
Wildlife Damage Management, Internet Center for

Wildlife Damage Management Conferences –

Proceedings

University of Nebraska - Lincoln Year 

A history of wildlife damage

management: twelve lessons for today

Robert M. Timm
Hopland Research & Extension Center, University of California

This paper is posted at DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln.

http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/icwdm wdmconfproc/7



The Ninth Wildlife Damage Management Conference Proceedings.  Edited by  Margaret C. Brittingham, Jonathan 
Kays and Rebecka McPeake. Oct 5-8, 2000  State College, PA USA 

For more information please visit http://wildlifedamage.unl.edu  

A history of wildlife damage management: twelve lessons for today 

Robert M. Timm, Hopland Research & Extension Center, University of California, 4070 University 
Road, Hopland, California 95449, USA 

Abstract: The history of wildlife damage management in the United States, beginning with the roots 
of the federal Biological Survey, is examined. Selected lessons are drawn from history and applied 
to today's situation, in the hope that they will be useful to those who guide this profession in the 21st 

Century. 
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"Those who cannot remember the past 
are condemned to repeat it" (Santayana 1905). 
I suspect we've all heard that quotation from 
philosopher, poet, and novelist George 
Santayana. Perhaps one reason for the 
conference planning committee's desire to look 
at the history of wildlife damage management 
is to learn what we can from the past, in order 
that we collectively gain wisdom that we can 
apply in the future. In a more cynical moment, 
Santayana also said "History is a pack of lies 
about events that never happened told by 
people who weren't there." While at times I 
share his cynicism, I do think there is value in 
taking a look at the history of wildlife damage 
management. 

John F. Kennedy is quoted as having 
said: "Change is the law of life, and those who 
look only to the past or the present are certain 
to miss the future." While we as wildlife 
damage professionals sometimes hark back to 
times when regulations were rare, and traps, 
toxicants, and other tools were plentiful, I don't 
think we dwell on "good old days" to the point 
of obsession. Rather, we're all painfully aware 
of the rate at which change occurs in today's 
world. In this fast-paced world of instant 
communication, hectic schedules, and multiple 
demands on our time, I suspect we seldom take 
the time we should, collectively or 
individually, in order to take stock of where we 
are and where we're going. 

So, as wildlife damage management 
professionals, perhaps we can gain from 
taking stock of where we've come from 
during the 20th Century, in order to better 
define where we're going in the 21st. There 
may be some lessons learned by our 
predecessors that will serve us well. By 
recognizing current trends, perhaps we'll be 
even better prepared to face those changes that 
will confront us in the coming decade. 

Given the time available in this 
morning's program to consider the history of 
wildlife damage management, I've decided to 
selectively point out a few lessons from 
history that strike me as being particularly 
useful to us. I would encourage you, however, 
to take time to read 2 excellent, recent 
summaries of the history of our profession: 
The first is an historical account of the Texas 
Wildlife Damage Management Program 
authored by Donald Hawthorne and Gary 
Nunley, which contains much information on 
the evolution of the federal wildlife damage 
program (Hawthorne and Nunley 1998); the 
second is a paper entitled "Historical 
Perspective of Wildlife Damage 
Management," written by Jim Miller and 
presented at the 6th Annual Conference of The 
Wildlife Society in September 1999 (Miller 
1999). I thank these authors from whose 
publications I have drawn heavily while 
preparing this presentation. 
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The first lessons from history come 
from accounts of an "ingenious and unusual 
man," C. Hart Merriam, who founded the 
predecessor to today's federal USDA Wildlife 
Services program. Fascinated by wild animals, 
by age 5 he spent much of his time collecting 
all sorts of them. His father, a congressman 
from New York, eventually introduced him to 
Spencer Baird, head of the Smithsonian 
Institution, who invited him to join one of the 
early Geological Survey expeditions to 
Wyoming. In 1884, he was appointed 
chairman of the American Ornithology Union's 
committee on bird migration. Merriam was 
greatly interested in the geographic distribution 
of birds, and his committee took on a national 
bird count and collected a tremendous amount 
of data on the distribution and migration of 
various species—so much so that he needed 
additional funds to help analyze the data. He 
turned to Congress, and as part of his 
justification stated that the information would 
be of value to farmers. He received $5,000 (by 
the way, that's $90,000 in today's dollars) and 
was soon invited to organize an Ornithological 
Office as part of the Entomology Division of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. This new 
section of Economic Ornithology prospered, 
was highly popular with farmers and 
politicians, and grew to be a separate division 
that encompassed the study of both birds and 
mammals. Lesson One is that it's good to tie 
your request for funding scientific studies to 
practical needs that politicians recognize. 

