helped to insure the successful
promotion of their Plan. By the same token, however, they have
had very little effective opposition. For the most part, what little
opposition has been evident has been disorganized, virtually lack-
ing in finances, amateurish, weak in effective leadership, and often
lacking in good morale.

Let’s look for a moment at some of the startling things the Plan-
One proponents have been able to bring about:

From all indications, the Plan-One apparatus has captured the
wildlife establishment “lock, stock, and barrel,” and they now
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have their disciples in most administrative positions which have to
do with the formulation of wildlife policies. Virtually every
wildlife agency and every bird-loving or animal-loving group now
chants the Plan-One song. Strangely enough, even some of our
sportsmen’s organizations have been “Pied-Pipered” into follow-
ing after Plan-One leadership.

A significant share of the intellectual set has fallen to their per-
suasions; in such circles there is very little interest today in
anything but Plan-One concepts when it comes to wildlife. For ex-
ample, have you heard of anyone who opposes the Plan-One line
being invited on the lecture circuit these days?

The formal training of professional wildlife biologists now ap-
pears so strongly slanted toward Plan-One ideology that practic-
ing wildlife biologists themselves are complaining of the
brainwashing going on in institutions of higher learning, where
these people are prepared.

The newly-graduated wildlife technician, it is contended, has
already fallen into line, militantly supporting the Plan-One out-
look as he prepares to take a position in the wildlife field. No
deviations appear to be tolerated. As an example, one student
with the temerity to question Plan-One ideas on predators was ac-
tually told, “If you expect to get a job in the wildlife field, you had
better change your stance.”

Many politicians, it seems, have been so thoroughly intimidated
by Plan-One partisans that they tend to be very careful not to
speak out in a manner that can be interpreted as challenging Plan-
One thinking. Although using a different format of language, one
of our national news weeklies has said that our lawmakers in
Washington do not want to confront the kind of people who sup-
port Plan-One because of their outstanding reputation for being
“dirty fighters.”

And finally, the Plan-One adherents give evidence of having
been outstandingly successful in capturing the support of the news
media. Few, if any, news sources today favor anything but the
Plan-One side. Only the Plan-One outlook gets favorable
publicity; the only exceptions would be news media of a very local
nature. TV programs, requiring great expense in their prepara-
tion, have been notably slanted toward furthering the Plan-One
point of view. There have been no programs representing the
other side.

The kind of frustration which confronts opponents of Plan-One
when they try to get help from the media is brought to our atten-
tion in a report by Dorothy Sullins in the American Farmer (July-
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August 1974). It concerns a rancher near La Platte, Ne.w Mexico,
who had a number of lambs killed by coyotes; the evidence was
unquestionable. After hearing about it, a reporter for a
metropolitan newspaper asked the rancher for a picture of th‘e car-
casses to use with a proposed article about predators. The picture
was obtained and given to the reporter, and later, the same picture
was also furnished to other newspapers and radio stations. But,
the picture was never published. As the article states, “The editor

An incomprehensible and frustrating “‘run-around” was experienced in trying to

i tory behind it before the public. ‘
get this photo and the story be p e tesy Dorothy Sullins

in charge refused . . . Even the avenue of the people’s opinion
column was refused. Another metropolitan newspaper editor
termed the picture ‘gruesome.” A wire seryice reporter . . . held it
[the photograph] for some time. He. finally passed it on to
[another] reporter who’d expressed an interest . . . Four months
later the picture was still unpublished. So, even though we haq a
bona fide picture of a coyote kill we had no way to bring the pic-
ture to the attention of the metropolitan people.”
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Is There Any Opposition to Plan-One?

Are there any significant numbers of people refusing to ride the
Plan-One pandwagon these days from whom resistance to the
Plan-One line of thinking might come? Actually, there are several
groups which are providing some degree of opposition. Un-
derstandably, they are the ones who have been most seriously hurt
by Plan-One excesses. Who are these people?

