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attitudes towards the wolf. It is germane only to note the
variability of public perceptions about wolves and the
subsequent impact that it will have on wildlife management
policy. Wolf recovery in Yellowstone will ultimately
devolve to a technological or biological issue only in the
shadow of an emotional, socio-political debate.

Perhaps the most salient indication of these newly
emergent public sentiments that have begun to counter
traditional hatred with sympathy is the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1543). The unilateral war on
wolves which led to their virtual extinction from the
western landscape has been slowed and perhaps reversed by
the environmental statutes of the 1960's and 1970's that
arose from the broadening of public perceptions of wildlife.

Despite the existence of surviving viable wolf popula-

tions in Minnesota, Canada and Alaska, Canis lupus irremotus

has been classified since 1973 as an endangered subspecies
in the Northern Rockies (the species has listed for the
lower 48 since 1978). Although the government and wildlife
biologists concede that today's remnant populations of
wolves are not characterized by their one-time diversity
(Goldman 1944), officials have defined local populations as
significant and endangered thus initiating steps of protec-
tion and recovery.

The listing of a species, subspecies, or population as

endangered is only the first step of compliance with the



Endangered Species Act. The Act demands both a protection
for the listed species from adverse actions of federal
agencies and an affirmative duty to employ procedures that
will ultimately aid in recovering the species (or popula-
tion) from the conditions that led to its inclusion on the
endangered species list.

~Y In compliance with the Act, a recovery team was commis-
sioned to develop a program for the recovery of the Northern
Rocky Mountain Wolf. In 1980, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service endorsed the team's proposal to re-establish and
maintain at leasf two viable populations of wolves in the’
northern Rocky Mountains. The plan proposed only three
locales in the region where wolf recovery might be feas-
ible. The first area of Glacier National Park extending
southward along the Continental Divide into Montana's Bob
Marshall Wilderness complex is quite promising because of
its proximity to existing wolf populations in Canada. Early
signs of limited recovery have increased optimism for this
locale; there are limited pack activities and a litter of
pups (Ream, et al. 1985). Individual sightings with no pack
activity describes the second suggested area in central
Idaho's River of No Return and in the surrounding wilderness
areas. The final area proposed as a potential for wolf
recovery is the Greater Yellowstone area centering on the
Park and stretching into the adjacent wildlands. Although

there have been no verified sightings of wolves in the Park



since before 1980 (Fischer 1984), this area's size, protec-
ted status, and cultural significance warrant its considera-
tion as a recovery site.

A year-round prey base, proper habitat for denning and
rendezvous sites, and large land areas with minimal oppor-
tunity for wolf/human interaction are the most important
biological needs. While each of the three proposed areas
might potentially support recovering wolf populations, this
paper will only consider the feasibility of the Greater
Yellowstone Area as a recovery site.

In some ways Yellowstone might be the most promising‘of
the proposed locales; however, wolf recovery in Yellowstone
would involve numerous biological considerations. The
wildlife manager must be assured that an adequate niche will
exist for the wolf, and that the wolf's reintroduction into
the Park would not likely induce a chain of events that
would negatively alter the ecosystem.

Of all the areas in the public domain, few

have come closer to maintaining the natural balance in

the ecosystem than the lands within our National

Parks. In these areas spectacular wildlife forms--

predators and large ungulates--can still be readily

seen and enjoyed by a large segment of the American

public (Train 1978).

Admittedly, parks must balance the needs of natural systems
and the desires of people, a practice that has historically
had deleterious effects for predators like wolves. Even if

the biological feasibility of returning wolves to Yellow-

stone is strong, there will be many socio-political ques-



tions to be resolved.

Are the national parks a proper place for wolf recov-
ery?ﬁ%&heir statutory authority mandated in 1916 that
they maintain the natural elements, including wildlife, for
generations to come. Because this order was so long ignored
by predator control programs, the parks seem mandated (by
their Organic Act as well as the Endangered Species Act) to
provide for wildlife populations that are as similar as
possible to the original park populations.

