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Abstract

Conservation practitioners increasingly recognize the importancaffuehce of the
social contextn conservatiomutcomesFrom local stories to newsprint articles, the language
we use, the stories we tell, and the interactions we have with wildét@espcan influence
human relationships with them. This is particularly true for carnivore species, including bears,
which hold a special place in humamaginationand lived experience. Throughout history and
across their geographic range, different lsgaacies have been portrayed and valued for their
beauty, power, spiritual conckgon, ecological significancand kinship valuedears havalso
been disliked and feared for th&rocity, and reviled for the negative economic impacts or
safety risks they cainflict. These views and values undoubtedly influepce o pl es &6 pr ocl i
supportor denyconservation action. This dissertation attempts to understand why human
relationships wittbears,specifically grizzly bearsUrsus arcto} have beemonstructecnd
what this means for thetonservation

Chapterlis an introductory chapter presenting a broad overviewisthilesis| first
discuss the rationale afidming for my researctspecificallyfrom ahuman dimensions of
wildlife perspectivel alsoexplain my motivationsindpositionality in this research. | then
introduce my theoretical perspective, informed by social constructionism, wildlife value
orientations, wildlife attitude typology, and qualitative methodology. | also prarids/erview
of the context of this studyrdadly discussingrizzly (brown)bear status and conservation
across their global range, andmarwi ng t o Al bert a, Canada. and th

Chapter Zoresents a literature revienf stories about bears, fromyth and legend,

folklore and traditional practices using avala Englishlanguage literature, to heilustrate



how the stories we tell about bears play a role in shdpingan proclivity taconservation
action.
Chapter 3xamines newsprint media communications on grizzly bears across their
western range in North America using content analysis to examinenkessages afeamed for
grizzly bears and their conservation, and the relative attention given to these stories,Hovinf
this might influence a readershipsd views on
Chapter /andChapter Soresentesults from mapping the social processl policy
problemsilPAl bertads grizzIly bear r e etougtgedinterviews i ci t e
conducted across bear management afdas work helps to demonstrate that the human
dimensions obear or wildlife conservation go beyoads s e s s me n t atitudesbype opl es 6
examining issues inherent in what makes conservation policy problematic.
Chapter Gresents the conclusions of this research, includinggpgcability of this
work in Alberta and at broader scale, and consideratidar future researclResults have both
practical and theoretic application, locally and broadly, including the utility of qualitative inquiry

in human dimensions of wildlife studies and in eliciting data for use in policy sciences analysis

Keywords: qualitative research, grizzly bear, human dimensions of wildlife, policy sciences,

media content analysis, Alberta.
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1 Introduction

Thefield of conservation biologiiasprovidedextensive biological information on
wildlife and habitabf threatened speciggetit is increasingly recognized thiiite conservation
problemis typicallysocial in naturéBennetetal. 2017;Dickman 2010)However, mainstream
conservation science hhsstoricallybeen informed bypiological or ecological sciences, notions
ofif ortr ess ,andtnhsee rivPautbiloinco Tr u s t ebal. 2006¢Pbaleyetale  ( Br o c
2013 Soule1985). Indeed, these perspectives have largely shaped North Ameritsareation
efforts Petersoretal. 2017). However this is largely &uro-centric and western science
approach to wil dl hile someémagarguetiesthasrbeed heneficraldor w
wildlife species othe public good, othelgke myselfview this perspective asontributing to
tensions ircurrentconservation policy and actioBénnetetal. 2017). Aside from theperhaps
overconfidenwview humans can effectively manage wildlife populatidhsre is oftera lack of
engagng peoplen conservabn decisionmaking and the generation of what constitutes as
0 s ci enc et@al 201B)eCertaislyt,some peoplseewildlife asmore than just animals to
be hunted andonsumedndview wild animals as havingxistence valuer autonomous rights
of their own(Abram1997). Moreover, science can be a social endeaMoerefore, all
perspectivesmwildlife and itsconservation must be accounfedin decisioamaking.
Conservations botha humarand bidecdogical erdeavor requiringexploration and
investigationof people- their cultureandsocal organizationpolitical andeconomic influences
T as they interact with th@nimals that share their wor{Brechin et al. 2002 revesand
Karanth 2003)Increasingly, scholars are recognig that conservation science is a vadagen

and multtdisciplinary field that requires integration of all sciences and applied natural resource



management, as well #seengagemenf local communities who live with wildlifeBennetet
al. 2017;Berkes2004).

In undertaking thi®hD. program and research, | wardrested irusing a social
scientific approach to explore an applied probleranservation grizzly bear recovery in
Alberta, Canada. This stfleld of conservation sciencerisferral to asthe human dimensions of
wildlife (Deckeretal. 2012. Research in theuman dimensions of wildlifseeks to understand
and examine human valuedtitudes, knowledgendbehaviorswithin broader culturalsocial,
economic and politicarenas ag relates to humawvildlife relationships as well as decision
makingand governance of wildlifBennetetal. 2017 Dickman 2010; Gigliotti and Decker
1992; Rus®015). Understanding the human dimensions of conservation is instruinental
identifying andaddressindpoth theproximatecausesind deeplyrooted condition®f conflict,
especiallyconflict with large carnivores (Redpattal. 2002 Tyrvainen et al. 2007 Studies on
humanwildlife conflict commony seekto identify the negative impactsf wil dlife to peopleand
how best to mitigate thenRédpathetal. 2002. However this conflict has increasingly been
recognized aa conflict about wildlife, specifically how to manage wildlife, who gets to decide,
and who benefits or bears the costs (BOIL5). The @nflict, then, is more about problems and
issuesn governance and decisinaking, and how this caaffectp e opl es é | i vel i hoo:
wellbeing Neumanr2005; Nie 2001;Redpathetal. 2002. To understand why conflict about
wildlife occurs, thehistory, culturalbeliefs andraditions socialinteractions, normative values
and institutional practicegconomic context and political ideolog@seratingwithin a place
must beunderstoodBennetetal. 2017 Hill 2015;Ingold 1994). This explicitlyrecognizes that
theconservatiorof wildlifei s fAover whel mingly about the value

have an interest or a stake in the issueo ( Wa



However, this is no small feat, to learn why people have come to value certain species
and act towards them in certain ways, including support or opposition for conservation policy.
Given my interests, mgtudy aims to use @ualitative social constructioist perspective
integratedwithin the policy scienceframeworkto explorep e o prelaiensghips with beayand
how this influence their views, values, and expectationsdmmservationMore gecifically, my
studyfocuses omgrizzly bear(Ursus arctoy conservatioracrossAlberta, Canadand the
provinceds endange rlavdnted tp explarechepegple tcomety viewanadt e x t
valuegrizzly bears, if and how they were engaged in decisiaking contextsand howthis
mightimpactgrizzly bea recovery policy
1.1 Theoretical framework and methodology

| am aconstructionistand specifically a social constructionihis position holds that
there is no one single truth or reality, tkabwledgeand meaning arereated througthe
language we use Bocial interactions antthrough our livedexperienceswhich | take to include
interactions wittwildlife speciedike grizzly bears and socipolitical systems and processes,
like government/policyGergen2015). As social beings,umans construct meaning fraheir
different experiences and shéahe beliefs, ideas, attitudeandvaluesthey constructhroughthe
languagdhey useandthe behaviorghey enac{Gergen2015). In research, the aim is to elicit
and understand both the meaning of a word, an object, a prectestgraand the perspectives,
practices, and processes that help construct this meaning (@0dderwith regards to wildlife
species like grizzly besarsocial constructionism suggests interactionswhethersimplistically
framed as Opositived or penhapg given creditScart®48)Xd s mor e
Humaninteractionswith animak can come to represent a host of differaetanngs degnding

on the person or group perspective communicatear¢8t998). This can include social



institutions organized around political ideology, religious affiliation, land use type, or cultural
backgoundwherethese entities canfluenceboth thenarrativeand representation ahimals
and informational flows (Scard®98).

For example, Scarce (1998) used social constructionism to help espthimumanwolf
relationsandperspectivesn wolf reintroduction and managemewhere wolvesvere viewel
as ecologically importarity one social groypvhere another group saw wohesa symbol of
impositionand government controf rural freedoms and lifestyles (Scad®98). Similarly,
wild dog conservation was recently examined from a social consinigitperspective by
FraserCelin et al. (2018)who identified the dualistic nature of constructing a positive
ecotourism image that competed against a problem animal iflagge constructions are
important tounderstandn terms of direct impacts on human lives as well as from a decision
making perspective, where narratives about human values for or conflict about wildlife can
signal wherehis decision authority lie@ill 2015).This has been demonstrated in hurtigar
relations, wheréiger representationare argued to bassociated witlissues of local land user
displacement and inequalities in economic benefit streams, which are more broadly reflective of
power dynamics in local and international governance (J20418).

To understand why humagrizzly bear interactions and values appear to range from love
to hate, like to dislike, protect to kill, a social constructionist approach is an appropriate theoretic
lens.Certainly,Greenough (2003) suggests the languageise and interactions we have with
animals, within the context of other sogolitical and economic processesfect
representations of what animals mean tdHesvever, it is important to note there appears to be

a penchant fofocusng on quantitative methods human dimensions studieather than



eliciting rich description through qualitative inquig@rury etal. 2011; Marchini and Macdonald
2012)

Conservation biologist®ftenbecaus®f their epistemological orientation asdhooling
default to quantitative methodologiegen in human dimensions research (Beehat 2017;
Drury etal. 2011) While astandardizedjuestionnaireonducted amongst a statistically
representative sample of a target population can adeqtededypriori hypotheses, it would
have limited ulity in contextualizingwhy phenomena occur and why this is important to
conservationQualitative methods areftenmore appropriatéo elicit and articulateletailed
viewpointsand lived experiencédsom people whdive with wildlife, or as in this case, grizzly
bears Qualitativeinformationcan be beneficidb developing conservation policgs well as be
used to developguantitative instrument@ennetetal. 2017). Certainly, qualitative acial
science can assisbnservation practibhers inunderstanding complex humaarnivore
conflictsandwork toimprove coexistencéManfredo and Daye2004). Examples o&xisting
researclemployingqualitative methods includexploring thesocialeffects of cheetaltonflict
and conservatio(Rust and TayloR016); using stortelling to examineghe role ofconservation
educationHughes2013); understandingerspectives ilmumancarnivore interactionfYounget
al. 2013);incentives to poach wildlife (Ghoddousi et al. 2017); local resistance to conservation
interventions (Rastogi et al. 2012);social procesmappingand identifcation ofpolicy
problems incarnivore conservatiorC{ark and Slocomb2011; Richieet al.2012).

Choosing an appropriate methodological framewotkéseforeessential to ensimg a
studyodés resul ts ar2017xVhbewgantitativecRappsoaches eaglproptiatg h e s
to testhypothesisdriven questiongypically utilizing larger sample sizes and statistical analyses

to draw generalizable conclusigugialitative methods are best suited to exploatgpicin



greater detail (Guba and Lincoln 198 2Newing et al. 2010 Thefocus on depth over breadth
does not mean results are less rodudtratherthatqualitativeresearch strivefor credible
descriptions of contextualgpecific social phenomeraaisingfrom data (e.g., participant
interviews Ritchieet al.2003. Although constraints exist with regards generalizability, the
concepts and theoretical insiglg@inedfrom qualitativestudiescan beapplicable and examined
elsewhereRustetal. 2017). The aim thens not to extrapolate findings to wider populatidrus
to explore complex phenomena from tived experience of participants andcoversomething
new(Rustetal. 2017). Often, ron-random samplingnethods are usethcluding chairreferral,

to elicit participation frompeopledirectly involved in conservation issu@éaranth et al. 2008;
Noy 2008).

My studyused arexploratory approach examinethe human dimensions bear
conservationwith attentionto Alberta, Canada grizzly bearecovery Qualitative sent
structured interviews were ustmcollect detailed, firsthandathfrom a diverse array of
participants across Alberta Bear Management Areas (Bi@Aljticulate the policyssuesn
grizzly bear recovery a s w €1B71)@alicy science frameworkas used tanalyze data and
articulate the social process in this contentious policy coatek identify common policy
problems as well apropose solutions (Clai2002 Clark andSolcombe2011; Richieetal.
2012. | integratednto my analysisoncepts from cultural inquiry (Hadital. 2012), wildlife
value orientations (WVO; Manfredo and T@eD4),andKe | | ert 6s (1994) attit
political ecology (NeumanB005; Robbin012).

Laswel | 6s dcigneerframewqrkooffers@ayticularlyuseful approach to
mapping the social process of conservation conflicts, as well as clarifying padioemsand

articulating decisiormaking and future solutions (ClaB02). This framework has been applied



to canservation policy processes with regards to carnivores and other wildlife spggeidsand
Slocombe2011; Rutherfordetal. 2009, andin habitat conservation (Clagt al. 2009).This
approach may bespecially helpful in addressing conservatonflicts, as it explicly involves
local people at individual, stakeholder or community levels in collaborative conversatitbns
decisionmaking(Clark etal. 2005;Hill 2015).Using this approach, the soeasaltural context of
conservationcanbemoaec cur at el y described, inclandli ng peo
expectations (Edwards and Gibe13). Moreover, this approach can be useful in designing
locally relevantconsevation interventions and encouragiaction Pellikka and Sagistrom
2011); enhaniag or fosteing positive attitudes towards carnivore species (Kedieel.1996)
and creating space to build relationstafistand reciprocity betweedifferent groupgRedpath

et al.2002.

However,giventhe complexity in understandintipe relationship betwedruman values,
knowledge, experiencattitudes and behaviortowards carnivore conservatiahis prudent to
integrate other theoretical insights into the policy science framefepekplanatory purposes
As such, lincludeconcepts and theoretical insights frtime cognitive hierarchynodel,political
ecology andnedia content analys{§ultonet al.1996;Madden and McQuinn 201#84cFarlane
et al.2007 Nie 2001, Robbins2012).

The ognitive hierarchy has beeavidely usedn human dimensions researth examine
and expl ai n yeoopdntateonattitvded athd knofwledgeith resultsinforming
policy design and implementatiod€llert 1994; Manfredo and Te@004, McFarlane et al.
2007). In my understanding d@his model, the cultural context influences the types of
experiences, knowledge, beligddtraditions a person constructs regarding bdago(d

1994) Experience and knowledge are interactive androduced across different places over



time (Davenpd and Andersor2005). Together, these interact to influence the values and
attitudes a person has foearsand play a role in the behaviors people choose to enact (ftlton
a.l1996). While O6placed is not erpliasiahyimgent
variable as it influences a peopl ebsbhutul ture
environment (Cartegtal. 2007).

Theoretically then, | assume that the cognitive hierarchy model represents the operation
of knowledge, belief or attitude construction via experience and integration with bears, within a
particular geographicalpounded place, giving rise to behavioralammes My studyutilizes
the cognitive hierarchy to hegxaminetheinfluences othe culturelived experencesand
knowledge construction, betwepaoplegrizzly bear relations and with recovery poli¢ygold
1994) In turn, I hope to explainhowthes var i abl es might influence ¢
for grizzly bears and their perspectives and expectations for conseraetiimm

Insights from the field of glitical ecologyare alsadrawn upon in this study, for
explanatory utility. Blitical ecologyexamines the influence pbwer, socialrelationsand
livelihoods in a conservation ananagementontext(Robbins2012). Political ecology cate
useful inexplairing how wildlife is used, otherwise valued or not, and Hustoric or curent
conservatiordoctrinemightinfluencepractices usefNie 2001; Robbins 201P In particular, the
6conservation and d¢hatetiugglesloger resaurce avherskopiwesnu g ge st s
land users and state or national authorittas inaccurately characterize local practices as
unsustainable or detrimental (Robbis 2).