People on the Land

First, t‘herg are the farmers, ranchers and landowners who have
seen their livestock and poultry ravaged by greatly increased
prcdator numbers, and who, along with the veterinary profession
realize the kinds of disease hazards that are built into the Plan:
Qr}c system. Because these people live close to the actual situation
it 13 easy to see why any poll taken at state fairs and other loca-
tions where rural people gather, show overwhelming opposition

to Plan-One thinking, particularly as it affects the control of
predators.

qut of the wildlife in this country lives, feeds, and multiplies
on private lands. This applies not only to game, but also to the
smaller b1pdlife as well as to other interesting forms of animal life
Hencez while the hunting public provides the funds to aid wildlife.
the private landowners provide much of the necessary habitat’
Therefore, the landowner, along with the hunter, ought to have a'
great deal to say about management policies governing wildlife
Presently, however, landowners are not having any real inﬂuence‘
nor are the hunters. The Plan-One interests are the only ones be:
ing heard. As a result, we are having wildlife scarcities where we
could have wildlife abundance, and we are hazarding the
economic wellbeing and safety of rural people when there is no
need. Most landowners are particularly aware of this, but they are
not being heeded; possibly they do not feel they have the strength
to press their points.

Agriculturists have always valued their independence;
tradltlionally, }hey tend to be individualists and want a minimum’
of regimentation — if any. Hence, they have earned a reputation
for bpmg reluctant to unite — true also of sportsmen. But there
are times when a united effort is necessary. Plan-One presents
such a v_vxdqspread, well organized threat, it will be necessary to
oppose it with organized strength.
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Hunting Public

The other important group which feels threatened is, of course,
the hunting public, many of whom are thoroughly acquainted
with conditions afield today and have come to realize how the
game populations are fighting a losing battle under Plan-One
policies. Although there are some hunters, and even a few hunting
organizations which have been taken-in by Plan-One blandish-
ments, hunters in increasing numbers are now realizing the threat
Plan-One poses to their own self-interest.

Increasingly, also, sportsmen are coming to realize they are
getting the short end when monies, representing taxes on their
sporting equipment, fail to bring about better hunting. There is no
evidence Plan-One administrators care a great deal about improv-
ing the status of hunting. In fact, they serve to discourage the hun-
ter, as seen not only in the game-destroying effects of Plan-One
but also in the numerous and never-ending growth in rules,
regulations and restriction which serve to regiment the sport.

Plan-One power-seekers have succeeded in pushing hunter in-
terests to the sidelines, as far as having real influence is concerned,
despite the unassailable fact that hunters and fishermen have been
paying the wildlife bills for everyone else. Let’s look at some of the
figures.

Between the years 1938 and 1973, sportsmen, by a self-imposed
tax, provided $518,048,644.38 for improving habitat conditions
for all types of wildlife — not just game. The records show this
money has been used for the outright purchase of over three and
one-half million acres of the kind of wildlife habitat essential to
the production of not only game, but numerous other wild
creatures as well, In addition, another thirty-six million acres of
land have been acquired through lease, easement, license, etc.
With this, over thirty-eight million acres of excellent habitat have
been turned over to the production of wildlife via hunter financ-
ing.

When you realize that funds provided through the purchase of
state hunting licenses go a long way toward supporting state fish
and game departments, you realize the hunting public has been
shouldering more than its fair share of the wildlife bill. It exceeds
by far what all other groups, combined, are doing. But in terms of
influence, the hunters are now a minor factor.

A serious mistake most hunters make is to assume that because
they are doing so much of the financing, their interests will
automatically be looked after. Perhaps it should be that way, but

105




in truth the sportsmen’s welfare is simply not being attended to in
anything like equal measure to their contributions. It is becoming
a common complaint that public agencies today often give little
consideration to the needs and desires of the hunting public; in
fact, oftentimes the hunter is treated with obvious contempt. The
typical Plan-One attitude seems to assume the out-of-doors is the
sole domain of Plan-One interests to do with as they please. The
public is looked upon, more or less, as intruders.

As with the farmer and landowner, it appears, the only way the
hunting public is going to make its influence felt is through more
effective organization. The Plan-One supporters are a very well
organized group. This is true not only on a statewide basis, but
also regionally, nationally, and even internationally. To be
realistic, the only way Plan-One influence can be counteracted is
by an equivalent system of organization on the part of those who
are being hurt by the Plan.

What is Needed?

Unless, and until, we get more effective input from sportsmen
and landowners as a major influence, it is hard to see how the
Plan-One tide will ever be turned. In the absence of effective op-
position, Plan-One proponents are now trying to establish their
views permanently by conditioning people, particularly the
young, to accepting the dismal conditions which now exist. As
time goes on, young people, having never seen anything different,
will conclude that this is the way it has to be.