Merriam, as chief of the new division, 
continued to lead numerous field collecting 
trips. Of one such trip, Vernon Bailey 
(Merriam's brother-in-law) wrote, "Merriam 
killed a big wild cat last night and we had it 
cooked for breakfast and dinner. He says it is 
delicious, but it is horribly catty. I can't eat it 
and Knowlton won't. The rest say it is good. 
Merriam had a skunk cooked down at the 
canyon, but I would not help him eat it. 
Skunks and cats are his favorite meat and he is 

especially fond of eagle. He is a queer.. .chap, 
but a splendid fellow to camp with, always 
does his share, and never shirks the dirty or 
hard work" (Hawthorne and Nunley 1998). 
Lesson Two is even if you're a bit eccentric, 
work hard and you'll earn the respect of 
others. 

Merriam's unit, formalized in 1888 as 
the "Division of Economic Ornithology and 
Mammalogy," continued to prosper and see its 
budget increased by Congress over the years. 
Its role encompassed the study of life 
histories, and increasingly the economic 
status, and means of control, of noxious 
mammals as well as birds. Officially named 
the "Bureau of Biological Survey" in 1905, 
considerable field research had been 
accomplished on such species as ground 
squirrels (Citellus armatus), pocket gophers 
(Thomomys talpoides), prairie dogs 
(Cynomys), jackrabbits (Lepus californicus), 
bobolinks (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), 
blackbirds, and English sparrows. It was said 
that Merriam's dedication to field surveys 
never wavered even though it brought him 
into constant conflict with various 
Congressmen who did not see the practical 
value of investigating animals in Canada and 
Mexico. However, Merriam insisted that the 
information was needed to help the farmers. 
Nevertheless, his agency was known in some 
circles as the "Bureau of Extravagant 
Mammalogy," and in 1907 the matter came to 
a head and Congress made an effort to abolish 
the Survey's appropriation. In the end, the 
funds were restored, thanks in part to the 
efforts of President Theodore Roosevelt, who 
was a friend of Merriam. Roosevelt expressed 
his pleasure at the outcome with a 
characteristic note to Merriam that read "Bully 
for the Biological Survey" (Hawthorne and 
Nunley 1998). Lesson Three is when things 
get rough, it's good to have friends in high 
places to speak on your behalf. 
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At the turn of the century, the livestock 
interests throughout the West expressed the 
sentiment that it was unfair to collect grazing 
fees from any owner whose stock grazed a 
forest heavily infested with wolves and 
coyotes. The federal government had a large 
interest since much of the vast areas of the 
West were forest lands and public domains. 
Between 1905 and 1907, the Forest Service and 
the Biological Survey investigated the 
predator-livestock problems, and each had 
publications that described approved and 
familiar methods of shooting, trapping, 
poisoning, the development of den hunting, and 
wire fencing, to control wolf and coyote 
damage. As a result, Vernon Bailey reported in 
1907 that more than 1,800 wolves and 23,000 
coyotes were killed with an estimated $2 
million savings in livestock. In 1914, Congress 
finally gave in to the pleading of stockman and 
sportsmen's clubs. As a result, Congress made 
a small appropriation for experiments and 
demonstrations to control predatory animals, 
mainly to see what could be done. In 1915, the 
first sizeable appropriation for predator control, 
$125,000 (that's $2 million in today's dollars), 
was made. It also ordered the destruction of 
wolves, coyotes, and other animals injurious to 
agriculture and animal husbandry on National 
Forests and public domains. Nine districts 
were formed in the western states and 
Predatory Animal Inspectors were appointed. 
Organized predator control efforts at the state 
level then followed. In 1916, a rising epidemic 
of rabies in wild animals, particularly in 
coyotes, increased the appropriation by 
$75,000. This caused an increase in the 
number of government hunters, primarily in the 
hardest hit areas of northern California, 
Oregon, Nevada, and Idaho. Also, for the first 
time, funding for rabies work and predator 
control within the Biological Survey exceeded 
that spent for food habits studies (Hawthorne 
and Nunley 1998). Lesson Four is money 
talks, and the combination of wildlife 
damage to resources coupled to   a   public 