However, the Park Service is likewise mandated to meet
the needs and wants of the public. Assessments of the
public' concerns about volatile management decisions like
wolf recovery are necessary. Many segments of the American
population have strong private interests. Some of these
private interests have found voices in organizations; but
among the interested groups that remain unheard is the Park
visitor. The Park visitor is not representative of the
public at large nor of national political opinion. Nonethe-
less, Park visitors are a large, undefined segment of
the public that has a very real concern with the management
policies of national parks.

This paper will assess Park visitor attitudes about
wolves and the potential for their recovery in the Park.
The agencies, not the public, will decide the wolf's fate;
however, implementation of any program of recovery would be

facilitated by addressing the concerns of Park users. The



survey will address the specific problems that wolves might
impose on the Park and surrounding areas.

The research takes the form of a brief questionnaire,
distributed to a scientifically selected sample of individ-
uals with over-night arrangements in the Park. Admittedly,
many Park visitors do not stay over night, and, in fact,
some who do not leave their automobiles during their visit.
Because of the obvious logistical constraints of time and
money, the sample does not include these individuals.

The questionnaire consists of fifteen attitude or
opinion items thét can be reviewed on the basis of responses
to six demographic questions. To maintain adequate response
rates the survey instrument is necessarily brief and access-
ible.

This introductory chapter has established the setting
and parameters of a specific environmental issue: the
potential for wolf recovery in Yellowstone. A second
chapter of exposition is a necessary focus on three central
contingencies of the question: biological feasibility,
management concerns, and socio-political implications.

Chapters 3 and 4 are the sociological research which
assesses the attitudes and perceptions of park visitors
about wolves and wolf recovery in Yellowstone. Chapter 3
outlines the development of the survey instrument, the
sampling design, and the methodological details. Chapter 4

then reviews the results and ramifications of the collected



data.

A final concluding chapter addresses the significance
of this research as an interdisciplinary synthesis. The
thesis does not purport to develop any thorough policy
directive, but as it provides an indication of public
attitudes about wolves, it may be of some management utili-
ty. The thesis stands as an indication of the utility
of sociological research as a tool in the larger interdisci-

plinary efforts to resolve an environmental dilemma.



II

CANIS LUPUS IN YELLOWSTONE?

Yellowstone National Park includes approximately 3,400
square miles of broad, forested volcanic plateaus, the high
country of the Continental Divide. Elevations range from
5,000 feet near Gardiner to 11,358 feet at Eagle Peak in the
southeastern corner. Several western rivers begin their
drainage in this remote country. The colored walls of the
Yellowstone drainage provided the area with its name.

Though no tribes lived there permanently, many of the
northern Native Americans had ventured through the region.
John Colter and other trappers were the first white men to
investigate the Yellowstone; their elaborate stories
precipitated exploratory expeditions. The most detailed of
these explorations, the Hayden Survey of Yellowstone in 1871
(Reese 1984), provided Congress the foundation to enact
legislation creating the world's first national park in 1872
(16 U.S.C. §§ 2-22).

Numerous geologic anomalies were primarily responsible
for the establishment of Yellowstone National Park.

Original proponents of the preservation could not have
anticipated the significance of what they were protecting--

10



11
the heart of the largest intact ecosystem remaining in the
lower 48 states (Reese 1984). Through the years Americans
have begun to realize that the biological values of this
area are at least as great and unusual as the geological
aspects. This gradual awakening of the Nation's collective
consciousness will be more fully revealed in the subsequent
comments on the intrusion of federal authority in natural
resource law.

As a national park, Yellowstone management is respons-
ible to the public trust to maintain the natural wonders
(including wildlife) for the enjoyment of present and
future generations. Moreover, nearly 90% of the Park's
total area has been proposed for wilderness designation.
The administrative complexities this might involve are
beyond the scope of this paper; Congress has implied every
intent that the resources within national Parks remain
protected.

The unique and extensive elements of the Yellowstone
area are not limited by the political boundaries. The Park
is large at 3,400 square miles; however, the surrounding
national forests and wilderness areas create an ecological
extension that triples the area of the Park (Reese 1984).
The portions of national forest that are included are
governed by a different interpretation of multiple use from
the Park and wilderness areas. Nonetheless, the existence

of this extensive area represents an important factor in
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wolf considerations.