Mixed methods are also common in studies of human dimensimmining both
gualitative and quantitative techniques in different formats to collect and aniafggielding

both internal and external validity by combining statistics with narrative descr{@reswell



2007; Rust and Hughe&917).Mixed approacheare commorin media content analysighere
forms of sociabliscourse (e.g., newspapecan beanalyzedooth quantitatively and/or
gualitativelyfor explicit or latent meaning and in turn, the potential influence on individuals or
society(Franzos2007; Krippendor004; McCombs2014;Price et al.1997 Sakuraiet al.

2013) Media content analysis a technique that systematically characterizes the meanings in a
given body of text to understand how messages are framed, and the attention given to certain
stories over time (Krippendo2004; McComb<014).

Examplesn conservationncludethe news radiac over age on a Zi mbabwe
which may encourage action against lion poackivigcDonaldet al.2016); improving public
awareness and understandingisis tocarnivores and their conservatiaghrough newsprint
media(Jacobseet al.2011);and,coverage o& public debate on the ethics of bear management
(FooteandNielsen2017).Other research haxamined the role of news media in polarizing
discourse around humamildlife relationships, the function of media in perpetuating or
dispellingmyths about wildlife, and encouraging biologists and researchers to proactively
collaborate with journalists in order to communicate accurate messaging in conservation
(Alexander and Michae?012; Barug2010; Jacobseeatal. 2011; Kaczneskgtal. 2008; Kright
2008).

In my study, lused media content analysisneestigatehow different sources of
newsprint medidramedgrizzly bear conservation across their western North American range,
between 2006 and 201wijth a focus on Alberta and British Columbia

Taken together, my searchenablesa morefulsome description ahe seemingly
contestedyrizzly bear conservatiogsue While results primarily focus oan Albertan context

they can be more broadly applied elsewhere, for their utility in understpaddaddressg



debated onservatiomolicy issues. Moreover, my research adds to the human dimensions of
wildlife field, helping to elucidate contested conservation problamd pointing to the need for
social sciencexpertsn conservatior{Bennetetal. 2017; Redpatletal. 2002).

1.2 Study context Grizzly bears(Ursus arcto$ and their conservation

Currentlygrizzly bearqUrsus arcto¥ rangeacrosdNorth America, EuropeandAsia,
with the largest populations Russia, the United States (Alaskad CanadéBritish
Columbia)(McLellanetal. 2017).Prior to European colonizatiaf western North Ameriga
grizzly bearnumbersvereestimated in théhousands and while tlepeciess considered
relatively secure andbundant across theajtobaldistribution populations ee fragmentecnd
threatenealsewheravith habitat loss andumancausednortality affecting their surviva(Fig.
1-1; McLellanetal. 2017).However, withincreasingeuropean colonizatioand immigration of
acattle ranching culture from the United States, grizzly baadpeople increasingly competed
for the saméabitat use (COSEWI2012 Hedges 1930 Whatlargelyresulted wag&uro-North
American grsecutiorof grizzly bears as pest amals or threats to safety and livelihoods
(COSEWIC2012).

While legal hunting is allowed in certain parts of North American grizzly bear range,
thesebears continue to be killed despitgislative protections and conservation policies,
includingpoaching i ndi scri minate killing as fApestso, ¢
and Parks 2016; Clark 200MicLellan et al. 2017Nielsen 2005). Additionally, grizzly bears
may beaccidentaly killed via vehicle collisions omistakenasanother animalAlberta
Environment and Parks 201dcLellan et al. 2017)in addition to direct mortality sources,
expanding human land u$ike agricultural developmestpetroleum production and forestry

extraction road constructiorgndresidential or recreationdevelopmentsalsoeffect bear
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Figure 1-1  North America distribution of grizzly (brown) bears in the 19th Century
(Canadian Wildlife Service 2012).

survival, particularly in Alberta, Canadalberta Environment and Sustainable Resource

Development 2008yicLellan et al. 2017; Nielsen et al. 2006; Pro@bral. 2005 2012; Waller

and Servheen 2005).

Prior to European settlemeniré-1800) grizzly bears were considered abundant in

Alberta, however,ncreasing immigration and land use chagragelexploitative and

indiscriminate killing bearpopulationgdeclined,and range contract€tlagy and Gunson 1990).

As aresultA | b e grizzéy bemrcame under provincial protectian 1927(Nagy and Gunson

1990). Howeverbear livestock depredation, also coined hwiear conflict, was reported to be
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increasing leadingthe governmento permitan open season on betwsnanage confliciNagy
and Gunson 1990%ubsequentlyfrom 1938 to thdate 1940s grizzly beas wereonce again
killed as a control mechanisagainst livestock depredation and human safety(Nsigy and
Gunson 1990). However, in the 1950s bear populativamatically declinedue to
indiscriminate killing by ranche@andhuntersand fromlax governmenenforcenent(Kansas
2002;Nagy and Gunsoh990) As a resultthegovernmentntroduced stringent protectiai
grizzly bearsn the1960s througho the 1990sncludinglegal harvest limit§Government of
Alberta 2014 Nagy and Gunson 199G5till, thediscretionarkilling of bearsby ranchergould
be donen self-deferse or to protect propertgNagy and Gunson 1990).

This rollercoaster gbrotectingto killing grizzly beargesulted in wide variabilityn
populationsacross Alberta lastindecadegKansas 2002By 2002 a management plamas
designed to setbjectives to increase the estimated 790 bears across provincial and federal lands
to 1000 individualsfirst by addressing humaraused mortality from uncontrotleaccess and
land usenotably agricultural expansioand byregulatingharvest ad reducing humabear
conflict (Kansas 2002)At this time there waalsoincreased concemxpressethy
conservationists Al ber t ad6s g r anatrisk populatoa Gosernment ohAlberta
2010. This angoingscrutinyformed part of the impetus tist grizzly bearsasathreatened
speciesn the provincgGovernment of Alberta 2009

As part of the listing procesthe Alberta Endangered Species Consemvaiommittee
was assembled to develofiae-yearrecoveryplan (hereafter@olicyd Government of Alberta
2009. A draftpolicy wascompletedn 2005 followed byan immediatdunting moratoriunin
2006,with thefinal recoverypolicy accepted by thelinister of Sustainable Resource

Developmentn 2008(Government ofAlberta2010. After two years obureaucratic
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deliberationgrizzly bears were officially listed iR010as threatened n d e r AWildliler t a 6 s
Actand the 2008 recovery policy retroactively adogtavironment and Sustainable Resource
Development 2013

A key recommendation that has transcended the timesphatbfeatenedisting and the
recovery policy has been reducing hurataised mortalitywith emphasis on controlling human
activities and access into bear habitat and conflict mitigation (AlBen@onment and
Sustainable Resource Development J088lditionally, maintaining the hunting moratorium,
identification of seven demographicallypseate bear population units, DN#ased population
assessments, operational guidance for access and attractant management, development of the
Alberta BearSmart education program, and Huesdictional cooperation formed the remaining
recovery objective§-ig. 1-2; AlbertaEnvironment and Sustainable Resource Development
2008.

Despite these efforts, humaaused mortality remains one of the greatest threats to the
longt er m sustainability of Al bertads grizzly be
Resource Development 2008). Though recovery policy indicates people arétoestiaeving
a longterm, sustainable grizzly bear population, conservation managers still lack comprehensive
understanding about the people expected to coexist with these bears (Nate Webb, personal
communications 2011). While some people view bears @&oaic and charismatic species,
others fear or loathe bears for the potential to inflict negative impacts on their livelihoods and
wellbeing (MacFarlane et al. 2007). As a result, some people might oblige recovery policy
direction while others manot ard kill bears despite protectionBd¢hjaMykra 2016. Certainly,
the people expected to adopt policy action are likely to have a greater impact on the survival of

grizzly bears and so conservation managers must better

13



Grizzly Bear Management Areas
0

Grizzly Baar Racovaery Plan Zonas
[ Habitet Linkage

D RDDDW.‘I’\' [ﬂDE below for T)'pc}

£ Support =
Recovery Zone Type i

B Protescied Areas ] e
Bl Core

B8 Secoandary

- Calgary

il

Figure1-2 Al bertabés Bear Management Areas (Al bert

understand why and how people come to view and value grizzly bears, and what this means for
their longterm conservation.
Using an exploratoryandprimarily qualitative design,$ ought t o under st and
relationships with grizzly bears, their views and valwet) a specific focus on people that live,
work or recreate acrosise severBear Management AredBMA) in Alberta,Canadal wanted
to cast the net wide, to includegple that worked in various sectors (government, industry,
agriculture, norprofit), recreationalisand residents, as it was my assumption these more rural
dwelling people were undeepresented in the existing research on hugrazly bear ce

existencan Alberta. Moreover| wanted to understand why this animal seenisteo
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controvergal and why recovery policy apparently remaimpedblematicdfor peoplei why
recoverywas not yet achievedespite he solutionsbeingknown (Gibeau2012; Nate Webb,
personal communication2011).

In addition,| wasinterested irexploringthe role of North Americanewsprint median
framingmessages relayed to the pulalmout grizzly bears and their conservatiog|uding he
relativeattention given to certaitopics and howthese messagesight influence public
perception
1.3 Researchemositionality

As part of qualitative research and gwicy science frameworkclarifying my role asa
researcher, includingy assumptions about how knowledge is produpeditionality and
potentialeffects orstudy participants or outcomas bothnecessargnd helpful to understand
0 n erdii@nalefor pursuing researciind thepower dynamics imcademiagesearchng (Berger
2015;Brinkmann2007;Clark 2002 Laswell1971). In many casescademic®r practitioners
involved in wildlife conservation beate involved because they caageinteresedin, or
identify some need t hpmositiorhtletefdrecortsisteof vialueadnd e nt i on
biases derived from personal history and experiences, edyaatyamizational affiliation and/or
professional identificatiorBerger2015;Clark and Willard 2000).

My rationalefor this study was to advance my knowledge and aigeein the field of
human dimensins of wildlife managemeny understandindgpow people construct their
relationships with wild anima) specificallylarge carnivores, and what this means for species
conservation or human wellbeing.hi s i nt erest started when | wa:
Environmental Education studying the influence of conservation education programs on

chil drends c h e epbsailile ipppaconaupderstandingheetatcansedvation, and
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to some degree inflmeed by my Natural Sciences backgro@ddghes2007).l also had
monthlong educational experiences in Tanzania and Botswana participating in an applied field
school through the University of Alberta, where we explored ecological and sociological
dimensiors of wildlife conservation in developing nations. These further peaked my interests in
why humanwildlife conflict persisted despite known solutions. Admittedly, though | was
approaching these interest®re sdrom a biologicaland technical perspectivgiven my
schooling and experiences

| became interested i nspechiallygivansthe seanirglg r t a d s
complex values people held for tlsimal andyiven my workexperience with the Government
of Alberta in theEducational Outreackection | was nterested iunderstandinghe decsion
making processes of policy development, where educational outreach might fit in achieving
carnivore conservatiooutcomes, and why we seemed to have ongaoimgancaused bear
mortality when solutiongo curb conflict existedThrough conversations withe Government of
Al bert ads t he n NatedNebbjhe identdied shite lnimnam Himendions of social
tolerance ofyrizzly bear recoverwerea priority research area.

Throughout myPhD. researchl remained employed by th@overnmenbdf Albertain
the Education and Outach unitworking on different projects (e.g., climate change, stewardship
principles) and in doing so, learning abgovernment organizational structumed the
complexties indecisionmaking whether positive or negativieowever despite these learning
opportunities, there were a great ma#wejatedt r ess
work (e.g., writing) with my government work. The work involveddach of these areas used
different skills and different ways of thinking (at the time, anyway), and | found | needed to

carve out big chunks of time to dig back into the academic work despite maintaining a high
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reading level of academic literature. Thigpexence invariably influenced my positionality, as |
swayed between academic and technical work woltidbould be notechowever that

throughout my study university ethics procedures were followed prior to and during data
collection and in analysand reporting, ensuring research participants were aware of my both
employment and researcher rofgpendix A). Throughout the entirety of nstudy; |

endeavored to be objective and unbiased in my data collection, apatgsigterpretation.

As an early result ofny researchl was invitedto assist irreviewing and revising the
2008Alberta Grizzly Bear RcoveryPlan, to address problems identified through my sty
elsewhereWhile notal of my recommendationsereincluded, the draft version of thevised
policy was sharegublicly for inputvia government consultation processesdate the 2008

recovery plan is still in effect as the revised version has not yet been approved.
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2 From worship to subjugation:

Understanding stories about bears for theirconservation
2.1 Introduction

The relationship between people and large carnivores is complex, ranging from reverence
to vilification and fromconflict to coexistenceHjll 2015;Madden2004; Redpatletal. 2013;
Sandersortal. 2002. While much of the human dimensions research has focused on
identifying attitudes towards wildlife, increasing attention is given to understanding the role of
culture in conservation (Camiret al.2016;Dickman2010;FraserCelin et al.2018;Kaczensky
et al.2004; Manfredo and Day@004;Waylenet al.2009). This includes understanding the
construction of beliefs, knowledge, attitudasdbehaviourdowards wild animals, and what this
means for conservation action (Cametal. 2016; FraseCelinetal. 2018; Infieldetal. 2018).
As Schnei der (HheeolesBobculture in gogsergatios, the ifmpacts of conservation
on culture and, indeed, the cultures of conservation and their proponents are complex,
interrelaed and evolvingo (417). Certai rahimagl under st
relations is a necessary piece of the conservation puzzle, to help address conflict and coexistence
between people and wildlife (Infieketal. 2018; Madder2004). We suggeshat examining the
stories people tell about the wild animals that share their world can be a useful approach to
understanding what animals mean to people and in turn, what this might mean for conservation
action.

Storiesor the folklore, mythsand tales people tell are one way people have historically
used to make sense of their world, to construct meaning out of different experiences, to organize
knowledge, to share beliefs and values, and instil normative behaviours or pr&riocese(

2007 Ceriaco2012;Hill and Webbe2010; Jone4994; Zemmelma@012).Stories tell of two
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thingsi our experiences based on interactions with bears, and the understanding and meaning we
derive from those experiences (Galafagsil. 2018).By examining theteries people tell about
their relations with animal conservation practitioners might gain insight into the role animals
play in peoplebds | ives and what this emght me
2018; Riley2010). For example, stories can identify how different people conceptualize
6coexi st e nanimdls amdietndmstrate thatdcoexistence is possible even if animals
have the potential to inflict negative livelihood impacts (Hill 2015). This is denatadtm
v i | | talgoesragaiist harming macagudsi¢acatonkeanain Lore Lindu National Park,
Sulawesi, Indonesia, and in turn has been used to spark conservation action (Riley 2010).
Similarly,understanding al ues f or Pe mb a, Ptefopusvoettzhkawjahdosighf | y i n g
the stories people tell has enabled collective action against habitat disturbance and hunting
(Infield etal. 2018).