health risk can be quite persuasive. 

In 1946, Assistant District Agent J. R. 
Alcorn with the Biological Survey in Fallon, 
Nevada published an article in the May issue 
of the Journal of Mammalogy entitled "On the 
Decoying of Coyotes." Thus, predator calling 
became a tool in the program. Mr. Alcorn 
also described how to use a howl or a siren to 
locate coyotes before using the call 
(Hawthorne and Nunley 1998). Lessons Five 
and Six are: some of the best ideas are 
developed by people who have practical 
field experience; and, if you want others to 
find out about your idea, publish it. 

On the subject of publishing, it's 
interesting to note that the main reasons for 
the founding of the oldest and most successful 
wildlife damage management conference, the 
Vertebrate Pest Conference, was the 
recognized need for publishing materials 
related to animal damage. I quote from the 
recollections of Dr. Walter E. "Howdy" 
Howard, the conference's founder: 

"During 1960 it became apparent that 
the current information pertaining to 
vertebrate pest control was mostly couched in 
in-house reports of the DWRC [Denver 
Wildlife Research Center] and other 
organizations, hence not available for general 
use or for citing. To make this information 
more available, it was obvious that new 
cooperative efforts were essential, and one 
method I proposed was to hold conferences. 
But to do this we had to organize so we could 
sponsor such conferences. All the involved 
individuals were affiliated with some state or 
federal organization; hence it was going to be 
difficult and time-consuming to attempt to 
obtain 'official' sponsorship of such 
conferences. After considerable discussion, it 
was decided the way around this was to 
establish an unofficial working committee 
which would organize and direct the 
conference" (Howard 1982). 
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I recall having heard Howdy recount 
how the first efforts at getting this group 
together foundered— initial invitations to 
participate in such a group went unanswered. 
No one wanted to be the first to venture out 
into these uncharted waters, especially in a 
field that at the time was quite unpopular 
within some academic departments and 
agencies. Finally, Howdy hit upon a strategy 
that couldn't fail: he wrote letters to each 
person, congratulating them on their 
appointment to this newly-formed committee, 
setting the meeting date and time, and stating 
that if they could not participate, they should 
have their immediate superior submit a letter 
stating the reason for their inability to attend. 
With that kind of invitation, no supervisors 
wanted to risk having their people out of the 
loop. Lesson Seven: if you have a good idea, 
don't give up. Also, a little creativity, and 
some political savvy, can help. The first 
Vertebrate Pest Conference was held in 1962 
and with the exception of 3-year intervals 
between the second, third, and fourth 
conferences, it has been held every 2 years 
since that time. The 20th VPC is scheduled to 
be held in Reno, Nevada in March 2002. The 
Proceedings from the first 19 Conferences 
contain nearly 1,000 publications—a wealth of 
practical science and management information 
that continues to be widely cited. 

Jim Miller points out in his historical 
summary that coinciding with the advent of the 
wildlife profession as we know it, wildlife 
damage management information began to be 
provided to landowners in the late 1930s by 
Cooperative Extension Service (CES) 
specialists and agents as well as by some state 
wildlife agencies. As opposed to the federal 
operational animal damage control program, 
the programs of Extension specialists and 
agents were primarily educational in nature and 
designed to teach private landowners how to 
solve their conflicts with wildlife in a safe and 
effective manner.   Miller notes that in many 

areas CES personnel, state agencies, and the 
federal agencies initiated cooperative 
agreements, sharing information and working 
together to help landowners to alleviate 
wildlife damage (Miller 1999). 