The Yellowstone area was the first American natural
area to be selected as a world heritage site. This U.N.
program identifies areas of outstanding universal value to
the people of the world due to natural or cultural signifi-
cance. Likewise, Yellowstone was the first area in America
that was designated a "biosphere reserve"--areas that are
protected to conserve the genetic materials of the earth's
life forms to provide maximum global genetic diversity for
the future. Philosophically and aesthetically, Yellowstone
National Park is an ideal site for the recovery of the wolf,
a species of extreme cultural and natural significance. The
questions of biological feasibility and socio=-political
implications are the remaining points of focus for this

chapter.

Biological Feasibility:
(For a thorough biological life history of Canis lupus

the reader may wish to refer to Appendix A.)

> The contemporary trend in the National Park Service is
toward "natural" management of wildlife. This noninterfer-
ence policy of natural management is far from a "no manage-
ment" policy.i "A basic point to keep in mind is that there
are very few situations left in which the best management is
no management at all. Man's manipulation and inadvertent
interference have altered most natural systems, and inter-

vention to redress past errors is probably necessary more
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often than not" (Ripley & Lovejoy 1978). Predators are an
important element of any natural system; management must,
therefore, be concerned with maintaining or reestablishing
them in viable populations.

Wolves were present in the Park historically (Weaver
1978). The abundance of elk (Cervus elaphus), deer (Odo-
coileus hemionus), and moose (Alces alces), should provide
an adequate prey base for wolves today. Nonetheless, prior
to the establishment of a wolf recovery project in the
Park--an area where it could be carefully monitored--assur-
ance of a complete and proper niche for wolves will be
required. The return of a dominant predator to an ecosystem
where it has for so long been absent will demand extreme
care and vigilance.

Verified sightings of wolves were made repeatedly in
Yellowstone through the 1970s. For some reasons these
wolves dispersed from the Park. Some wildlife managers have
suggested that this emigration was generated due to an
inadequate supply of secondary prey (O'Gara personal
communication).

Especially during the spring and fall, wolves require a
secondary smaller prey to supplement their ungulate diet
(Mech 1970, Pimlott 1975). Even in areas of extremely
abundant large prey the wolf's diet is highly variedqd,
consisting of considerable secondary prey--notably beaver

(Castor canadensis) and snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus)
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(Fuller & Keith 1980; Carbyn 1983). Wolf recovery depends
on an availability of adequate and diverse food sources as
they are essential to the wolf niche. Although neither
beaver nor snowshoe hare are present in large numbers in the
Park, a variety of fauna are present in adequate populations
that might provide diversity to the wolf's diet.

The primary needs of the wolf are extensive areas free
of human impact, and available prey. A pack's territory may
range from 50 to 5,000 square miles (Mech 1974). Total
available land, density of both wolf and prey populations,
spatial behaviors of prey, types of prey, and degrees of I
human interference are the major determinants of territories
(Mech 1970, 1974; Lopez 1978; Fuller & Keith 1980).

The Recovery Team (Draft Recovery Plan 1984) has
defined a viable recovered population of wolves as ten
breeding pairs for three successive years in at least two
areas. Because only the "alpha" highest ranking, pair of
wolves within each pack will usually breed, ten breeding
pairs would indicate ten independent packs of wolves in a
recovered area. Although pack size sometimes may be as
great as 36 (Rausch 1967), the normal pack unit ranges in
size from five to nine (Mech 1974). Where the major prey
species is large (e.g. moose), pack sizes are large (Fuller
& Keith 1980). 1In studies at Riding Mountain Provincial
Park in Alberta, Canada--an area similar in habitat and

major prey availability to the Yellowstone ecosystem--the
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pack size is approximately six members. Accounting for lone
dispersing wolves and ten packs of six, an estimated
population of recovered wolves in Yellowstone would be
approximately 70 wolves.

For many years, it was generally accepted that wolf
densities reached a "saturation point" at one per ten square
miles (Mech 1970). More recent data imply that internal
social factors may control wolf populations but not at such
a specific density (Draft Recovery Plan 1984). This is a
far greater density than might be envisioned for wolves in
Yellowstone. Reéovery projects in Minnesota have sought to -
maintain wolf densities at one per 50 square miles (Kellert
1985). Certainly, 70 wolves occupying the 3,400 square
miles of Yellowstone (a density of one per 49 squares miles)
is not excessive when one considers the extent of neighbor-
ing wildlands which would undoubtedly be a part of the
utilized territory.