Stories about animals can also demonstrate how values for a particular species can
traverserom reverencdo vilification (Roe 1998). Folklore about hyen&récuta crocuta
across Tanzania or the Ethiopian Highlands position these animals as supernatural beings,
associated with witches or whom can inflict hgBaynesRock 2015; Dunham 2006).
However, in Tanzaa hyenas are persecuted to reduce the chance of causing harm to people
whereas in Ethiopia hyena are avoided to not invite harm (Bdyoels 2015; Dunham 2006).
These differences serve important insights into possible reactions to conservation pollay. Sim
examples can be found in the stories people tell about the importance ¢Pkmtisera led to
different cultural groupdn Kenya or Tanzania, lions symbolize power, prestige and are ritually
killed, whereas in other countries lions are assocmtddwitchcraft and killed to prevent

negative outcomes (Dickmatal. 2015).
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Stories about jaguar®énthera oncpalso reflect polarization in values. Central or South
American I ndigenous pe o pthebdiéinadoromon aestoraabd u t
worship and respect for their physical and spiritual power and intelligence, with effigies, pelts
and body parts used in ceremony and costume (Roe 1998). On the other hawweénEigo
writing told stories of bloodthirsty and savage reatersinciting fear and intrigue (Wilcox
2017). Today, jaguar stories often reflect hufaguar conflict, with narratives describing
sociaeconomic impacts and safety risks that jaguars pose, as well as the indiscriminate
persecution of these cats, and tlsgmbolic representation of tensions in land governance and
conservation action (Carvalho and Pezzuti 2010; &ttt 2018; Zimmermartal. 2005).

By examiningthe stories people tell abcamimalsareas of consensus and consternation
regarding such agontrasting viewpoints between different groups of people like
conservationists and villaggrcan be identified and importantly better understood (Schneider
2018). Additionally,examining stories about humtanimal relations can help conservationists
avad unintended consequences, like creating spoidical tensions, inequality, or conflict
(Chua 2018; Hill 2015; HillWeber and Pristor2017). For example, in some areas of Peru
Andean condorsMultur gryphu$ symbolize national identity and pride, yestive practices
using these birds can cause fatal injury and as a result, contribute to population concern
(Dickmanetal. 2015; TegeR011). Rather than using legal action to outright stop this practice,
conservationists are collaborating with local communities to seek ways to change how condors
are used (Dickmaatal. 2015). Examining the stories people tell about condors has helped
conservationists consider how to work within cultural institutions to garner support rather than

generate opposition to conservation actiBawenJones and Entwistle 2002; Dickmetal.
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2015). Certainly, gainingerspective and insight from the peopleentpd to adopt and enact
conservation policy is vital to the success of conservation programs.

With this in mind, we reviewed stories about different bear species across space and time.
We chose bears as they are a charismatic species that invoke af mgé&an andehavioural
responses. Our review describes: (1) the different meanings and representations of bears and
humanbear relations found within story; (2) why local stories about bears should be considered
when developing conservation policy arafien; and, (3) the need for credsciplinary
collaboration that explicitly considers culture in conservation (etadl.2012; Heackt al.2005;
Waylenet al.2009).

2.2 Methods

We used an emergent atftematic approach to revieiwe Englishlanguagditerature
about different bear specidecusing on accounts of stories, myths, ceremony or practices as
well as researchrticlesidentifying humanbear relationshigp(Gergen 201p) We used
keywords (e.g., bearfolklore, myth, ceremony, tabo@) searchable databag¢S| Web of
Science, Google Scho)aavailablethroughthe University of Alberta librargnd the Internetb
collect the literaturéor review, filtering out irrelevant articles or storieBi¢. 2-1; IUCN Red
List 2018; Treve®t al.2006).

To the best of our knowledge, this literature represents the most relevant content for the
purpose and scope of our revighwugh acknowledge other literary or scholarly works in other
languages may also prove insightful. Limitations of this reyibereforejnclude the inability to
translate notEnglish literature given time and budget constraints, as well as concetosagr
contextually important nuances if we were to use translation services (e.g., Google translate). We

also acknowledgthathardcopy literature may have been missed, giwenimited accesso
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Figure 2-1  Method of literature review

theseresourcesand that there may be other culturally significant interpretations of the stories we
tell about bears that may differ from our own.
2.3 Results
We identified sk broad themethrough an emergent review process, and though
presented as discrete thematic streams to better understand our interpretation, do acknowledge

theshared, blurrpoundariedbetween these themes.
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2.3.1 Ceremonialism

Hal l owel |l 6s (1926) foundational work acros
Europeanandhsi an culturesdé myths similarly descri bg
worship and respect, and transformation, rebirth, and immortBiygon 2004Berreset al.
2004;Brunner 2007|ngold 1994; Lumsden 1998astoureau 201 Petrov 1989Rockwell
2003. This includes respect for the life and death of a bear, giving offerings and sacrament to
the animal as a divine beinGérmonpre 2007; Marler and Haarmann 2007

For example, the Ai nudaghthandearaddearcads ki | | i ng
represented a sacrificial offering to the gods, with consumption of bear meat invoking power and
protection against eviFrazer 1922Munro 1963). The Gilyaks and Goldi of Siberia participated
in similar rituals as tribute and imbuement of courage (Frazet)182ar ceremonialism also
included aboos that denoted respect, as observed by the Pueldwapi Bear Clansvho
viewed bears as kin and did not permit killing or consuming the animals (Brunner 2007;
Hallowell 1926. In Macedonia, bears were forestrmountain kings, with storytelling evoking
respect and fear (Lescureux and Linnell 2010). Across Siberia, some tribes viewed bears as kin
or transformed humans, and worshipped them for their strength and bravery (Dyrenkova 1930).
In Mesoamerica, bear culgrshipped Andean bearfrémarctosornatug as symbols of
fertility, for people or agricultural production, and were both revered and detested for their
sexuality (Paisely and Sa un(drsusthibetardja@vyewed] apan o
by sone as a mountain deity amthersasa demonic spirit, with traditions varying from
reverencdo hunting bears (Knight 2008).

Star loreaboutUrsa Major, as with Canadian and Asian Indigenous peoples, also tell us

about humatbear relations and perhaps more importantly, how people made sense of natural
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phenomenon with bears as symbolic representatidaspsey 2008; Goff 2004). Dempsey

(2007) suggests Imgenous Canadian lore reflects connections between cultural hunting

practices and explanation or seasonal <change;
red and eventually fall from the treass, and t
snowo (60). Other variations signify human tr

some Asian tribal cultures reflective of descent from the heavens to Rartpsey 2007,

Gibbon 1964). While somscholarsuggest Greek myths abduitsa Mgor are merely a

mi stransl at jarkto®d oafn dt hpee rwhoarpds 6si mpl y identi fy th
constellation, others lore linkdrsa Majort o Cal | i st o6s story of trans
story of love, deatrandchange (Blomberg.d.). More recently, Hughes (1990) suggdhbtstthe

story about Artemis reflects animal protectionism and conservation values.

Lastly, bear ceremonialism also reflected the use of effigies, such as bear coins found in
ancient Roman infant burials, suggesiedepresent guardianship or resurrection, or Indigenous
peopl esd use of claws in necklaces, to i mbue
2010; Matheson 1942; Pavlik 1997).

2.3.2 Kinship

Stories also told of morphological similarities, reflecting a o@n ancestry or
anthropomorplrationof bears. This included referencing the plantigrade gait, omnivorous diet,
gestation period, maternal care, intelligence, inquisitiveness, unpredictable behavior, and
individualism of bears (Berrestal. 2004; Gad®016; Hallowell 1926). Different tribes across
Circumpolar areas and P@olombian Andes Indigenous People named themselves as a Bear
Clan, reflecting the interconnection betweemnemonialism and kinship, and reverence and ritual

to honourthe beailBerresetal. 2004; Gade 2016; Hallowell 192&)inked to this were beliefs
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of humanbear pairings resulting in semisine offspring, of whom might establish royal
bloodlines or become formidable warriors (Brunner 2007; Pastoureau 2011; Sheghard
Sanders 185). This was also shared with némdigenous cultures, whelear naming
conventions were used to denote virtuous qualities, powspirual authority, as with Saint
Ursula Nordicbeserkersr King Arthur(Guenon and Fohr 2004; Liberman 200gntgomery
201Q Zimmer 2009).

Kinship stories alsoeveal biological and ecological information about bear species
themselves, as with polar bears and Arctic cultures in North America (Clark and Slocombe
2009) . For exampl e, idsforindeemstiogrwithtbears,goarticyaelycin f i ¢ p
conflict situations which the stakes could be high, listeners would be better equipped to handle
such situationso (&2).ark and Sl ocombe 2009
2.3.3 Threat

Bears as a threat were depicted in stories about huaifetly sisks, livestock depredation
andinfrastructure damage, atitey weredescribed in terms of pests or problem animals @an
al. 2014;McLellanetal. 2017). Expressions of fear dominateith beardescribed avillains or
conscious killergDresseketal. 2015). While a certain level of fear was suggested to be useful in
teaching lessons about respect for and safety around bears, this fear can also contribute to
widespread eradication of bears as a preventative médaaarssue of concerrceoss different
bear species globally (Clark and Slocombe 2009; IUCN 20it8gllan et al.2017).

Stories about threatening bears appear to reflect issues of governarageseen in
Al bert a, C a n aUdrsu$ actogrecovery dr protelsteslieea mapgagement and bear
conservation in Abruzz, Italy (Glikmanetal. 2012 chap. 3 . Here, stories abou

bear communicate the different ways which peop
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values for bears. In Alberta, Canatta exampg, cattle rancherdescribpea O pr obl em bear
one that has lost respect for people, denoting a homsatnic and utilitarian perspective for

bears, whereas biologists view people as responsible for finding ways to share the land with

bears (se€hapter }.

In another example, Asiatic black bears in Japan trigger fear and hatred, where culling is
used to protect villages (Knight 2000). While historically culling may have been a way to coexist
with bears, today culling incites positionality, between urbamtes want to see bears protected
from rural villagers who live with the threats bears pose (Knight 2000). Biologists and villagers
are also pitted against each other, with bears as threat used in ethical arguments over the value of
a human life over that dfears (Knight 2000). Stories about beara geatarecoincidentally
linked to thepoliticization of bear conservation, and Kright (2000) suggestg,wi | d pr edat o
areoftenmultf acet ed in the significations attached

Fearful and sesational stories were conveyed in attack books, describing fearsome man
eaters and survivor accounts (Bright 2000; Mueller and Reiss 2005; Shelton 1998). Media
accounts also reflected stories about bears, conveying the fear people have of bearsu@ig., Sak
etal. 2013). However, these stories also describe human responsibility in the prevention of bear
attacks, and the profound effect a ffatal mauling has for a person (Hererro 2018; Mcmillian
2011; Van Tighem 2013). These attack stories shifted leetwenveying feaandappreciating
the strength and power of a bear, and perhaps their benevolence
2.3.4 Entertainment

Use of bears in entertainment goes back centuries, from Roman spectacles using captive
(and starved) bears to kill slaves or criminglsiesome medieval bear baiting, or circus

performing/dancing bears (Gade 2016; Matheson 1942). These stories reféeddjtigation and
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dominion over wild nature, and the pleasure derived from humankind dominating a base animal
(Hodgson 2013; Jennison Z)0Modern popular culture uses bears to entertain children, where
they are depicted dgends, parens, or teaches, like in theJungle Boolor Smokey the Bear
where the bear gives advice and guidance (Minor and Boyce 20if)ie the Pools another
example, depicting the bear as a naive but endearing and compassionate friend, yet still
suggesting the role that bears play for humans (Mi@#&6; ShepardndSanderd985).
Documentaries or biographies are yet another example that uses bears as a rallying point to focus
attentionto conservation issues (Mighet?2007).Other tales, such #&se s o p 6 sorthiestdryl e s
of Ramakathadepict bears as benevolent charactiwish biblical texts reference the power of
beargGoldman1989; ShepardndSanderd985).In Christian stories, bear representations
range from symbols ofirginity andmartyrdomto slovenly beasts, barbaric kidnappens
rapists (Helle2008; Montgomery2010, Pastourea@011; ShepardandSanderd985). As
Christian doctrine progressed, stories about bears increasingly reflected the need for people to
exploit or dominate these wild, immoral animals (Preece and F2@86).

Lastly, bear iconogphy (ormoderndayeffigies) use the bear as mascots for festivals or
sports teams, for cafes or breweries, and bear imagery on clothijeyaaha.
2.3.5 Consumption

From folk medicine to legal and illegal trade, bear body parts and pelt are consumed by
people, with one potent example being the narrative linking the medicinal qualities of bear parts
and bile farming (Harti@013; McLellanetal. 2017; Mills and Servheen, 1992; Nijmatal.
2017). These stories also reflect gaditicizationand marketlriven narratives about human

bear relations (Hobsaz007).
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Bear hunting, for food or trophy (pelt, parts, picture), describes a primal quest, human
courage against a fearsome foe, narratives about what constitutes amusement or sport,
conceppns of O6problem ani mal séd, and storying abo
communities (Berrest al.2004; Dickie2018; Foote and Wenz&009; Hallowell 1926). This is
reflected, for example, in stories about polar bedrsysmaritimug, grizzly (brown) bears
(Ursus arcto} and black beardJrsus americanysacross North America. Contrasting this,
recent anthunting stories reflect beliefs about the senseless slaughter of bears, the economics of
nortlethal consumption (eemurism), and the iddogy that bears are representations of pristine
wilderness (Child and Darimo2015; Foote and Wenz2009; Hughes anbewart2017; Kubo
andShoji 2016; Nevinet al.2014).

2.3.6 Politicization

Stories about bears also reflect segpaditical aspects of humamear or humaiuman
relations, and themselves can become politicized actors. As Hobson (2007) suggestsaemimals
inseparablérom human social, economic, and cultural practices, intercted in our
experiences, for example, as food, pets, amusement, nuisances or spirituality. Studies of political
animals have included animal welfare, ethics, and justice, and animals as moral ,subgrets
thefocusis given to coexistence, stewardshopkinship (Hobsor2007). Political ecology is one
such discipline that examines the rights and wellbeing of marginalized people, or in this case
animals, by dominant elites (Hobs2®07; Neumar2004). We can see similar politicized
meanings for differertbear species.

Grizzly bears, for example, are a symbol of pristine wildness or tender yet fierce
motherhood, but they also represent land use and governance disputes across their western North

American range (Clark and Rutherfd@14; Hughes and Nielseim press Mattson2014;
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Richieetal. 2012). Issues taken with grizzlies are less about the perceived problems or safety
risks bears can pose, and more abloeitossof decisioamaking autonomy in land use and
feelings of infringement on rights via recovery policy imposition (Hughes and Niahspress.
As Hintz (2003) suggests, the problem for carnivores like bears is the lack of human recognition
to share spaceith these animals rather than continue a domauni@mtality.Certainly, the
greatest t hr e adrmdunivaltrdsides in soemalitical éonflicp follgwed by
direct and indirect humacaused mortality (Hint2003).