The Great Plains Wildlife Damage 
Control Workshop was conceived at a meeting 
between Extension trappers from Kansas, 
South Dakota, and Arkansas, according to the 
chairperson of the first workshop's planning 
committee, F. Robert Henderson, Extension 
wildlife specialist at Kansas State University 
(KSU). The basic purpose of the workshop 
was to bring together Extension specialists 
and research workers from across the Great 
Plains states to discuss coyote damage control 
(Henderson 1973). Held under the auspices of 
the Great Plains Agricultural Council, this 
conference first occurred in December 1973 
and was held again at 2-year intervals through 
April 1997 (switching from a December to an 
April schedule beginning in 1987). The 
subject matter of this meeting broadened from 
solely predator-related to include rodents and 
birds in 1979. 

By the 1970s, then, many state Land 
Grant Universities and CESs employed 
wildlife specialists, most having significant 
program emphasis in the area of wildlife 
damage. States employing such specialists 
published a variety of short bulletins on 
management of the most troublesome species, 
recommending methods that landowners and 
citizens could use in dealing with such 
problems in both rural and urban settings. 
Also during this period, Bob Henderson 
compiled the first of several editions of the 
reference handbook Prevention and Control of 
Wildlife Damage. This binder full of 
compiled information was primarily a tool to 
assist Extension agents at the county level 
within the Great Plains states in having 
immediate access to practical, easily 
understood information on wildlife damage 

11 



The Ninth Wildlife Damage Management Conference Proceedings.  Edited by  Margaret C. Brittingham, Jonathan 
Kays and Rebecka McPeake. Oct 5-8, 2000  State College, PA USA 

For more information please visit http://wildlifedamage.unl.edu  

problems which they in turn could pass along 
to landowners. Its subsequent editions have 
been widely used by Extension and other 
agencies, and the 1994 edition of this 
publication was broadened to include chapters 
on all relevant species throughout the United 
States. Lesson Eight: if landowners and 
citizens have a desire to solve their own 
wildlife problems, basic educational efforts 
toward that end can be very successful and 
can multiply your efforts. 

But the question arises, on what basis 
should our educational efforts and materials 
lie? What of that emerging part of the public 
that seems to be skeptical of traditional 
management methods, of agencies and 
institutions, and of philosophies that differ 
from their own? Indeed, the past 3 decades 
have seen significant challenges to the wildlife 
profession that, without such questioning, 
might have continued about the business of 
management with traditional methods and 
philosophies. The roots of such questions can 
be seen as early as in the writings of the 
founder of the discipline of wildlife 
management, Aldo Leopold. I quote from his 
essay "Thinking Like a Mountain": 

"Only the ineducable tyro can fail to 
sense the presence or absence of wolves, or the 
fact that mountains have a secret opinion about 
them. My own conviction on the score dates 
from the day I saw a wolf die. We were eating 
lunch on a high rimrock, at the foot of which a 
turbulent river elbowed its way. We saw what 
we thought was a doe fording the torrent, her 
breast awash in white water. When she 
climbed the bank toward us and shook out her 
tail, we realized our error: it was a wolf. A 
half-dozen others, evidently grown pups, 
sprang from the willows and all joined in a 
welcoming melee of wagging tails and playful 
maulings. What was literally a pile of wolves 
writhed and tumbled in the center of an open 
flat at the food of our rimrock. 

"In those days we had never heard of 
passing up a chance to kill a wolf. In a 
second we were pumping lead into the pack, 
but with more excitement than accuracy: how 
to aim a steep downhill shot is always 
confusing. When our rifles were empty, the 
old wolf was down, and a pup was dragging a 
leg into impassible slide-rocks. 