Admittedly, the maintenance of such low wolf densities
will require management flexibility. The law allows that
experimental populations of endangered species, can be
controlled; however, to do so within the Park could generate
public opposition. Also, once the wolves have reached a
recovered population, the species might be downlisted or
delisted to permit more manaéement discretion.

New packs are more frequently established in areas of

low wolf density (Packard & Mech 1980). Low wolf density



areas require less distance for dispersal and thus diminish
the likelihood of wolves moving into areas of high human
activity. Again, the advantage of a well governed and
closely watched ecosystem like Yellowstone is evident.

A wolf requires 8 pounds of meat per day to survive
during winter (Mech 1977). Simple calculations indicate
that ungulate populations are more than adequate to meet
these demands. If 70 wolves eat 8 pounds of meat per day
for 366 days, they will require 204,960 pounds in a year.
(This figure doesn't account for reduced needs beyond
winter.) Ten percent of the 27,000 elk in Yellowstone
(Reese 1984) represent more than five times this amount of
meat. Such crude statistics are applicable because the
ungulate populations are so large in the Park area. ElXk,
moose, and deer, are undoubtedly abundant enough to provide
major prey for a low density population of wolves.

Given the ungulate populations, wolves may kill more
than they devour (Carbyn 1983). Wolves can be a factor in
the decline of prey populations when their presence is
coupled with a loss, or reduction in quality, of habitat
(Mech & Karns 1977). Though they may limit prey popula-
tions, wolves will usually not deplete their prey (Mech
1970) .

Beyond developing an assurance of the availability of
the secondary prey, one could surmise that Yellowstone

provides a good site for the closely observed recovery of

16
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the wolf. The physical habitat is adequate. Denning and
rendezvous sites are available as are extensive areas of

wildlands where minimal wolf-human contact can be assured.

Management of Wolf-Human Encounters:

Predators are an important element in the balancing. act
that nature plays with wildlife populations. However, if
wolves do recover to healthy populations in Yellowstone, the
Park Service will need to play an equally fragile balancing
act to meet the conflicting needs of wolves and humans. It
is important that human activity not impair the progress of
wolf recovery; it is equally important that wolf recovery
not interfere too greatly with human interests.

Between two and three million visitors use the Park
each year. This fact immediately engenders speculation that
wolf recovery would impose considerable restrictions on
visitor use of the Park. Grizzly bears have frequently
caused such limitations; however, the bears, not reticent
creatures like wolves, will sometimes move purposefully into
areas frequented by humans. Wolves by contrast maintain
distance, even avoiding the trails used by people (Peterson
1977). The vast majority of visitors utilize only a minute
fraction of the Park, leaving more than 90% of the area to
the wolf. Yellowstone National Park (and the extended
ecosystem) is easily large enough to accommodate 70 wolves
with secluded habitat.

Because the wolf is so reclusive, territory cores will
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be removed from areas of human activity. The buffer zones
or territorial edges probably will be in lowlands near roads
and human activity (Peterson 1977). These zones are often
used by deer and other prey as refugia because wolves avoid
the edges of their own territory (Rogers, et al. 1980).
Although wolves would be remote, their presence could
increase the proximity of ungulates to areas of high Park
use, thus augmenting the visibility of deer, elk and moose.

Wolves could easily migrate away from any human
activity except during the denning season. Yellowstone's
denning season wéuld likely occur from late March through’
May (Weaver 1978), a time of little human use. Visitor use
probably would not impede wolf recovery; it would also be
unlikely that the presence of wolves would impose restric-
tions on visitor recreation. According to Reese (1984)
there has not been a documented case of an attack upon a
human by a healthy wolf in the entire history of the western
United States.

There is a valid concern that wolves may be attracted
to dumping stations (Fuller & Keith 1980). Dump areas and
refuse support higher than normal densities of wolves
because unnatural food sources allow the survival of
inferior wolves (Mech, in press). Close supervision (like
that available in Yellowstone) could ensu;e that Parks avoid
situations similar to those which precipitated disaster for

the grizzly bears.