The image of thgrizzly or brown bear has also been used in war propaganda, by the US
and British to represent Russia (Riabov and de L20&9). Western media used the bear to
symbolize Russia as an aggressive, stealthy, and cruel powwrtédear and paranoia by
portraying a cunning predator in wait (Plat2@fl2; Riabovandde Lazari2009). However, in
recent years Russia adopted the great bear as a symbol of national pride and strength, used in the
19806s Ol ympics as a s mil i onglpeaspedtives ondhe toyntry ¢ o n
and its people, and more recenltdwi no Patadiidreat(
2012;Riabov and de Laza®009). In recent yearsrigzly bears have been used in gay culture,
to symbolize transformatioar emergence and the strength needed or gained in doing so
(Ramseyl1997).

The giant pandaA{luropoda melanoleugas perhaps one of the most potent and
recognisable global icons for conservation, as the symbol of the World Wildlife Fund (WWF)
butalsoas y mb o | of the Chinese (Buakimghamet al.20i3;Hadi a O s o
2013;Ranet al.2009).While6 panda di pl omacyé has certainly p

success in conservation, it has shaped the image of Bhimaving pandas on loan fon
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Chinese zoos, and through this, has become interconnecteddonamy of sharingand of
international relationBuckinghametal. 2013).

Polar bearsirsusmaritimug, or nanugin Inuktitut, link narratives of climate change

and itsperils to losing a flagship species, and to the importanéeadic Indigenous culture.

Polar bears are used as part of an emotional appeal to call people to action, and reflect

|l ndi genous Peoplesd connecti on ndprovisionegdf and, i
food, interpersonal relations and passing down of traditional knowledge, and broader community
livelihood benefits through trophy hunting and touridorh 2018; Foote and Wenzel 2009;

Swim and Bloodhar2015). As suggested by Born (2018 t he #fAi con of the pol
t he gl obal phenomenon of <c¢limate change [ €é] a
sufferingo (10). This emotional appeal i's 1 mp
(Swim and Bloodhar2015).

Poli ti cized bear stories ar @olddotksandtheeeee nt 1 n
Bearsor Paddington BearGoldilockshas been interpreted as both a cautionary lesson and a
demonstration of resilience against alien invaders, wh&addingtorhas been suggested to
represent loss, love and family values along with deeper-patitical tensions related to
immigration and identity in the United Kingdom (EIit877; Graysor2012; Shepardnd
Sanderd985; Smith2006; Tatar2002).

2.4 Considerationsfor bear conservation

Examining the stories people tell about bears can be an important starting point in
developing our understanding of what animals mean to people across different cultures,
geographies, and tingtoriesare part of human cognition and meaningking (Galafasstal.

2018). Ourreview helps demonstrate that stories about bears can illuminate culturally situated
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values, knowledge, and practicetesodallypeopl e to
const ucted and organi zed cont o @2008262.5toriesecanl i t yo (
embody peopleds explanation of the order or n
ecological understandings behaviourakxpectations of animals, aegten representations of

political ideology (Gubrium and Holste2008). In addition to beliebased narratives, stories

often also serve an educational function, teaching lessons of morality and ethics as well as

accounts of everyday occurrences,,andurn, shape how people come to know the world they

live in (Gubrium and Holstei@008). Indeed, stories illustrate the interplay between experiences,
practice, and the environmental condition in which humans live, transcending space and time
(Gubrium and HIstein2008 250).

In our review, ceremonialism and kinship themes spoke of bear worship as deities or
ancestors, as well as taboos for killing or transgressions against bears, and related consequences
to humans. While bear worship or taboo may diffeosg cultural contexts and over time, the
notion of respecting bears as sentient beings, as part of ecosystem function, or for their own
intrinsic value may be helpful in crafting conservation messages and policy that reflect these
beliefs and values (Bhatharyya and Slocomi2817; Harding2014).

I n terms of fAthreateningo bears, these sto
on sharing the land withearsbut may be detrimental in sensationalizing the discourse around
humanbear relationshipgertainly, there is cleardistinction between stories about bears as
representative of pristine wilderness (e.g., Har@dty) to bears as dangerous or savage beasts
(e.g.,Pastourea@011). However, it appeared that in many cases stories aboubbahreat
serve to incite an emotional response in people, one of fear namely, which in turn could be

detrimental to bear conservatidithile cautionary lessons are important and can assist
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conservation efforts, dramatizing beassthreat stories could @ite opposition to coexistence. In
future, scientists and researchers could seek to work with media personnel to craft messaging
about bear safety.

In terms of bears framed in entertainment or consumptive stories, these appeared to relay
notionsoftheut! i ty of bears, from physically or symb
someusesare likely distasteful, including uses like bile farming from humane and ethical
perspectives, these narratives nonetheless provide insight into the different walysng
bears. With this in mindqoliciescould address these unsettling practices and attempt to motivate
belief andbehaviourathange in others, for conservation purposes. However, we also think we
should ask: is it ethical to impose Etgentric cutural imperialism on others, to address what we
perceive asbhorrent treatment of bears (e.g., bile farming) where others might not? Whatever
the debate may be, we feel this necessitates critical reflection and discussion on the framing of
animals as natal resources to be utilized, and how and where fartric beliefs might
intersect or conflict with other culturesd va
conservation.

Lastly, bear stories also reflected political agency (e.g., polar or b&ads), used as a
symbolic of the plight of wildlife, the burde
wellbeing, diplomacy and goodwill, or represent hope for species survival through human
ingenuity (Hobsor2007; Knight2008; Manza2010; Mattsonet al.2006;Richieet al.2012. As
Knight (2000) suggestthe conflict between people and bears can oftentimes reflect the conflict
between people themselves, or with agencies in wildlife managefoerdxample, in the Euro
North American west, gazly bears can represent the pegpd®ple conflict over land use,

power, and governance rather than actual hubeam conflicts (ClarlandRutherford2014;
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Wilsonetal. 2014). While not directly related to crafting messages about bear conservation,
important considerations can be given to policy processes, from engaging interest groups to
actively listening and considering their interests, nggadexpectations in paly development
and implementation. In the case of polar or panda bears, for example, bear iconography has been
used in conservation messaging to motivate people to action, and this can certainly be useful
though considerations for message framing and end®d consequences should be examined
(Born 2018;Hartig 2013;Swim and Bloodhar2015).
2.5 Conclusions

Certainly, ear species occupy a range of symbolic meaning to people, from magnificent
to endearing, amusing to gullible, divine to fearsome, usefigtestablerooted in the stories
different people tell about bears over space and (iobson2007;Ingold19 9 4; Janougkov
2007). Future work to examine humanimal relations through story could lookdmnservation
psychologyas an analytic lens. Thigerspective may be useful in articulatihg multi
functional foundations of human thougbktotion, andehaviouregarding the animals that
share our worldClayton and Meyer2009). Political ecology offers another perspecthag
may be useful iexamining stories about bears relativésgues of power and governance in
conservation contex{Robbins2012.Last | vy, we s uggmlgeyscieness wel | 6s (
frameworkcould beusedta ncover the c¢compl e xvaliedisterests,nher ent
demandsandexpectations regarding carnivarenservation policys it intersects their
wellbeing and livelihood§Clark 2002).Using this approach could be usefuidentifying
common ground and idesigring conservation inte&’entions that refleqvositive narratives about
bears ordentify negative connotatiormd dispemyths(Blicharska and Mikusinsk?014;

Brown and Clark006; Mattsonet al.2006; Richieet al.2012). Indeed,conservation policy
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itself is astoryabout e r t ai n p efa lpehregpewer indecisianmaking processesnd
normative expectations from policy dation

Undoubtedly, orytelling will remain a socially and culturaliynportant wag to transmit
values knowledge attitudes andpractices regardingumanbear or othehumananimal
interactiongIngold etal. 2018). The symbolic potency dhese stories camoweverplay a role
in framing the conservation narrative, garnering support or opposition to policy @iomno
et al. 2016Clark andRutherford2014; Infield et al.2018;Waylen et al. 2009Vondolleckand
Yaffee2000).As Ze mmel man ( 2edpgerencespourtmgths our religiomsueren
our sciences[argd | | s t).dmraughghe stqryihg ofur subjectiveexperiences withears
we can makeense ofvhat bears mean to @isigold 1994;Jensen 201Zemmelmark012). As
conservationists, our role is to sagkderstanihg of these stories in order to incorporate
culturally relevant information intpolicy design. In turn, this can enable conservation policy to
better resonate with peoplereatingsynergy between sociakultural and edogical valuesand

meaningd and in hopes,Ghievesuccess

34



3 From human intruders to bear attacks: A content analysiof grizzly bear newsprint
3.1 Introduction

Grizzly (brown) beargUrsus arcto¥ occupy a special place in human imagination
(Zemmel man 2012). To some they ar etherstheyns of
represent threats to safety and economic costs of living with carnivores (McFadhriz007;
Richieetal. 2012). These representations are increasingly reported in news media, which has the
potential to both reflect and influence human percepdiod behavior{aczenskyetal. 2001
Sakuraietal. 2013. Certainly, rrws media can help or hindssnservation efforts by shaping
public perception and behavior through message framing, agettitay and attention cycle
(Downs 1972; Sakuratal. 2013). For example, stories eliciting an emotional reaction that
pique curiosity or spark debate and repetitively showcase certain narratives can influence what
and how people interpret information (McCombs 2014). Simply put, sensational stories sell, and
journalists know this (McCombs 2014).

Stories about bears, for example, become newsworthy when tragic incidents occur or
management controversies emerge (Salatai 2013). Siemer et al. (2007) found that coverage
of humanbear conflicts dominated medissdourse compared to management topics. This
emphasis on the sensational has also been found with other species, such as sharks, leopards or
panthers. For instance, coverage of husiaark interactions has emphasized attacks over that of
conservation issdike habitat loss, pollution, or overfishing (Muter 2013). Researchers have
suggested such stories dramatize humuddlife relations and may invoke fear or intensify
perceptions of economic risk (Bhagtal. 2013; Goreetal. 2005;Muteretal. 2013.

On the other hand, news media can generate substantial support for species conservation.

This was seen with coverage of the death of a Zimbabwe lion or Alberta grizzly bear, igniting
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public debate and activism and perhaps improving awareness of thie rsgleies and
conservation challenges (Foote and Nielsen 2017; Jacobsen et aM2@Dnaldet al. 2016).
Certainly, media can play a role in shaping normative thought and behavior in the public and
thus conservationists and managers would benefit froderstanding how media
communications has shaped knowledge, attitudes, and support for grizzly bear conservation
(Jacobsen et al. 2011; Kellert et al. 1996; Matthes 2009; McCombs 2014; Muter et al. 2009).
3.2 Study context

Across North America, grizzly bemsare managed according to different mandates.
Grizzly bears in Idaho, Montana, Washington and Wyoming, U.S.A. are protected as an
endangered species, except the recent delisting of bears in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servie2017a). In Alaska grizzly bear hunting is permitted, with
possiblechanges in protection across state refuges forthcoming (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2017b; Joling 2017). In Canada, grizzly bears are a species of special concern and managed
accordingo provincial jurisdiction (COSEWIC 2012). Bears across Nunavut, Northwest
Territories and Yukon Territories are legally hunted outside of protected areas, whereas trophy
hunting in British Columbia has been abolished (British Columbia Government 2017;
COSEWIC 2012). In Alberta, grizzly bears are the only population listed as threatened under the
provincial Wildlife Act, with a hunting moratorium in effect since 208&érta Grizzly Bear
Recovery Plan@08).

Despite these differences, the greatest thoegtizzly bears in North America is human
caused mortality due to humdmear conflict and/or habitat loss and fragmentation (COSEWIC
2012; McLellaretal. 2017). Climate change may also threaten habitat (food availability and

distribution) and, in partidar, the expansion of human land use (Roleras 2014). Research
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examining the role of media in shaping public perceptions towards bears often highlights attacks
which in turn can heighten the perception of risk (Salkefral. 2013). However, if meaging is
appropriately framed, media communications can potentially serve another function, including
raising awareness and educating the public (Sietedr 2007). How information is
communicated on grizzly bears will be important for conservationipoaetrs to understand to
garner further conservation support.
3.3 Theoretical framing
Using media content analysis (MCA), weplorednewsprint stories on grizzly bears
across their North American range between 2000 and 2016. MCA is the systematic
charactedation and evaluation of a body of text to infer meaning and description of content
conveyed to a readership (Krippendorf, 2004; Franzosi, 2007). This includes identifying the
framing ofnewsworthymessages by journalists, the agenda conveyedttertian given to a
particular topic over timeMcCombs, 2014Sakurai et al., 2013; Price et al., 1997). Framing
refers to how a storydéds content is organized
perceive something as interesting or problematic,gmaginow the author intends the reader to
feel (Nwabueze & Egbra, 2016). This includes thematic or issuested framing that
references a broader context, and episodic or ewgrited framing that refers to a specific
incident (Bhatia et al., 2013)r&ming can reinforce ideology, incite critical reflection, or create
contrast between whatodéds good or bad (Boreus &
Headlines, content composition, word use, interviewees, or imagery are key elements of the story
thatare worthwhile to examine in message framing (Boreus & Bergstrom, 2017; Matthes, 2009).
Media agendaetting is also worthy of investigation, referring to the prominence and

repetitive coverage a certain topic receives over time (McCombs, 30hdufele& Tewksbury,
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2007;Wolfe et al., 2013). For example, media analysis of how sharks are portrayed found
attacks were reported five times more frequently than positive conservation news, ostensibly,
fueling negative publicgrceptions of sharks (Muter et &012).Agendasetting, framing and
sensationalism can originate from journalists
company6s requirement to sel | -psliichleregonomit i ons o
factors (Pews Research Center, 2007; Slademand Reese, 1996; Trussler and Soroka, 2013).
The attention and repetition of a news story over time is also of interest, as this can
perpetuate public interest in a tofi@owns, 1972Wolfe et al., 2018 For example, a single
news article can stinkate dissemination of subsequent stories if it generates public iritefest
the people ask for a topic and consume it, the press will publish more of it (Miller & Riechert,
2008). This is demonstrated with nmmddiea tadwer a
Bear 148 (MacDonald et al., 2016; Foote and Nielsen, 2017). However, media attention can
wane unless a new angle on the same story is used to reignite public interest (Downs, 1972).
Additionally, we were also interested in examining news stéoiethe attitude expressed
by journalists and the representative anecdote, or broader narratives symbolizing common
themes conveyed to the readership in the news dfaigzénsky et al., 2001; Gore et al., 2005;
Parker and Feldpausdtarker, 2018 Takentogether, examining news storiegn not only
illustrate how grizzly bears are portrayed to the public but also provide how information shared
with the public can influence public knowledge and attitudes towards, in this case, grizzly bears
and their consrvation (Houston et al. 2010; Muter et al., 20R2gese et al., 2001; Wolfe et al.,

2013).
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3.4 Methods

We used Factiva and Sun Media, two online searchable databases, and circulation
statistics reported from Media Intelligence Center, to identify relevant newspaper sources across
the North American (Canada, United States) distribution of grizzly beararfédliAudited
Media, 2017). We used these databases given availability of online content within our study
scope, budget, and ease of use. A comprehensive search string with Boolean @etators
keywords, including& NOTO0 | i st t o r evaotsearchaesudte(s.g,i ve or ir
descriptions of grizzly bears related to music festivals, football games, zoo reports editwials; s
Appendices) was then used to collect relevant news stdligs that a limitation we
encountered was that smaller, rural neays's, largely across the western USA, were
inaccessible as they were not digitally archived or there was prohibitive costs to access additional
databases.