We need an effective organization formed by an alliance
between people living on the land and the sporting public.

There are other possible advantages, besides improving our
deteriorated wildlife situation, to such an organization. For exam-
ple, improving farmer-sportsmen relations has always been a
challenge. Working side by side in a type of common organiza-
tion, sportsmen and agriculturists would begin to better under-
stand each other’s views and problems.

There Have Been Some Beginnings

There are some successful early beginnings, already evident, of
a working relationship between the sporting and agricultural
publics. In South Dakota, there is a very successful organization
called Pheasants Unlimited whose membership includes both
sportsmen and landowners. They have established a program
called “Acres for Wildlife” in which landowners voluntarily set
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aside appropriate cover situations to encourage nesting qnq to
serve as winter protection. In addition, Pheasants Unl}n}lted
provides a restocking program, feeds birds during the difficult
days of winter, carries out predator control work, and is active in
an educative way.

The four thousand member Viking Sportsmen’s Club of
Douglas County, Minnesota, is another organization which has
succeeded in melding sporting interests and agricultural interests
into a functioning group. Working together, they carry on
restocking programs, habitat improvement work, and they have
established training programs in predator control.

Good as such organizations as Pheasants Unlimitgd and the
Viking Sportsmen are, they are not enough, primarlly because
they are not sufficiently broad geographically; their membershlp
is too small and their financial base too limited. What is needqd is
a broad-based, umbrella organization which is not only orgaplzed
on a state level, but also nationally, and perhaps even inter-
nationally to a degree. It should espouse a Plan-Two which would
embrace the kind of positive thinking seen in the two kinds of
organizations just mentioned. It should _represent an
amalgamating of farmer, landowner interests w1.th those of the
sporting public. A new organization, begun in Minnesota, ca_lled
the Association of Farmers, Landowners and Sportsmen, gives
promise of fulfilling this need.

Some people have expressed a fear that forming such a broad-
based organization simply invites an infiltration apd takeover ?f
control by Plan-One types. It is true that certain sportsmen’s
organizations presently find themselves under the dlSC{pllne of the
Plan-One apparatus, so there are grounds for this kind of fear.
Steps can be taken, however, to prevent this sort of development
as long as the threat is realized.

Attitude of Plan-One Adherents

An interesting question might come to the mind of the read.er at
this point: What is the attitude of Plan-One people toward private
conservation organizations which they are unable to dominate?
From experience so far, they do everything possible to thwart
these organizations, and they frequently belittle their fine efforts.
This is to be expected because, as a whole, Pla_n-Oqe p_eople are
negativists; anyone who can take satisfactiqn in bringing about
wildlife scarcities, as the Plan-One program insures, could hardly
be anything else.
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Can Plan-One Advocates be Won-over?

The Plan-One supporters have some of the characteristics of an
elitist group. One of these traits, which they show, is the tendency
to automatically discount any evidence which shows them to be
wrong, even when it is based on excellent evidence. This makes it
very difficult to reach them. Then, too, they display a remarkable
ability to keep each other in line. An occasional private utterance
may sound as if one of them is wavering, but when put to the test
in public, he will carefully hew to the line. So the Plan-One
adherents are solidly locked into their ideology. There is very little
chance of getting them to change — after all, why should they?
They know they are in the saddle and are riding high.

Strong as they are, however, there is one thing Plan-One
promoters cannot do: They cannot successfully promote their
plan without a high level of chicanery and deceit. The Plan has far
too many weaknesses to succeed on its own merits; therefore, it
ought to be abandoned as soon as possible in favor of a well con-
ceived Plan-Two because America deserves nothing less! A con-
tinuing of Plan-One will only insure a deeper corrupting of our
society. This should concern everyone!

A New Day for Wildlife

A public finally grown tired of the failures and deceptions of the
Plan-One apparatus will have to insist on representation by new
leadership, willing and able to put into operation an effective
Plan-Two — a plan that is open and scientifically honest, one that
gives its attention to all the factors necessary to the prosperity of
our desirable wildlife.

Such new leadership will have to make itself evident not only
among those responsible for administering our wildlife, but also
within educational councils, private groups, the media, and

among our elected representatives. Only then can we be sure of a
New Day for Wildlife.
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