While recreation is a major human activity on the Park
lands, it is not the only possible point of confrontation
between wolves and humans. Park boundaries were drawn in
1872 as a simple rectangle of more than two million acres.
As was earlier noted, the original preservation of the Park
was focused on geology. Concerns with biological communi-
ties, ecological systems and wildlife migration have only
arisen with our gradually increasing knowledge of such
phenomena.

Political boundaries are not ecological boundaries;
therefore, elk aﬁd deer, the most probable major prey for
wolves, will migrate in and out of the surrounding areas.
These migrations will be most frequent during winter as the
ungulates search for suitable range. The wolves will follow
into these areas near the Park, most of which are designated
wilderness and/or national forests.

National forests are governed by the multiple use
principle which allows numerous human interests to flour-
ish. Mining, timber harvesting, and grazing are the most
common activities. All of these would be affected by the
presence of wolves, and the success of wolf recovery will be
affected by these interests. The most important concerns
for humanwolf conflict will center on grazing and livestock
interests. Wolves would migrate onto both forest grazing
lands and nearby private holdings. Wolves will prey on

livestock (Mech 1970, 1974; Fritts & Mech 1981; Fritts
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1982).

"Losses of livestock can have severe economic impact on
occasional farmers, but the majority of producers in north-
western Minnesota, were little affected by wolves" (Fritts &
Mech 1981). Despite extensive, cogent data that indicate
that wolves are only rarely predators on domestic livestock
(Fritts 1982), recovery plans have made concessions to
livestock interests.

Some livestock raisers would argue that wolves are
capable of destroying the economic viability of their
industry. Exaggerated reports and outright lies have
fostered the wolf's image as a wanton killer of sheep and
cattle (Zimen 1981). Wolves have been held responsible for
many causes of livestock deaths including the predations of
dogs and coyotes (Fritts 1982).

In northern Minnesota research has begun to define the
actual extent of wolf predation on livestock. During 1981
and 1982 wolf depredations were verified at twenty-seven of
the 12,000 farms in the northern Minnesota wolf range--ap-
proximately two-tenths of one percent. In 1982 verified
losses were easily enumerated--3 cows, 32 calves, 23 sheep,
6 pigs, 1 horse, and 127 turkeys (Fritts 1982).

"The low incidence (of livestock predation) is remark-
able in view of the proximity of wolves and livestock
in an area where husbandry practices predispose many herds

and flocks to depredations by wolves" (Fritts 1982). The
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fact that predations by wolves are localized, and often
repeated at certain farms compels researchers to question
individual farming practices. Apparently poor practices,
such as the improper disposal of carcasses or the utiliza-
tion of remote pasture lands, will encourage wolf depreda-
tion (Fritts 1982).

Yellowstone, unlike the Minnesota wolf range, does
not lie in the middle of private holdings, it is surrounded
by considerable national forest properties that are leased
for grazing. These lands are often too remote for close
supervision and ﬁight result in greater wolf depredation
than in Minnesota. The stock owners feel that their long
term grazing privileges are inviolate and they continue to
wield an effective political lobby.

In sum, research indicates that a wolf is only an
infrequent predator of livestock. Wolves impose far less
financial burden to livestock interests than perhaps coyotes

(Canis latrans), beaver, porcupines (Erethizon dorsatum), or

rustlers. Admittedly, wolves can be a major problem to an
individual rancher. Whether or not the predation is a
result of poor ranching practices, there are several avenues
of compensation--rancher insurance programs, government
support, or paybacks by conservation groups. Compensation
is only one management concern which will force the wolf

recovery projects into the legal arena.
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Legal Concerns of Wolf Recovery:

Laws, of course, mean nothing to wolves but everything
to people. The law grows in parallel response to the
refinement of public perception. An imperfect reflection of
society, the law evolves gradually. A culture does not
suffer the death of its traditions gently. Mythical images
and legendary heroes--cowboys, lumberjacks and prospectors--
have fostered a legal preference for the exploitative use of
natural resources. The long history of such exploitation
understandably will not yield overnight to the first strains
of ecological insight.