Codebook development was informed by other similar studies, refined through four
different intercalertraining sessionsand then entered into Survey Monkey (20G&dre et al.,
2005; Kaczensky et al., 2001; Sakurai et al., 20&§hteen variables were organized into four
categories: (1) general information, including geographic source locationneatspaper name;
(2) dominant theme, including science, huraar conflict, or hunting; (3) attitudes, adapted
from Kellertoés (1994) typology; and, (4) repr
about bears to the readership.

We used K®) dtirdetypotogyinbrder to identify the dispositions the news
story conveyed to the readership, whereas we developed the representative anecdotes through
intercoder test phases based on the broad narrative that emerged as an overarching dentiment o

the news story (Kaczensky et al., 2001; Gore et al., 2005; Parker and Feldpatisai 2013).
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Upon review of Kellertdés (1994) typology, and
some attitude categories halighilar descriptions, and so comded the original typology into:
moralistic (naturalistic, humanistic and moralistic); aesthetic (symbolic and aesthetic); utilitarian
(utilitarian and dominion); and, ecological (ecological and scientific). We also combined neutral
and negative attitudeas test coding revealed that certain news stories reflected a combination of
these attitudes (e.g., avoidance of bears related to fear or safety risk; Kellert, 1994). News story
attitude and representative anecdote were subsequently coded based oe thédced ov er al |
impression of the content communicated. Once coding was completed, data were exported from
Survey Monkey (2017) and organized in Excel 2010.

Krippendor f 6s aintprboder nelmtslity ansasubset obtotal aatislés (
=62) wecoded for thelominant theme (Krippendorf, 200dpmbard et al., 2002; Lombard et
al., 2004). We considered our coefficiebt ( 711Pacceptable for intercoder reliability, with a
minimum range of) 0667 suggested by Riffe et al. (2005). We test epditiability of the
dominant theme as this was the major categorical variable under which all other variables would
be coded. As Riffe et al. (2005) suggest fthe
the content, the easier it is for thaders to agree and thus the better the chance of achieving
reliability in the studyo (pp. 126). We did n
representative anecdotes, given time constraints and impracticality of testing all variables, as
well asthe difficulty in coder agreement when coding for latent content (Lombard et al., 2004;
Riffe et al., 2005). However, this does not mean analysis of latent content should be avoided or
that this analysis would lack significance to overall study outcomiéfe @ al., 2005). As such,
we retained attitudinal and anecdote variables as our coding would reflect the interpretation of

news stories across a broader public readefshgw the public may interpret different
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narratives or words used (Riffe et al00®). That said, this does pose a possible limitation in the
study outcomes, and as such future work should seek to limit the number of complex categories
requiring interpretation (Riffe et al., 2005).

Following reliability testing, Excel 2010 was usediscriptively analyze data, and
tests were performed to determine if relationships existed between varebl@9b
designating significance). No more than 20% of expected couofsnare less than 5, and alll
individual expected countsere equald or greater than 1 (Yates et al. 1999). However, we note
that coder drift may pose a limitation to this study, given the lengthy timelines between test
coding and final coding, as well as the subjectivity of coding across our diverse team
(Bartholomew eal., 2000). However, we used extensive intercoder training sessions to mitigate
this limitation and help ensure consistency in coding.
3.5 Results

We gathered 1,496 news stories published between 2000 and 2016 indexed into a
spreadsheet, with one article damly distributed to each of the five coders until all articles were
assigned. During the coding process irrelevant stories (e.g., football game) that were not
screened out were removed manually by coders, leaving 1,285 applicable news stories for
analysis Table 31 identifies the total number of stories ygar and location, withigure 31

illustrating the geographic location.
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Table 3-1 Total number of newsprint articles by year and location

National

Year Alberta British Columbia Western USA (US and Canada)

2000 26 0 0 2
2001 24 7 2 4
2002 68 16 0 4
2003 48 10 0 2
2004 61 10 1 6
2005 99 2 0 15
2006 63 1 0 0
2007 80 8 0 5
2008 85 5 0 3
2009 65 6 0 3
2010 68 6 1 8
2011 57 6 0 4
2012 63 7 0 3
2013 77 16 0 6
2014 90 10 2 3
2015 74 13 11 5
2016 22 1 1 0
Total 1070 124 18 73
Media site
(total ?liti::;es)
® 5.
@ 101-200
© 201-418

Legend
Political boundaries Water
@ Current range Elevation (m)
) 5330
" Historic range
-78

Figure 3-1  lllustration of article location broadly across North American grizzly
(brown) bear range, and Alberta specifically
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Of the coded articles, the majorityl £ 1,212) were from western Canada including
Alberta and British Columbia, followed by the western United St#eska, Idaho, Wyoming,
Washington, Montana;able3-1). Note that giverdifficulties in accessing news stories across
the western United States, we grouped available data as an overall western United States
perspective and not by individual state. This is the same for national news stories t@ported
The Globe and Mailwhile still insightful, this presents a study limitation and future research
opportunity.

We assessed the frequency of key woNis12,192) used in titles of news stories, which
may garner the r eaderudse datwoe ndtsiNee2r5eM,aisdiihldlmae a u

(N=107), MNaldax kan d\=A6drega3)h o  (

oo
cF
Sa
—~
%uoue[ndod

Figure 3-2  Word cloud visualizing use of key words across newspaper article titles

Coding for the dominant theme identified two episodic frames, htbmanconflict]
(N =777) and huntingN =181), and one thematic science fralNe=327) were identified

(Fig. 3-3).
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Figure 3-3  Episodic (humanbear conflict, hunting) and thematic (sciencejrames across
newsprint

We used? testto determine if a relationship existed between the year a news story was
published and if a particular attitudinal expressions was associated with said article. The only
relationship we found was conveyance of an ecological attitude in news storiebgulibiis
2002, 2003, 2005, 2012, 2013 and 2044 109.88 df =45, P <0.05, 37.8%Table 32). No
relationship existed between attitudinal expression and news stories published in other years, and

we could not preforne? testson aesthetic attitudes given insufficient data.
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Table 3-2 Relationship betweenyear of publication and conveyance of an exogical

attitude
Year P c? df
2002 0.037 8.49 3
2003 0.002 15.269 3
2005 0.031 8.90 3
2012 0.042 8.22 3
2013 0.004 13.53 3
2014 0.252 4.09 3

Of all news stories, we found thatleie stateepresentative anecdotas most reported
(32.8%), and was associated with stories published &tatienal news levelN =73,¢2=19.04,

df =5, P<0.05,34.3%;Table 33).

Table 3-3 Representative anecdote by dominant theme g®rcentage

HumanBear Science Hunting Total
Conflict N =777) (N =327) (N =181) (N =1285)

Dire state folgrizzly bears 15.3 9.18 8.33 32.8
Grizzly bears are a public safety 23 4 0.39 0.39 241
threat
Government management 8.64 319 2 49 143
responsibility ' ' ' '
More research is necessary 2.26 10.0 1.32 13.6
Communities play a role in 8.87 1.09 0.39 10.4
management
'kl)'here are no problems for/with 202 156 117 4.75

ears

3.5.1 Human-bear conflict

Of humanbear conflict news storiedl(=777), bear sightings (34.6%) and attacks or
human fatalities (24.6%) wersost frequently reported (Fig:-4. Less common were stories
reporting accidental bear mortalities (14.7%), such as train collisions or being mistakenly killed

as a black bear, or damages caused by bears (8.40%) to infrastructure or personal property. Of
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humanbear conflict articles, 6.20 referred to bears being illegally killed and 11.6% did not
specify type of conflict.

We found that attitudinal expressions across hubear conflict stories were associated
with the type of conflict reportedtt =239.8 df = 20, P <0.05), emphasizing stories that
featured attacks or fatalities on humées= 89.79 df = 4, P <0.05). The most common attitude
expressed in these stories were negative/neutral (40.3%), followed by ecological (27.5%). The
most commonly conveyed representatanecdote was the safety risks posed by bears (38.6%),
followed by a dire state for grizzly bear populations (25.4%). These messages were associated

with stories on bear sightings, attacks or fatalities on huntdrsg5.85 df =5, P <0.05).
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Figure 3-4  Sightings, fatalities and attacks reported by year across all newsprint
(N =1285)
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The most frequently attributed cause of conflict was bear behavior (29.7%), followed by
a combination of human and bear behavior (27.8%q,then humn behavior alone (23.4%ig.
3-5). Outcomes reported as a result of the conflict incidence included local area closures or
safety warnings, cleaning up attractants, or employing mitigations (e.qg., electric f&wcBigp).
Combined (25.0%) government or ENGO management actions included increased monitoring
intensity, shortor longdistance relocation, aversive conditioning, intercept feeding, or
euthanasia. Only 7.72% of these articles indicated a bear was kietfdefence, whereas
32.1% of articles did not offer a solution to conflict incidences. Primary voice communicating
information was government staff (49.7%), followed by commentary from the general public
(25.7%), and ENGOs (10.6%). Academics, recreatists, forestry, petroleum, and agricultural
industries together comprised 13.2% of commentary, with 0.80% of articles unspecified.

Property damage or livestock loss

Accidental mortalty

50 100 150 200 250 300

Number of Articles

Figure 3-5  Probable culprit of conflict reported by Human-Bear Conflict newsprint
(N =777

3.5.2 Hunting bears
Hunting topics N =181) reported included establishing or maintaining a suspension

(48.1%), reopening or setting limits (quotas 21.0%), poaching (18.2%), and uncertain opinions



on hunting (12.7%). Of these, 67.4% reflected debate on huntikigerta, and 48.4% reflected
consternation over Albertads hunting morator.

2010 had the highest frequency of reporting omtimg moratorium (23.0%ig. 3-6).
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Figure 3-6  Articles discussing a hunting moratorium (N =87) reported by location

Attitudinal expressions were significantly associated with reporting of the hunting
moratorium ¢2= 20.81, df = 4, P <0.05), with moral sentiments most frequently communicated
(44. 4%) . A Adire st aaminatedhunting aatisles (50.@04), ifollomwed dyn e ¢ d o
communicating fAgovernment r esBnwdronméntali | i tyo to
organizations (36.5%) werthe primary voice reflected in hunting articles, followed by

government officials (29.3%) with sportsmerrecreationalistbeing infrequent (4.97%).
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3.5.3 Grizzly bear science

Articles on scientific researciN(=327) were reported most frequently from Alberta and
British Columbia (84.4% 11.3%), sharing infor
studieso (24.8%), nAneducational outreach rel at
changeorcallsdfr new resefFar3d)ho (14. 1%,
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Figure 3-7  Science articlesl =327) reported across Alberta l =280) and British
Columbia (N =32) between 2000 and 2016

Solutions were proposed in neahglf (49.2%) of articles, predominantly from
academics or researchers (47.4%), followed by government staff (26.9%) and environmental
organi zations (18.0%). The most frequent atti.i
(77.4%). Science articles werssaciated with three representative anecdafes $1.21, df =8,
P <0.05; Asafety threats posed by bear so, Adire

36.1% and 12.5%).
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3.6 Discussion

Stories about grizzly bears and their conservation in North America were analyzed to
identify what content is shared, how messages are framed for the public readership, and the
relative attention given to topics over time (McCombs, 2014; Price et al.). M@7dentified
the use of sensational words in the titles of newsprint stories, which might be used by a
newspaper editor or journalist to garner the
turn, this might influence how people constru@ithmage or understanding of grizzly bears.
Word choice, coupled with image selection if available in news stories, might be the first step in
manufacturing public narratives about bears.
new revelatn in wildlife conservation, where media framing can have a potentially powerful
impact on public opinion or action (Cohen and Richardson, 2002; Giblett, 2006; Horak, 2006;
Jacobsen et al., 2011; MacDonald et al., 2016).

We also categorized reporting bds® specific events and thematic content. Episodic
frames dominated newsprint articles, reflecting huime@ar conflict and the grizzly bear hunting
debate. Geographic source reporting for huin@ar conflict articles was predominantly from
Alberta and Bitish Columbia, reflecting controversial discourse across these regions since
Al bertads 2006 hunting mor at o AlbeaqtanBusdamable2 0 10 t h
Resource Development, 200&cientific research, including communicating results freoent
studies on grizzly bear population dynamics, habitat use or needs, and calls for new or additional
research was the only thematic frame identified across all news stories. Alberta again dominated
this research storyline as a geographic source, Viikily reflects the threatened status and

associated recovery priorities (i.e., research) for grizzly bears in this province.
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Upon examining the representative anecdote across the three themes, polarization exists
between positioning grizzly bears as eetit and as threatened. This opposing framing has the
potential to invoke public perceptions of fear or risk perhaps above other messages that would
otherwise encourage positive conservation action and human accountability of living, working or
recreatingn bear country. For example, a combination of keywords used in titles (e.qg.,
Amarauding bearso) combined with the sensatio
emotional response (Matthes, 2009; Nwabueze and Stella, ldh@nbear conflict staes
Wozniak et al., 2015). Certainly, how news media frames information on grizzly bears, or other
wildlife species, has the potential to elicit emotional and cognitive responses and in turn, affect
peoplebs receptivity to bear conservation (La

Indeed, framing may be of utmost importance in communicating ho@aninteractions
as these interactions are often reported as i
interaction was merely a bear sighting or other-ocomfrontational exciinge. And while we
captured sightings information under the hurbaar conflict theme, this illuminate the error of
judgement by both journalists or those interviewed for a news story, but also the changes
required of scientists in conservation vernacdiscribing humaitvear or broader wildlife
interactions, including what actwually constit
perpetuate public fear and risk perceptions, suggesting the mere presence of a bear is an
imminent threat or inflancing the readership to believe bear sightings may be as common or
dangerous as actual conflict incident (Muter et al, 2009; Sakurai et al., 2013). Giuese thfe
particular attitudinal expressions and anecdotes, this framing of Hbeaarconflict staes may
in fact run counter to bear conservation objectives. Or perhaps this stgfgoading high

consequence and dramatic incidences ifitef |l ect s
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bleeds,itleads ( Mut er et al ., 207).Lertaidye cormtemtithatish0 0 8 ; St
exciting or dramatic mighoke public attention, and in turn purchasing newspapers, and so

perhaps it follows that emotional or controversial stories of-b#a@sman events become

headliners (Downs, 1972). Whilerse conservationists may think front page grizzly bear news

can work to heighten public interest, the negative connotations associated with titles, content or
even images used may counter conservation objectives.

While unlikely that media generally hasteosig interest in bear management, some
individual journalists may have a bias for keeping bears front and center. In these cases, media
framing could report grizzly bear stories with positive outcomes, such as identifying human
responsibility in bear magament, conveying ecological values of bears, or ethical concern for
their conservation and thus function as a useful medium for public education (Freeman and
Jarvis, 2013). For example, polar bears have become perceptually associated with climate
changewhere media reporting has been found to induce empathy and activism amongst
environmentalists and broader public alike (Swim and Bloodhart, 2015). Or in the case of debate
around delisting Yellowstone grizzly bears, communications on the topic was founeciteo
ethical arguments on bear management, as well as uncover distrust in managing authorities and
disputes over land use policies (Parker and Pdrkktpausch, 2013). Media can therefore play a
powerful role in creating and disseminating informatiothe public, as well as influencing
values, attitudes, and actions (Freeman and Jarvis, 2013).