"We reached the old wolf in time to 
watch a fierce green fire dying in her eyes. I 
realized then, and have known even since, that 
there was something new to me in those 
eyes—something known only to her and to the 
mountain. I was young then, and full of 
trigger-itch; I thought that because fewer 
wolves meant more deer, that no wolves 
would mean hunters' paradise. But after 
seeing the green fire die, I sense that neither 
the wolf nor the mountain agreed with such a 
view." (Leopold 1949) 

One might define the first 
philosophical challenge to the federal 
operational animal damage control program as 
the 1963 appointment of an "Advisory Board 
on Wildlife Management" to investigate the 
federal program. This board's 1964 report, 
Predator and Rodent Control in the United 
States, is more commonly known as the 
"Leopold Report," (Leopold et al. 1964) so 
named for its chairperson, A. Starker Leopold, 
University of California-Berkeley wildlife 
professor who was also Aldo Leopold's son. 
While this committee's report was very 
critical of the federal program and charged it 
with indiscriminate, non-selective, and 
excessive predator control, it noted that 
sodium fluoroacetate (Compound 1080) meat 
baits are an effective and humane method of 
coyote control, with very little damaging 
effects on other wildlife. It also concluded the 
steel trap to be damaging to wildlife in its lack 
of selectivity when used for coyote control in 
the western U.S. (Wade 1973). Changes 
wrought by this report within the Interior 
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Department's program, which had come to be 
named the "Division of Wildlife Services," 
were substantial and altered the agency's entire 
guiding philosophy. Then-Director John 
Gottschalk noted "This has been no simple 
reorganization or policy redirection. What has 
really been at stake is a fundamental change in 
the conservation movement—a change in the 
way we view and deal with animals that 
become troublesome..." (Gottschalk 1965). 

In the early 1970s, the swift rise of 
national environmental awareness, coupled 
with activism on the part of a number of 
conservation and humane groups, again found 
a target in the federal animal damage program. 
Prompted by lawsuits from the Defenders of 
Wildlife, Sierra Club, and Humane Society 
demanding compliance with the newly-enacted 
National Environmental Protection Act 
(NEPA), the Secretary of the Interior together 
with the newly formed Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) formed a task 
force which came to be known as the Cain 
Committee. The committee conducted a very 
hurried review of the program and produced a 
report that was even more critical of the federal 
operational program. There were 2 portions of 
the report: one was on the recommendations 
for changing the program, and the other was 
the supporting data (Cain et al. 1972). When 
read closely, the report showed that there were 
numerous contradictions between the 2 
portions. Some time after publication of the 
report, it was noted that a deal was made with 
the environmentalists that if the government 
would ban predacides, the lawsuits would be 
dropped. An accusation was also made that the 
recommendations of the committee were given 
to them before they ever met (Hawthorne and 
Nunley 1998). What is obvious is that some of 
the Cain Report's major conclusions were in 
direct opposition to those of the Leopold 
Report. For example, the Cain Committee 
stated that the use of chemicals for predator 
control is likely to be inhumane and non- 

selective and recommended that landowners 
be trained in the use of steel traps as a major 
method of coyote control (Miller 1999, Wade 
1973, Cain et al. 1972). As a result of the 
Cain Committee's recommendations, or 
perhaps rather in concert with them, President 
Richard Nixon in 1972 signed Executive 
Order 11643 banning the use of toxicants for 
the control of predators in federal programs or 
on federal lands. The EPA then canceled the 
registrations of Compound 1080, strychnine, 
and sodium cyanide. Lesson Nine is that the 
formulation of policy through the 
appointment of committees of presumed 
experts, particularly with the interjection 
of political pressures, is a poor way to make 
wildlife management policy. As a footnote, 
an even poorer method of making wildlife 
management policy has been discovered in 
recent years: by vote of the entire populace 
through an initiative measure on a statewide 
ballot. 

