











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
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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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