In terms of news stories debating grizzly bear hunting, which were dominated by Alberta
sources, it may be that newsprint media was used as both an advetynphnd a stirring
stick to incite debate about the legitimacy or ethics of trophy hunting. These stories also

corresponded to high profile attacks with hunting suggested as a management tool to address
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humanbear conflict incidences. Certainly, med@munications can mobilize public action
and encourage policy change, as demonstrated in social action occurring across other
environmental issues (Gamson and Wolfsfeld, 1993; Stoddard and MacDonald, 2011; Swim and
Bloodhart, 2015).

Sciencerelated infornation communicated in media stories again originated from
Alberta, and specifically addressed research needs related to recovery priorities, including
population or habitat studies, or specifically addressing bear mortality as in Banff or Jasper
National Rarks (Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, 2008). A small number of experts
leading on grizzly bear research were quoted in these stories, with journalists capturing factual
and current information. That said, science news stories lacked reportimg srience of
human dimensions of bear conservation, and when this information was communicated, it was
written relatively dispassionately.

Of the science stories, those on spilled grain and bear mortality research in Banff
National Park discussed the rabimperative to take action for bear survival, which likely elicits
an emotional response from the readership, given the nature of reporting (Derworiz, 2016).
These science stories can perhaps be used to incite public activism for bears rather tban posit
Aman versus bearo as seen with conflict stori
important part of bear conservation, these news stories are often not sensational and appear less
frequently in the media.

Overall, as with other similar woske found that sensational stories garnered more
attention by news matebmano wheciedanséngaeneébe am
new scientific findings. Of cour se, medi a per

will resonde with the public and generate attention (Serani, 2008). While joussakst
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expected to be guided by their ethics and objectively report on stories, other factors may affect
what is reported, how, and why, such as employer or organizational expes;tatiomarket

based drivers (Iggers, 2018). In turn, the public may be fed a diet of laundered information that

in turn can influence public perceptions and opinion on, in this case, bears and their conservation
(Kaczensky et al., 2001; Muter et al., 2088%ddard and MacDonald, 2011).

That said, we acknowledge all communication is comprised of senders and receivers,
where receivers construct their own meanings from news stories, including how these stories
resonate with personal experiences, knowledgstibudes, or current socmolitical or
economic contexts (Swim and Bloodhart, 2015). Certainly, the news media can assist bear
conservation efforts through use of positive framing and attention on stories that advocate for
stewardship actiondMacDonaldet al., 2016Sakurai et al., 2013).

3.7 Conclusions

Newsprint mélia most certainly remains central to how people receive their news, and
can be an insightful source of information that conservation practitioners look to as both a
platform to understand publdebate, as well as educational opporturtitgyston et al., 2010;
MacDonald et al., 2016). In fact, smaller more rural and remote communities may prefer
newsprint media compared to their urban counterparts, given limited online or broadcasting
capabilites and personal preferences (Ramsey & Moss, 2009). Certainly, these rural
communities are the people who also live more closely with bears | daily life than their urban
counterparts. With newsprint media being preferred, analyzing news stories fort exylici
latent content relative to grizzly bears and their conservation makes sense.

Using media content analysis, | demonstrate the power of newsprint media to influence

public interpretation of grizzly bear topics. Although the specific relationship batpablic
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demand for certain stories and the mediads r
responsible and evidenagformed norms seems apparent and something to be strongly
encouraged. As such, it would be prudent for conservation practgitmbe proactively

involved in media communications on grizzly bears or other species for that matter, to help

ensure messaging is accurately framed. Future research should also assess the international scale
of media communications on grizzly (brown)le and their conservation, in both print and

online contenfAkintola, Lavis & Hoskins, 20132ews Research Center, 2017).
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4 ThesocialprocessofAl bert aés grizzly bear recovery:

4.1 Introduction

It is widely recognized human relationships wgtrnivoe species are complex, shaped

by cultural, political, economic, and environmental factors (Géaegd. 2014; Dickmar2010;

Hintz 2003; Trevestal. 2017). Commonly, humawildlife conflict resultswith carnivores

viewed as threats to human safety or financial interests and subsequently killed in retaliation or
as a preventative measure (MaddedMcQuinn2014; Richieetal. 2012; TrevesandKaranth

2003). Humanwildlife conflicts are especially peasive in contexts where people depend on
natural resource production for humaaell-being(Hill 2015; RustandTaylor 2016; Scarce

1998; Youngetal. 2015). Typically, rural people are expected to live with carnivores and adopt
policy outcomes, yet consetion policy may be viewed as an imposition on livelihoods and as a
result, people may oppose conservation (BOIL5; Kreyeetal. 2017; Neuman2005; Pohja

Mykra 2016). We suggest understanding the human side of carnivore conservation and policy
processs is therefore necessary to achieve desired outcome2@Hsj Masciaetal. 2003).

Who is involved in conservation policy decisioraking? What do people want, and what do
species require for conservation action? Do these values and needs intersect or conflict?
Ultimately, who gets to decide? These are just some of the necgasatipns to ask in
conservation policy processes (LassvoIr1).

As part of a broader study we qualitatively explore the ongoing acrimony in Alberta,
Canadabs drsusarctdyyecobeeyadespite nearly a decade of conservation action
(AlbertaEnvironment and Park¥16; Gibeau2012; McFarlanest al.2007; Oppenheimand
Richie2014; Richieet al.2012; Rutherforat al.2009; Waltor2006). We also integrate social

process mapping and conceptual descriptions from wildlife value orientation®@)\and
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wildlife attitudes literature into a social constructionism framework to help explain what grizzly
bears and recovery mean to the people expected to live alongside theg€hesast al.2016;
Clark2002; Gerger2015;Kellert 1996; Lasswell1971; MandfredoandDayer2004; Scarce
1998).
4.2 Study context

Al bertads grizzly bears once numbered in t
populations, habitat loss and fragmentation, and direct (e.g., conflict) and indirect (e.g., vehicle
collision) humancaused mortality have resulted in bear population decline and range contraction
(Kansas2002; McLellan et al.2017; Nielserl975; Nielser2005). In 2002 a government
commi ttee identified a path for war dratdrioom conse
established in 2005, and grizzly bears listed as threatened inQOBEWIC2012; Kansas
2002). A recovery policy was subsequently developed, prioritizing linear footprint and attractant
(e.g., garbage) management, applied research, educatidgredch, and intgurisdictional
cooperatior(Alberta Grizzly Bear Recovery Pl&008)

Currently, an estimated 691 grizzly bears range across seven demographically separate
Bear Management Areas (BMA) spanning approximat@®;,ao0 km (Fig. 1-2; Alberta
Environment and Park016). This encompasses over 70 different human communities
including Indigenous settlements, as well as forestry, petroleum and agricultural operations, and
recreational areag\(berta Environment anBarks2016; FestaBianchet2010). Despite
achievements in recovery, such as population estimates, conflict mitigation, and educational
programming, grizzly bear recovery remains contested and struggles to gain widespread public
support Alberta Environmenand Park£016; Gailus2005; Walton2006;N. Webb, personal

communication, January 2P012). However, additional biological or ecological science seems
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unlikely to resolve this conflict (Gibed012). Instead, we propos@derstanding the people
expectedo live alongside grizzly bears is necessary to inform relevant conservation solutions for
people and bears (Claet al.2014;Dickman2010; MaddenandMcQuinn2014; Masciaet al.
2003;Nielsenet al.2009; Wallacest al.2002).
4.3 Theoretic framing

Grizzly bears hold different meanings to different people, constructed over space and
time through individual and social interactions and discourse (Gején Gibeau2012;
Mattson2014; McFarlaneet al.2007; Petersoat al.2010;Richieet al.2012. Grizzly bears can
represent pristine wilderness, ecological importance, and be valued for their aesthetic qualities or
tourism potentialGailus2010; McFarlanest al.2007). However, bears can also signify safety
risks and incite fear, or be loathed foeir potential to inflict negative economic impacts on
livelihoods(Kaczenskyetal. 2004;McFarlaneet al.2007) Grizzly bears can also symbolize the
tensions between wildlife conservation and human values, including issues associated with costs
and benfts, equity and governance (Clagkal.2014; Hill 2015; Hintz2003; Neumanr2005;
Reedet al.2013).

A social constructionist perspective can help reveal why bears might be loved or reviled,
protected or persecuted (Frasslinet al.2017; Gerger2015; Goedek@005; Hill 2015;
Knight 2000; Petersort al.2010; Scarc&998). For example, Scarce (1998) found that gray
wolves Canislupis) and their management represented a healthy ecosystem to some, and a
surrogate of government control to othersasrthe western United States. Fr&Selin et al.
(2017) identified that socioultural and political factors influence constructions of huwéd
dog Lycaon pictuprelationships in Botswana, where confliepresentsintagonism between

social groupsather than with these animals. Certainly, social constructionism can elucidate how

58



and why values are constructed for wildlife and their management, but also how these
constructions relate to points of contention or consensus (Featiaretal. 2017; Godeke
2005).

We applied this theory as an overarching lens to our study, whereas the policy sciences
social process mapping offered a systematic framewoiktenpreting interview data relative to
the recovery policy contexClark 2002; Lasswell 1971). Re first step in socigirocess
mapping is to characterize participants alatify their perspectives, including constructions of
identity, values, and practices relative to conservation pdlitark etal. 2009;Geertz1973;
OppenheimeandRichie20 14) . As Cl ark (2002) suggests, HfAi
perspectiveso (36) and in turn, iroofedbelefaces va
or moral qualities people cherish, demand, or expect, ordered by relative importance that guides
behavior (Clarket al.2014; Hitlin 2003; Manfredcet al.2017; Rokeacli973). These values
includepower (autonomy, decisiemaking), enlightenment (information, knowledge), wealth
(production, distribution), skill (competency, expertised)l-being(sdety, health), respect
(recognition, appreciation), affection (friendship, trustworthiness), and rectitude (integrity,
responsibility) (Lasswell971; VernorandClark 2015).Power can bearticularly important,
used to fulfill other values and achieve Igd@r self or four a social groylark 2002).

To addresghe multiplicity of human values, we also borrowed descriptions from wildlife
value orientations (WVO) and wildlife attitudes as standardized terminology to help explain the
meanings people ascribe to grizzly bears and recovery paQiasgetal. 2016;Kellert 1996;
ManfredoandDayer2004; Rokeachl973). Following Mattson (2014) we condensed WVO
descriptions into utilitarian or dominion orientation (use or control over wildlife), mutualistic

orientation (egalitarianism or bigentrism), and distancedoraph et i ¢ or i ent ati on,
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(1996) attitude typology reflecting utilitarianism/dominionism, ecological/scientific, aesthetic,
moralistic, and negativistic.

Following this, social process mapping articulates the situations or conditions in which
people interact or, in thisase experience grizzly bears, the strategies people usehieve their
goals and then explicate their value demands and expectatiopslicy processes (Clark
2002). Lastlythe outcomes and effects of the social process are des(Tilaekiet al. 2009;
Clarketal. 2014; Richieetal. 2012.

It is also important to clarify researcher standpoints in social process mapping (Clark
2002; Clarketal. 2014). As primary investigator (Pl), CH wanted to understand why recovery
continues to be acrimonious, and what people ultimately want for grizzly bears and recovery.
CH6s interests stemmed from pr enbia éftca,amdor k on
empl oyment experience in the Government of Al
sections. As a bear researcher, SN was interested in the contributions a human dimensions
approach could add to grizzly bear recovery.
4.4 Methods

Firsthand narratives about grizzly bears and recovery were elicited usingtseatiired
interviews (DeruiteandDonnelly2002; DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree 200Byrury et al.2010.
Participants of interest were those within BMA boundaries rather tham ar@an centers or
tourists, as these people directly shared the landscape with grizzly bears Z@L8drikret
2004; Gergen2015; Kvalel996). Purposeful snowball sampling recruited diversity across
participants, with amitial list includinggovermment staff and other interest groups and
individualsgenerated byther ovi nceds f or mer 20@8). Thistechmigpe speci a

helped ensuran acceptable sample size reflecting data saturation (themes, patterns), and was
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appropriate giventhedivsi ve nature of recovery and report

involvement in researciBi{ernackiandWaldorf 1981;N. Webb, personal communication,
January 201R Participants were contacteding email or telephone and sent study information,
and upon agreement to participate, an interview location, date, anddisestablished
(University of Alberta2016).Faceto-face interviews were preferred, with telephone sessions
available if scheding constraints aros@ovick 2008). At the culmination of each session,
participants made recommendations for additional study sulfiay2008).

An interviewguideinformed by other similar studies and expert input elicited-fiestd
narratives on pspectivesknowledge, experiences, and strategies towards grizzly bears and
recovery policy, including interactions with government persor@ihberlairet al.2012;
DiCicco-Bloom andCrabtree2006; Richieet al.2012) Interviews were audicecordedwith
permission, with written notes taken during each session and extpnsif®cmemoing. Data
were continually reviewed throughaie datacollectionto determine saturation, and interviews
ceased when no new information emer{fagschandNess2015; Golafshan2003).

Alphanumeric codes were assigned during transcription to protect anonymity.

Coding was completed in three phases with an overarching social constructionist
perspective informed by social process mapping, and reflective of WVO andeattitud
descriptions (Clar002; Kellert 1996; Lasswelll971; ManfredoandDayer2004). Initial codes
were generated by reading and listening to interviews and noting patterns, themes, and
dissimilarities Saldan22009). Codes were then reviewed, reduced afided, and entered into
Nvivo 10, followed by importing transcripts for final codinggmeyet al.2006;QSR

International Pty Ltd2012). Key quotes were extracted to support analysis.
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Limitations include possible sampling bias despite attempts to ensure participant
diversity, and difficulty specifically recruiting Indigenous participation despite repeated
attempts. Of those Indigenous People that did participate, they askedtttedRtientify their
perspectives as Indigenous given concerns of biasing a broader cultural way of knowing. This
presents a data gap and warrants future exploration (e.g., Clarke and SI@608)b&Ve also
acknowledge lack of participation from BMAR 1) for reasons unknown and despite repeated
attempts, and absence of environmentalpiariit perspectives from northwest Alberta, likely
due to no known groups operating in the area at the time.

4.5 Results
4.5.1 Participants

67 (of 82) inperson N =43) and telephon@N =24) interviewqfrom a possible total of
80 interviews)averaging 80 minutes were completed betweer2€@ and earh2014 across
BMAs, with no less than four years in a BMA for each, 58 males, nine women, and an average
age of 51 (2672 years). Given the rural context, study demographics may reéesxinal
preferencefor employment by sector (ranchers, foresters) or enculturated norms of gendered
roles in rural society.