Most of us who have been active in the 
wildlife damage management profession over 
the past 20 or so years are well aware of the 
subsequent political and organizational 
changes that have affected the federal 
operational animal damage control program, 
including its transfer from the Department of 
the Interior back to the Department of 
Agriculture, which occurred in 1986. This 
transfer, although controversial at the time, 
was probably the salvation of the federal 
program, which if it had remained in Interior 
likely would have withered and died of 
neglect and lack of administrative support. 
We are also aware of the ways in regulatory 
actions by both federal and state agencies, 
including the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), have impacted the availability 
of tools and techniques, particularly 
chemicals, that are useful in wildlife damage 
management. For a detailed review of these 
recent events, I again refer you to Jim Miller's 
1999 paper, as well as his keynote address at 
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the 7th Eastern Conference in 1995.   (Miller 
1995). 

The more interesting changes that have 
affected our profession in recent years are, I 
think, both positive and negative. On the 
positive side is the extent to which wildlife 
damage management has come to be 
recognized as a legitimate part of wildlife 
biology within the wider ranks of our 
profession. Conversely, I am concerned about 
the extent to which the public's attitude toward 
managing human-wildlife conflicts has 
continued to move further away from reality. 

In my graduate student days during the 
1970s and even for some years after that, I 
heard reports from colleagues that their 
manuscripts on wildlife damage management 
research were often rejected by the Journal of 
Wildlife Management and the Wildlife Society 
Bulletin simply because the subject of the 
research was deemed inappropriate. On behalf 
of The Wildlife Society's ad hoc committee on 
Wildlife Damage Control, the precursor to the 
current Working Group, I conducted a survey 
in the late 1980s to determine the extent to 
which wildlife damage course topics were 
being incorporated into wildlife management 
curricula in colleges and universities (Timm 
1994). I found that only 15% of wildlife 
departments taught courses in wildlife damage 
management. Colleges not having such 
courses often stated the reason was because 
they had no faculty with interests or expertise 
in this area, or because of lack of 
administrative or departmental support. The 
survey question that elicited the strongest 
responses was this: "If a class [in wildlife 
damage management] were to become a 
requirement for new graduates seeking to 
become certified... by The Wildlife Society, 
would your college or university be more 
inclined to offer such a course for the first time, 
or more frequently?" Nearly half of the 
respondents, most of whom were department 

heads or teaching faculty, answered "no," and 
in some cases it was a very strong "no" 
indeed. For example, here a few replies to 
this question: 

"/ personally do not believe it is an 
area worthy of 3 to 5 hours of academic 
credit. Even if I were to emphasize it in my 
wildlife biology class, I could cover the basic 
principles along with examples and case 
histories in 2 to 4 lectures." "I can think of 
100 equally suitable 'required' courses—who 
is to decide among special interest groups? I 
would object vigorously to such a 
requirement." "Very low priority." "Even a 
1-credit course would be too much emphasis 
on animal damage control." "As a member of 
the Certification Review Board for The 
Wildlife Society, I feel that there are any 
number of courses more apropos for students 
in wildlife." "The Society is frequently out of 
touch with the educational priorities and 
possibilities of universities. " "Outrageous 
requirement"; and "This is a ridiculous 
suggestion." 

For comparative purposes, I also 
surveyed the most likely employers of new 
wildlife management graduates—principally 
state and federal agencies—to see how they 
valued education and training in wildlife 
damage management. Fully half of these 
employers responded that a course in wildlife 
damage management would be as important as 
a course in wildlife research techniques, and 
more than half said it would be as important 
as a class in mammalogy or ornithology. 
Two-thirds of responding employers said a 
wildlife damage course would be as 
important, or more important, than a class in 
resource policy, environmental law, or land-
use planning. 

I think we've seen major changes in 
the past 10 to 15 years in the way wildlife 
professionals,   particular   academics,   have 
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come to view wildlife damage. I would like to 
think that teaching and research faculty have 
come to recognize that students need training 
and exposure to this area, not only because 
potential employers seek it, but because it is a 
legitimate sub-discipline within any wildlife 
curriculum. This new recognition has certainly 
been aided by the creation of the Berryman 
Institute at Utah State University. The Eastern, 
Great Plains, and Vertebrate Pest Conferences 
and their respective proceedings have also been 
effective in demonstrating the professionalism 
within our sub-discipline. And today within 
The Wildlife Society's present working 
structure, the Wildlife Damage Management 
Working Group, with more than 250 active 
members, is now the largest of some 15 
working groups. Lesson Ten is that the 
diligent efforts of dedicated individuals can 
succeed in bringing deserved recognition 
within our larger profession. 