Considerable literature attests to the growing complex-
ity which defines the American view of wildlife; however,
these aesthetic, moral, and ecological appreciations of
wildlife are a relatively recent public passion. The law,
like the public's perception, has been nurtured through a
slow development (Appendix B).

Two primary statutes will govern the predicament of the
wolf in Yellowstone. The combination of the National Park
Organic Act of 1916 (16 U.S.C.A. §§ 1-18f) and the Endanger-
ed Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.A. §§ 1531-1543) create a
formidable and cogent mandate for wolf recovery in the
Park. However, because the wolf is a competitor of man, his
presence will conflict with some human interests. If wolves
do recover in Yellowstone, there will be legal repercus-

sions.
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As precursor to the National Park Act, the Yellowstone
Park Act of 1872 (30 U.S.C.A. §§ 21, 22) set aside the first
tract of land to be preserved as a public park for "the
benefit and enjoyment of the people." The Secretary of the
Interior would develop regulations that "shall provide for
the preservation, from injury or spoilation . . . of natural
curiosities or wonders within said park, and their retention
in their natural condition." This particular phrase likely
may not be extended to include wildlife as they are expli-
citly referred to elsewhere in the statute. In 1872 wolves
were not curiosifies nor wonders; however, a primary purpose
in the foundation of Yellowstone was the protection of bison
(Bison bison) whose threatened status was already obvious.

The more comprehensive National Park Act (1916) estab-
lished a Park Service "to conserve . . . the wildlife
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such
manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for
the enjoyment of future generations." There is here, as
well, little room to confuse the intentions of Congress.

The National Park Service administers natural, histori-
cal, and recreational areas with distinct management objec-
tives. The primary goal in natural areas is to maintain
the area's ecosystem and its indigenous flora and fauna in
as composite and pristine a condition as possible (Gov't.
Doc. 1968). Despite such noble ambitions and statements of

purpose, the Park Service has frequently failed to serve its
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trust (Cain 1971; Weaver 1981).

Wildlife law is in a nascent stage. While the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 is the product of years of
increasing federal intrusion into wildlife law, it remains
in a sense inchoate. It was the third statement of the
statute (refined from the 1966 and 1969 Acts) and led to
several controversial litigations and a spate of amendment
sessions in 1978, 1979, and 1982. This year (1985) the Act
will go before Congress for reauthorization.

Where previous acts had been without teeth, the E.S.A.
conversely seemed "to give an endangered species first
priority in any proposed federal action" (Lachenmeier
1974). Several court cases have ushered the Act through
gradual refinement (Cappaert v. United States, 1976; Kleppe

v. New Mexico, 1976; Sierra Club v. Froelke, 1976; Defenders

of Wildlife v. Andrus, 1977; Conners v. Andrus, 1978;

T.V.A. v. Hill, 1978; United States v. Dion, 1983; Sierra

Club v. Clark, 1984; Thomas v. Peterson, ;985). Despite the
amendments and litigations, the E.S.A. remains a powerful
articulation of two primary purposes: the protection of
endangered and threatened species and the conservation of
their needed habitat.

Nonetheless, wildlife court victories are celebrated
cautiously. The E.S.A. translates like the Chinese ideo-
grams for crises, as both opportunity and threat. "Those

who might make the most use of the Act--the environmentalist
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groups--view it as a hammer made of glass, good they fear
for only one hard knock" (High Country News, 1985). The
opportunity to protect species with the E.S.A. is veiled
with the threat of amendment. Because wolves are a focus
for the new attitudes towards wilderness and the non-human
world, their presence in Yellowstone will test the limits of
the E.S.A.

Wolves, ignorant of politics, would disperse beyond

Park boundaries. Sierra Club v. Department of Interior (376

F. Supp. 901 (D. Cal. 1974)) indicates that the Secretary of
Interior does ha&e the authority to influence activities
beyond Park boundaries which affect the sanctity of Park
purposes. Thanks to the elogquent dissent of Justice Douglas
to the Supreme Court decision in Sierra Club v. Morton
(1970), the courts are beginning to encounter law suits on
behalf of individual bears (Cabinet Mountain wilderness

v. Peterson (1982)). A similar situation might easily arise
with wolves in the national forests around Yellowstone.