A single category reflecting employment type was first usethéoacterize participants,
however, further examination of the data revealed shared descriptions from participants in a
geographicallybounded way (northwest, southwest), according to BMA (Ketwad 2017).
Participants used certain terms to charaaeheir identities, influenced by family history and
land use, employment type, educational background, and knowledge and experience with grizzly

bears and government personnel . Using partici
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OHomesteademandéoopFoHBnol egi std and OFi sh and Wi
emerged (able4-1) Exudan® a | s o ; hewewerthisetdracterization was drawn from

Table 4-1 Participant characterization

Homesteaders (ranchers) 9
Frontiersmen (forestry, petroleum, trapper, farmer 16
Biologists, Officers (government) 31

Exurbans (environmental organizations, residents 11

literatureand reflective of the sennural residential areas across some BMAS where participants
lived and worked (RodgeendPienaar2017; Schwartetal. 2012). We acknowledge, however,
these characterizations represent a generalized composite picture of interview data and may not
account for other possible identities present but did not emerge in this study.
4.5.2 The social process

Interview data reflectedgpr t i ¢ i p a n-sitgated heliefs abaut salf ahdy
dispositions towards grizzly bears, and how this related to value demands and expectations for
recovery policy {able4-2). Homesteader (souBMAS5, 6) and Frontiersmen (BMA2, north
3) identity reflected a history of land settlement, family and community socialization, and direct
experiences with bears and government agencies. Homesteaders identified as southwest
Al bertads cattle rancherdcd,t chapgddstighesmdmagr i c ul
Hi storical influences for the construction of
Dominion Lands Act, which stimulated rapid homesteading and encouraged widespread
cultivation of the land for economic prosjigr(BennettandKohl 1995; Clare1998; Francis
2011;Gagnon2016; Government of Cana@815; Hamleyl992; Martin1938).Immigrants
came from Europe, Britain, and the United States, bringing with their beliefs and traditions

influencedbyearlChr i sti anityés vi ews OAAhglodexasianchingn over
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culture (Frieserd987; MacLachlan2006; MyersandRussell2003). In the literature, early
southwest Homesteaders are described as proudwoakthg people, enduring hardships from

Table 4-2 Participant perspectives denoted by alphanumeric codes

Homesteader  Frontiersmen Exurban Biologist Officer
My great | just figured
grandfather A lot of people in Longterm love  conservation
bought this place this area have Most, including  of carnivores and law
in the early 1900s worked out in the myself, have [ €] ever enforcement,
2 and we've bush, in the oil moved here was ten I've | wanted to
% managed to han¢ and gas industry.  knowing what always been get into law
o on.lloveithere. Theyore weodr e ge prettyfascinated enforcement
|like theideal t h ey Orke@in living so closeto by bears, to learr (P25)
can do a good jok the logging wildlife (P63) more about them
raising cattle industry (P53) (P20)
(P31)
We don't
It's a symbol that want to lose
g These animals Il donot nature is still These animals al our grizzly
2 thev can tear a’ people really wani somewhat healthy have arightto bears. They're
> q y ) themshot but the umbrella exi st [ é the forefront,
© ooroff a bin. there are some species concept. | love to sit on the they are the
© Peopl e | P P ; oY ©
m . le that say would love to go  side of a valley wild right?
realize that. One ~ PEOP'€ y W g y arng
%‘ only a good into nature and andwatcha [ é] | t
N swatand they car bear 6 s a knowthere could rizzly b h t
‘= kill you (P40) ; grizzly bear - we have 1o
O] (P30) be awild bear (P11) make sureur
(P13) management

is clear (P23)
Bears are only  Absolutely
What the public  the lightningrod y ou 6 d

How come we
don't hear the pro:

(2}

c

2 Ranchers here really wants is to to start the hunt again

T should havethe N4 @NSOf o invoived | tion and b

¥ should have the findustry e involved in  conversation an ecaus e

@  right to protect rovidin decisionmaking much of this have enough

X themselves, their br 9 [ €] Peop revolvesaround bears to

I . . habitat]? Am | .

S family, their . ) to bemore [ €] -doetedr supporta huni
: defending oil and , X

S livestock. If a as? A little bit engaged, and fee social problems [ é] al ¢

«» grizzly is on their gase A " like their voice is which are all  the staff to be

S Let s un .

c property we have he bal it being heardy about truseind able to deal

i to protect our the balance. It's being part of the relationships with the

= - such a necessary 2 .

) families (P40) avil of all our decisionmaking [and] who gets to problem bears

Q process (P62)  be the decision (P16)

livelihoods (P42) maker (P62)

social isolation and wildlifetlra t s , and this is reflected in st

(BennettandKohl 1995). Grizzly bearg¢and other wildlife) were historically viewed insofar as
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they benefitted or burden@@opleand weresubsequentlkilled for subsistence, revenue, or as
problem animal¢Burnset al.2005; Donihe000) These dArel ati @& of ri
3) arestill present to some extent, with grizzly bears described relative to where they belong
(foothills, forests) or nofranch lands) and how they affect human wealth and wellbeing
(Herrmanret al.2013; Nielserl975).

In contrast, though with some similarities, Frontiersmen of the northwest identified as
pioneers of the boreal, with a history of trapping and huntingsfor or petroleum production,
and mixed farming backgrounds. Indeed, Nwthwestexperienced a similar pattern of
historical land settlement and wildlife management, with people sealifegof prosperity in
the bounties of natural resource productide Mille 1970; Nashl963). Descriptions ahe
6frontierd conjured images of distant border|
and todayproud Frontiersmen view themselves as cultivating the harsh and isolated boreal for
human uséClare 1998; Hamleyl992; McCormackandIronside1993). Managing wildlife
meant killing them to fulfill subsistence needs, generate income, or ensure human or livestock
safety(Alberta Fish and Wildlife Divisiod990 Forestry, Lands and Wildlif&990; Provincial
Archives of Alberta2006). Today, ople of the northwestrk theiridentity and values to a
northern birthright, with bom-bust cycles of forestry, mining, and petroleum production, and
expanding agricultural developmeflére1998; Katerberg2003; McCormack and Ironside
1993). This has given rise to conceptionsaahultiruse, working landscape, with related
utilitarian valuedor bears and other wildlifé€Clare1998; Frieseri987; McCormack and
Ironside1993; Northern Alberta Development Guuil 1996).

Specific to values for grizzly bears, Homesteader and Frontiersmen interviews revealed

that grizzly bears are still viewed as problem animals requiring management, with perspectives
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gualified by experiences including livestock depredationp@my damage, and safety risks
(Table 43). More specifically, Homesteader sentiments reflect feelings of disproportionately
bearing the financial and safety costs of living with grizzly bears in a cattle ranching context,
whereas Frontiersmen see grizzly bears are impeding industrial development. A potent example
of thefrustrations felt over grizzly bear protectionsincludei e p hi | os o p Bhpot,or pr a
shovel , mdnagé prablpndhearsoodenote policgagition That saidcontrasting
these views were shared positive appraisals for grizzly bears between both groups, reflecting the
strength or beauty of bears, particularly sows and cubs, and ecological or existence value.
Moreover, Homesteaders and Fremsimen shared their view of their role as environmental
stewards or forest managers, with narratives reflecting their land use practices as provisioning
habitat for grizzly bears and helping to increase bear populations.

Exurbangncluded participants fromesidential areas and semiral communities across
BMA2, BMA3, and BMA4who had diverse cultural and educational backgrounds, employment
types, and knowledge and experience with grizzly bears and recovery policy. Exurban identity
appearedtobeinfuerde by t heir beliefs and experiences :
away6) to BMAs, as wel |l as their personal mo t
societal changes in human demographics and land use change (€aalig616; Manfredaet
al. 2017; McintoshandWright 2017). For example, changes in the Bow Valley area have shifted
historically from ranching to a focus oecreationalise and wildlife tourism, and protected areas

management (Hildebrandt 1995).
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Table 4-3 Values expressed byparticipants

Power

Respect

Rectitude

Wellbeing

Wealth

Officers from 30650 years ago A problem grizzly bear, I'm a little leery

say they relied on ranchers to of what | saya bear that's done

take care of ovepopulated something should be put down in my

bears. Now we eyes.]Ithink putting down certain bears

because weor e andnoteverybearisagood bear, | thi

persecuted (P40, Homesteadel if you do actually do the right thing by
putting some bear:
gonna save more bears in the end
becausehe public is gonna see that yot
guys are acting professional, making
right decisions (P6, Officer)

I think anybod Therespectl have for grizzly bears mo
here, particularly in the farmingt han anyt hing [ é] |
community, they knowbears peopl e all the ti:1
[ €] have a hea intalks, give them the respect they
them, and there might berse  deserve and theyillvgive it back (P60,
of that fear [ Exurban)

them killing their livestock (P3,

Biologist)

[Is it] morally wrong or legally In this community, you have a very higl
wrong to kill a grizzly bear? tolerance for grizzly bear populations.
Peopl e say 6y o Peoplearenotinto euthanization. [The
grizzly bear. Doesn't matter message is] you can help be part of the
what he's doinsol ut i oit'sdurégdsponsibilaytto
head a s hwoklén't [ manage, to change obehaviourgo the
shoot a gri zzl savethe wildlife (P22, Exurban)
attacking your kid? (P25,

Frontiersmen)

We dondt have When]people] have a problem, suppor
ranchers down here that want t them so they don't suffer economic
shoot every gr losses. Ifhe suffers economically, almc
That 6s cert ai n anybodyis going to be aggressive

all. All they wantto do is be safe towards the amnal (P12, Biologist)

in their area, and not have theit

cattle all eaten up (P33,

Homesteader)

We 6 d ave no p ltwouldbe more efficient if they lobby
werendot bear s thegovernmentto subsidize rfgncing
dondot t Wwhosdgonnab[ é&] | '"m just | ike
foot the bill for habitat and trying to feed myself (P48, Frontiersme
mitigation (P38, Homesteader)

h
0
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Enlightenment 1 t 6s a matt er The BearSmart approach is extremely

crossdepartmentcross important [to] longterm recovery. It
governmentd i al o g ue helpsgain public acceptanogbears
once yowinpointthose [and] acknowledge and understand bes

government agencies, get then and theirbehavioursand the human
all together, | think it can work. component (P63, Exurban)

You just gotta

partnering with the right people

(P9, Biologist)

Skill | credit my officers in this These species aommy place and I'm
because we havedethose proud of that. | hope | should get credit
guys so hard and made them for that. | don't want the general
clean up their act. The number population saying ranching is bad and
of bear complaints in thail and beef is bad (P31, Homesteader)
gas sites, you could show it on

graph that itd
Officer)

Affection People love to see great big  They're just so squishy. | just wanna gr
grizzly bears roaming around, them and hug them. | have a chohow
and | can understantat. dog and she looks like a bg&14,

Absolutely gorgeous animal Exurban)
(P33, Homesteader)

Regarding humabear coexistence, the area has become an iconic examphes(esqbrted by
Biologists in this study, a bit of a fortuito
generally accept the risks of living with grizzly bedBs\y Valley HumarWildlife Coexistence

Technical Group2018; WildSmart2012).

Across Exurbansvalues for grizzly bear ranged from fear based on lack of knowledge, to
kinship or affection, of which were influenced by different experiences such as hiking
encounters, a bear roaming through aelapér sonods
interactions with government personnel. However even if fearful of bears, Exurban interviews
indicated a greater willingness to adopt proactive conflict mitigation measures (e.gprdudar

garbage bins, carrying bear spray) to reduce negativambear interactions, and called upon
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government personnel to provide additional information and opportunities to learn to safely
coexist.

Identities of Biologists and Officers reflected professional affiliation and influences from
childhood experiencepersonal motivations, or preference for educational and career pursuits.
Bi ol ogistsdé bear perspectives reflected ecol o
Officers reflected public safety followed liye ecologicalor utilitarian importance of bears. The
type of work conducted by Biologists (research, policy) and Officers (investigations,
enforcement) also appeared to influence their bear perspectives, mediated by their experiences
with bears (fieldwork vsproblemcomplaint).

As suggested thetsations which Homesteaders, FrontiersmerExarrbangnteracted
with government personnel and vice versa, and strategies used to achieve desired outcomes,
differed according tehetypeof grizzly bear interactioiTable 44). For example, Homesteaders
might call upon an Officer to investigate livestock depredation, Frontiersmen might meet with
Biologists to plan access management strategiedamtbansanteract with government in
educational settings. However, a common value demand in these interactions is acquisition or
assertion of power, and in doing so, seeking fulfilment or recognition of other values.
Depending on how these situations and straseglay out influences whether or not conditions
of conflict between people arise. For example, Homesteaders and Frontiersmen valued power
insofar as it could gain them respect, demonstrate their knowledge and skill, and pursue wealth
and wellbeing.

In terms of grizzly bear recovery, these value demands reflect the importance of personal
autonomy and discretion to manage bears free from what Homesteaders perceive as government

imposition or unfair persecution. Other value demands and expectationsdefiees for
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Table 4-4

Strategies or behaviors emplged to help fulfill values

Homesteader Carnivores can have a place on the

Frontiersmen

landscape. Problems can be solved
through cooperative projects (P31)

What happens they kind of end up
buried in a manure pile or somewhe

If | found a grizzly bear, which
would be the rural attitud@, would]
shoot, shovel and shut up. | have
neighbors that are secogéneration
on their ranch and that grizzly isn't
allowed on their ranch (P18)
People are in favor to preserve the
grizzly and habitat as much as we

when they hit a can.ljustthinkwe have to be awar
guestions [ €] juoffjpeoppds] needs (
them (P61)

Exurban | 6m pretty 1 mpr e Weencountered a grizzly and
management in Canmore and Banffwat ched it for o
Everyone habearproofbins and the knew wewere there, we knew he we
residents seem to be very well there, and there were absolutely no
educated (P54) problems. Just kind of cool (P22)

Biologist Distribution of BearSmart materials,
getting them in information centers What wedr e t al ki
and to county of threatened species relative to the ni
in bear country videos, meet for profit. | guess | would side with
separatgl with each individual sub  the endangered species (P4)
division, have more presence at
community events (P9)

Officer Everybody's gonnhave their own

feelings about how you catch a bea
when you catch a bear, or how you
process a bear a
we're actually the people in charge
and you need to help us manage
properly (P23)

We can make progress. It takes a
f ocused etakésdahattone|
onone (P49)

collaborative decisioimaking processes between governmenttmaesteaders and

Frontiersmen,te nsur e peoplesd voices are heard and s

Exurbanssimilarly call for direct participation in recovery policy processes, as well as
improvements in government communications and delivery of educational outreach to equip

people with the knowledge and skill to live safely with be@tsategies used by Bimgjists or
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Officers likewise reflect the acknowledgment that participatory policy processes are necessary to
advance grizzly bear recovery, however, they too make value demands for power and respect as
it relates to legitimacy and credibility to deliver mctovery objectives. These value dynamics
are evident between both government personnel and other groups in this study, as well as
between Biologists and Officers in relation to who is determined to be the appropriate decision
making authority in what siations (e.g., bear relocation vs euthanasia). As a result, tension
exists between governmeptiblic relations as well as within agency, contributing to poor
communication and trust issues (Cl2002; Richieetal. 2012).