But back to this issue of changing 
attitudes within our society: this is a disturbing 
trend, perhaps first recognized by Aldo 
Leopold a half-century ago when he wrote: 

"There are two spiritual dangers in not 
owning a farm. One is the danger of supposing 
that breakfast comes from the grocery, and the 
other that heat comes from the furnace. 

"To avoid the first danger, one should 
plant a garden, preferably where there is no 
grocer to confuse the issue. To avoid the 
second, he should lay a split of good oak on the 
andirons, preferably where there is no furnace, 
and let it warm his shins while a February 
blizzard tosses the trees outside. If one has cut, 
split, hauled, and piled his own good oak, and 
let his mind work the while, he will remember 
much about where the heat comes from, and 
with a wealth of detail denied to those who 
spend the week end in town astride a 
radiator" (Leopold 1949). 

In addition to having become removed 
from personal experience in agriculture or 
natural resources management, today's 
citizens have been bombarded for most of 
their lives with images of animals that share 
all of the characteristics of humans— animals 
that know what we know, think what we 
think, talk to each other and to us— in brief, 
animals that are our equals. Some would refer 
to this as the "Disney Syndrome," but today 
with some people it goes to the extreme of 
believing that animals have more of a right to 
life than do humans. Such attitudes, I think, 
go well beyond Leopold's recognition that 
there was in the animal something mysterious, 
something mystical, something unknown, as 
he saw the green fire die in the old wolf's 
eyes. Today's suburbanite is more likely to 
think about the individual animal, not the 
health or well being of a population. Given 
these pervasive attitudes, it is no surprise that 
voters favor abolition of traps and toxicants 
and almost all other lethal means of 
controlling animal damage. Until, of course, 
they experience first-hand the effects of 
wildlife damage. Leopold was right— to 
avoid this spiritual danger, one should plant a 
garden, and then have the responsibility of 
contending with the pocket gopher, the mole, 
the woodchuck, the rabbit and deer, and 
finally the birds that wait to peck the grapes or 
the plums on the day they ripen. Today's 
suburbanite gardener has the option of looking 
in the Yellow Pages and finding a Nuisance 
Wildlife Control Operator who, for a fee, will 
come solve the problem for you, perhaps with 
a "humane" live trap. I suggest that we, as a 
society, have become so successful, so 
affluent that we have the luxury of applying 
anthropomorphic thought to not only our pets, 
but to wild animals as well, even to species 
which 2 generations ago would have been 
branded "pests" or "vermin." Lesson Eleven: 
for a reality check, try making a living in a 
Third World country for a year or two, 
without any outside support. Come to think 
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of it, let's wave a magic wand and drop you 
into the middle of, say, Bangladesh, or 
Ethiopia, with only the clothes on your back. 
(It's sort of like what a raccoon experiences 
when it's cage-trapped in a lush suburb and 
then translocated to the next county, dumped 
off on a convenient block of public land which 
is already at or beyond carrying capacity for 
your species.) 

In conclusion, I look forward to what 
other speakers in this morning's session may 
offer us in terms of direction for our future. I 
close with some words from Jim Miller's 
address to this assembled audience in 1995— 
words from the history of the Eastern Wildlife 
Damage Management Conference, which I 
name as Lesson Twelve for today: 

"We should remember that wildlife 
damage management is likely to be an area of 
wildlife management that will always be 
controversial and complex— it is not a new 
problem or issue. It always has been, and 
probably always will be a vital concern in the 
protection of human interests, needs, and 
desires; it rarely lends itself to simple and easy 
answers; it will not disappear or go away if we 
ignore it; and if not addressed by 
professionals, it is likely to force the 
landowner, manager, or community to take 
action that may result in chaos, environmental 
'train wrecks,' wasted resources, health 
hazards, or habitat elimination for many 
species." (Miller 1995) 
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