As earlier noted, wolves will prey on livestock and
destroy private property. Compensation plans will require
careful monitoring. Wolves will also prey heavily on
ungulate populations. Ungulates are a property of the state
held in public trust. The recovery plan proposes that if
wolves prey too heavily on the ungulates, then they could be
taken. This extension to permit the taking of an endangered

species for its natural predation may contradict the intent



26
of Congress. Whatever management efforts are employed by
wildlife authorities will be scrutinized by environmental
organizations.

These are relatively minor legal concerns which would
arise in any area of wolf recovery. The Yellowstone area
poses one major, unique concern. Unlike the other two
proposed recovery sites, there have been no recent signifi-
cant numbers of wolves in Yellowstone because it is far
removed from extant populations. The likelihood that
viable wolf populations would recovery naturally in the
foreseeable futufe, without the affirmative involvement of
man, is fairly small. Therefore, wolf recovery in Yellow-
stone may require reintroduction, the importation of wolves
from Canada (Draft Recovery Plan 1984).

"The maintenance of a natural park ecosystem requires a
unique approach to research and management. Unlike other
forms of land management, management of a park ecosystem

generally involves preventing or compensating for man's

altering of natural ecological relations" (Houston 1971).
Because of the successful campaigns to eliminate Park
predators, wolf recovery in Yellowstone may now require
reintroduction (Draft Recovery Plan 1984).

Reintroduction may prove to be a very expensive
undertaking (Ream 1982). It is not as simple as "letting
nature take its course." ©Nor is it a simple matter of

importing a couple of wolves and leaving them in the Park.
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Reintroduction is a sophisticated management practice that
entails much forethought, extreme vigilance, and, usually,
several efforts. As was earlier noted wolves have, in the
past, dispersed from the Park. ©Not only must the manager be
assured of the existence of a complete niche for the
implanted animals, but he must try to induce the animals to
stay in the new location. He must pay careful attention to
the social relations and dominance heirarchies of the wolves
when selecting his experimental population as these social
structures dictate much of how wolves will behave (Weaver
1981). A possible approach would be to introduce a pregnént
female and her mate into Yellowstone in late winter when
they would not have time to disperse before denning. This
would insure that the wolves would not depart the area for
at least a few months.

Reintroduction programs for Canis lupus or Canis rufus

(red wolf) are suggested or underway in North Carolina,
Kentucky, Texas, Colorado, and Washington as well as the
Northern Rockies. The widespread and growing popularity of
these projects is evidence that the wolf, like the grizzly,
is a "charismatic megafauna." The wolf is becoming the
symbolic totem for the goals of wildlife management.

At the same time, a considerable amount of antipathy
from traditional views lingers. Because the animal being
introduced is a large predator imbued with a mythical image

of exaggerated danger, significant resistance to reintroduc-



tion will be encountered. Recent litigations in Minnesota

(Fund for Animals v. Andrus, 1978; Sierra Club v. Clark,

1984) are significant efforts of the court to balance the
mandate of the Endangered Species Act versus the political
reality of local abhorrence to wolves.

This central and emotional conflict would be exacerbat-
ed by the factor of reintroduction because it would employ a
major affirmative action by federal agencies. One of the
most provocative questions, as yet not thoroughly challenged

in the courts, is the extent to which the E.S.A. demands

such affirmative action (Coggins and Russell 1982; Rosenberg

1980; Eider-Orley 1978).

Historically, the E.S.A. has been utilized as a
prohibitive policy to prevent situations "which might
jeopardize the continued existence . . . or result in the
destruction or modification of its [a listed species!']
critical habitat" (16 U.S.C.A. §§ 1536 sec. 7[a][2]). Like
most prohibitive policy, the E.S.A. carries complementary
mandatory actions that should ameliorate the status of
endangered species so that they might be removed from the

protected class (Yaffee 1982).

The Defenders of Wildlife v. Andrus case (428 F. Supp.
167 (D.D.C. 1977)) concluded that the Secretary of the
Interior must do more than avoid elimination of the species,
that he has, in fact, "an affirmative duty to increase the

population of protected species" (16 U.S.C.A. § 1536).
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