At the time of this studythe governmentundertook efforts to engage different interest
groups in renewing the 20813 recovery plan, as well tee variablebut ongoing
implementation of educational outreach, and applied research.
4.6 Discussion

Blending social constructionism with social process mapping and conceptual descriptions
from WVO and wildlife attitudes literature, this study highlights the role of identity and the
multiplicity of human values for grizzly bears in a contested policyestr{Clayton and Opotow
2003; Hitlin 2003; Kellert 1996; Manfredo and Daye004; Rokeacli973).0Ongoing acrimony
in Al bertads grizzly bear recovery appears to
values, which are eoonstructed througbkocil interactions, historical and current land
settlement processes, and direct experiences with aedigovernment agenéglaytonand
Opotow2003;FraserCelinet al.2017;Hall et al.2012; Jussinet al.2001; Knight2000;
Manfredoet al.2017).1 n cl ari fying participants®d unique i
values are so salient and as a result, why conflict persists despite shared sentiments towards

grizzly bears.
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As suggested by Hitlin (2003) identity formation involves emotionalcanghitive
processes that draw upon Aculturally signific
self withbroadergroup belonging, and the development of values important to human life
(Jussimet al.2001; Kreyeet al.2017). Our interview datsuggest identity and values are co
constructed in relation to lived experiences with grizzly bears and government agency, and
broader historical and current narratives shared between family and com(@laytyn and
Opotow2003; Knight2000; Myles and Rusell 2003). Depending on group identity and
experiences, utilitarian and mutualistic assertions about bears and their management emerge
(Clark 2002; Kaczenskyet al.2004;Mattson2014; Wallaceetal. 2002). However, in terms of
values, Homesteaders, Frontiersnexyrbans Biologists, or Officers all indicate power and
respect are of utmost importance and ultimately reflect the significance-ekpedfssion and
determinati on o ficy mocesses (Kreyat al. 2014 Manfredaet al. R04.7;
Mattson2014). Disputes in grizzly bear recovery are therefore less about utilitarian or
mutualistic perspectives and rather reflect the conditions of conflict between people vying to
fulfill their values and affirm their identity (Hitli2003; Kreyeetal. 2017).

Whether conscious or not, each gyrbup is trying to actualize the same values in
recovery policy processes. Rural land users want respect and autonomy to make decisions
relevant to theiriVes, and so d&xurbans Biologists, or Officers. All actors desire appreciation
as legitimate decisiemakers in policyprocesseand seek to assdhe powernecessarachieve
other values likevealth and wellbeing, knowledge and skill (Cl2002; Scace 1998;Younget
al. 2015. Having power determines how value transactions play out, including if they are
equitable and who benefits or who bears the costs (208R; Lukes2005). If value

transactions are perceived to be inequitable, this can cregiteup and ougroup conditions
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and result in feelings of disadvantage, loss ofaefiression and lack of power (Cl&802;
Hitlin 2003;Kreyeetal. 2017).

For example, Homsteaders and Frontiersnreported feelings ainfair persecution by
government personnel, portrayals as villains in grizzly bear recovery, and exclusion from
decisionmaking tablegNeumanr2005; OpotowandBrook 2003). From their perspective, rural
landowners who once had discretion and encouragement from their government to manage bears
must now abide by regulations and restrictions they feel do not secure their wellbeing and wealth
(Alberta Fish and Wildlife Divisiori990; Burns2005; Donihe€2000; Kansas2002; Kreyeet al.

2017). Topdown control over wildlife goes against Homesteader and Frontiersmen values for
autonomy, and despite government efforts to reduce negative impacts of grizzly bears, rural
landowners feel they continue to disproporétiy bear the financial and safety costs of

recovering grizzly bears (Kreyatal. 2017; Neuman2005). Government is perceived to place
bearsé needs &wbdanshoyldermgpuinfair,expactatioms on landowners to

coexist with bears. Inturs, o me Homest eaders and Frontiersmen
shut wupo t ofPobjapMyloa2@l6).pol i cvy

However,Exurbansalso feel excluded from policy decisiomaking, with frustrations
reflecting demands for improved outward government communicatidrdelivery of
educational outreach to address human safety risks and tedpoessibilityof bear relocation
or euthanasigExurban® posi ti ve i ncl i Amaterialistic movement acrosf | e ¢t
urbanizing society, as human subsistence naeddraditional lifestyles change, and people
reimagine what humawildlife coexistence mean8¢w Valley HumarWildlife Coexistence
Technical Grou018; Manfredoetal. 2017; Schwartetal. 2012;Walker and Fortmang003).

While these demands contrast Homesteaders and Frontiersmen, who seek recognition of their
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stewardship contributions and compensation for living with grizzly bears, similarities between
groups lie in demanding recognition for who people are and the power d et er mi ne oneo
With government participants, the importance of identity and values reflect power and
respect in relation to their credibility and legitimacy as decisiakers in recovery processes.
Both Biologists and Officers view tegpjown management necessary to deliver on {targn bear
conservation needs and ensure public safety. However, disputes between these two groups reflect
humanhuman conflict in asserting who is more legitimate, and who has the appropriate
knowledge or skl sto make bear management decisions (CR82; Hitlin 2003; Mattson
2014). The conflict here is not about bears, i
mutualism (BiologistsExurban$ or utilitarianism (Homesteader, Frontiersmen, Officers), or
attitudes about bears (from fear and loathing to beauty and affection), conflict is situated around
identity-v al ue dynami cs, and p e-mgkingosedpolicynthvabalffects me nt i
their lives(Clark et al.2014; Clayton and Opoto003; Mattsor2014). People want to be
respected for who they are, acknowledged for what is impddahem, and have a hand in
what outcomes will come from public policy (Chagal. 2002; Gibeal2012; Manfredoetal.
2017). Given this insight, we suggest caxtigally-specificcollaborative approaches that seek to
|l i sten and understand people are necessary to
bear recovery (Chasal. 2016; Mattsor2014; Reecktal. 2013).
4.7 Conclusiors
This study demonstrates the importance of understanding the social process in grizzly
bear recoveryo address an ongoing and contentious delpatectically, we recommend
establishing multstakeholder groups reflecéwof each BMA, to engage people in decision

making on future grizzly bear governar{Ghaseet al.2002;Fikret 2004; Lafon et al.2004;
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Reedet al.2013; Vucetichet al.2018. This would help recognize and reflect the sexidtural

and environmental differences across the Alberta landscape, and work to build relations of trust,
foster constructive dialogue, provide opportunities fete@rning, and identifgommon ground
(Fikret2004; Gibeal?012; Halletal. 2012;Lafon etal. 2004). Current @amples include
grassroots action, such as Waterton Biosphere
Bow ValleyHumarWi | d1 i fe Coexi stence work, lyBead Peace
Team. Related to this, we suggest evaluating these collaborative approaches as part of a policy
sciences approach.

We also suggesllaboratively developingteractive €arning opportunities targeted to
the specific needs and values of pe@amss BMAs Blekesaun@andRgnninger2010; Hughes
et al.2017;van Dalum2013). This can include hanegs educational opportunities that address
human safety concerns (e.g., bear spray training) rather than messaging focusing on saving bears,
which may noresonate with all audiences (Johansstal. 2016; MacDonal®016). The
grassroots groups previously mentioned have demonstrated that tailoring educational messaging
and experiences is a useful approach (e.g., WildS26ag).

Theoretically, ouapproab was useful to describe the complexity of human identity and
values relative to grizzly bears and their conservation, including using standard descriptions from
WVOs and wildlife attitudes (DeruitemdDonnelly2002; Drury et al.2011;Mattson2014). We
suggest future research consider these approaches to help uncover complex social phenomenon
and inform relevant conservation solutions (Mastia. 2003; Rusktal. 2017). We also
suggest future research specifically explore Indigenous identity, valugselationships with
grizzly bears, and experiences with policy processes, as this was a gap in our study(@larke

Slocombe2009).
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Ultimately, involving the people who are affected by policy in decisi@king can
enable opportunities to assert wigimportant to them and why, and can work to build better
humanhuman relationships, which we suggest are necessary to improve proclivity to support
conservation action (Kreyet al.2017; Mattsor2014). Grizzly bear recovery processes must
ensure the dersity of people who live with these bears are not alienated from policy
participation and instead given opportunities to clarify their perspectives, values, demands, and
expectations (Clarktal. 2014).While acontextually specific and collaborativelipy approach
will undoubtedly be challenging to implement, enabling the conditions to fulfill human dignity
desires across a socially diverse landscape is necessary for people and beaPOQBikret
Lasswell1971). Doing so is more likely to enable canostive dialogue and outcomes for

humanbear coexistence.
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5 Persistentproblems in Al b e rgrizaly kear recovery
5.1 Introduction
Grizzly (brown)bears (Ursusartcog are aHolarctic species once common to the
northern hemisphere, includif@anada, fronthe Prairies to Boreal Cordilleratiyroughout
British Columbi®d s dr y i nt er |aodthetulmarctiv eegionsfaheayakor, i n e
Northwest TerritoriesandNunavut(Fig. 1-1). However, the species has beatirpated fom
much of this historic ranggiven the arrival of early European settletith theirland uses
(COSEWIC2012; McLellanetal. 2017 Nielsen2005. Today humancaused grizzly bear
mortality isrecognizeds the single greatest threattoshp eci es é sur vi val acro
American distributionand notably in Alberta (McLellaatal. 2017; Nielseretal. 2009). This
includes direct mortalities from conflict incidences, poaching or illegal killing, and accidental
death (Alberta Sustainable Resource Developr?@dd).
Past research ilbertahasexamined thelrivers of humasbear conflictas well as
peop eds attitudes towards grizzly bears, and t
(Clark and Slocomb2011; McFarlanestal. 2007; Richieetal. 2012).However,adispute
continues to persistroundthe recovery of grizzly begraith bears no cker todelisting
(Coogaretal. 2018; Richieetal. 2012. Increasingly, conservation practitioneesognize the
importance of sockeultural and politicafactorsin shaping proclivity to bearonservation
(Clark etal. 2009; Clark and Slocomi2811; Gibeau2013).This research, gsart of abroader
studybuilding upon existing work in Alberta, used a problerrented approach to identify
di fferent peopl esdl peoba@sn gri 3pl3dd2beaswal i @c Av
1971).Results ofhis study are applicable to polidgsign andmplementation at a proximate

scaleand offer broader insighinto the human dimensions oérnivoreconservation
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5.2 Study context

Grizzly bears are listed as a threatened species in Alberta, protected by a provincial
recovery plan that has been nothing short of acrimonious, particularliytseestablishmenof
a controversial hunting moratorium in 200dkerta Environment and Peg2016; Nate Webb,
personal communicatior® 1 1) . Though Al bertads grizzly
species symbolizing the rugged beautyhefwildernessthey also represent fear and safety risks
and negativémpacts tdivelihoods (Black 1998; McFarlanetal. 2007). Certainlythevalues
andattitudes people have towards grizhbars, and what they symbolinetroduce a level of
complexity intodevelopment and implementation of recoveolicy (Gibeau2013; Richieetal.
2012. The same isaid forthegoals andexpectations peopleold for recoverypolicy, including
the normative beliefs afthatpeople believéhe governmenshould be doingGlark 2002;
Laswell1971) In the case oA | b e grizzéy besr recovery, policgbjectiveshave been largely
formulated tcaddress the needs of bearsing availabldiological and eclogicaldata to craft
management objectives (Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource DeveRGiB8gnt

Currently 691 grizzly bearsare estimated tmam across more thdrr0,000km? of
westernAlberta, wheresevendemographicaliseparate Bear Management Ar¢BSIA)
delineate management inteAlljerta Environment and Parks 2Q1&hese areas also contain
differentintensities of humaland usencludingresidential andndigenous comunities,
forestry, agriculturemineral and petroleum industries)d recreational ugélberta
Environment and Park¥16, FestaBianchet2010; Statiics Canad2012). These land uses
createopportunities for bears drpeople to interact, includingpsitive and negative encounters
such as wildlifeviewing or conflict (e.g., vehicle or train collisions, Alberta Environment and

Parks2016). Oftentimes, conflict results irrér mortalityincludingillegal or accidental killing
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(e.g., vehicle collisions, mistaken identity Boblackbear) agency euthanasma translocation
(treated as a mortalit{;ambet al.2016;Nielsen, Cranson, and Stenhouse 2004|sen,
Stenhouse, and Boy@006).Current recovery policattempts to addresBis by setting
thresholds foanthropogenic disturbancaadguidelines for attractant manageméang.,

electric fencing) oeducational outreado raise awareness, develop skitglencourage
stewardshigAlberta Environment and ParR816).However,policy is implemented by people,
and people differ in their views anihsd val ues f
recovery remaina contestedopic (Nate Webb, personal communicati@&is 1). Indeed, grizzly
bear recovery is potentialgvenmore contested given recemsults orpopulationstudiesand
increasinchumanbear conflicts (Alberta Environment and Pa2k4.6; Cooganretal. 2018;
Morehouse€2016; Senickk017).While classical natral science hagrovidedbiological and
ecological information fobear management, the peogide ofconservatioremains lacking

particular from a problenperspective in a policy conteiBennetetal. 2017;Gibeau2013,

Madden2004).
5.3 Methods
Lasswel | éoblemprie®es approagh offers a useful framework to

systemattally identify conservation policy problemiacludinggrizzly bear conservatiorC(ark
andRutherford2014;Kolhi 2007; Rutherforcetal. 2009).Generally defined, a poligyroblem is
adisparitybetweerwhat people want to happand what actuallgoes,or is perceived to

happen, as described by the pe@igeriencing them (Clark et 2014; Redpatketal. 2013).
Defining a probl em, as suggested by Clark (20
situation, its meaning, implicationgndu r g e n ¢ yThis rhehr® Policy problems are not the

same for everyondiffering in meaningccording to sockaultural, political and environmental
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contexts(Primm and ClarkKl996).However, these differences have broader implications for

policy implementation, including how the problems are framed, what knowledge or whose voice
is considered legitimate in policy pegses, and public acceptance and adoption of activities
(Clark 2002; Clarketal. 2008).Utilizing the policy scienceproblemoriented approach can help
uncoverd i f f e r e rinterpietations, lpercerdiions, and goals for polsywell aghetrends

or conditions expressethrough different forms of discourse or narratikathave shaped

current context§Clark 2002 Laswell1971;Nie 2001; Reed2008).In turn, this approach can

helpto identify possible alternatives to help resolve policy contention (Q0R; Laswell

1971). An overview of this process can be found in Clark (2002, 87) and in Laswell (1971), with
the approach used in this study described below.

To orient myself to theomplexity of this policy problem, | first reviewed the trends and
conditionsof grizzly bear recovery in Alberiglark 2002; Laswell1971). Available
documentatiorfdecisionmaking, guidelines, scientific publications, online and print reports, and
webstes) on the listing of grizzly bears and recovery policy was first gathered, and then a
document review process was ugseeAppendces Clark2002). Document review is a
commontechniqueusedto contextualize multiple sources of infornwattiandillustrate decision
making processes that approximate (or bat)ogical or social goalsas well as provide insight
into power and voice in policy conteXBowen2009; ClarkandVernon2017, Patton 1991

Following this, participant standpoints, probleerspectives, and goals are clarified
(Clark2002; Laswell1971). | wsedqualitative,semistructured interviewing techniques to gather
datafirst from a fromkey informantlist and then with additional participants via chain referral
(Drury etal. 2012, Noy 2008). This process enabled avdrserange of directlyaffected people

that lived, worked or recreatedc r o0 s s A | bte pravidedheir pBripAcsives on grizzly
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bear recoveryVernonand Clark2017). This approach was particulamgefulgiven the ability
to gather firsthandd at a gr o u n d e @wniwordspathertheimpiogeaspriori s 6
categorie®nto the dat§Clark and Willard2000; Goldmaretal. 2010).

Telephone or email was used to contact participarite were supplied with studgnd
consent information followed bgn interview date, time and locationce agreement to
participatewasestablisheqUniversity of Alberta2016). Faceto-face interviews were preferred
thoughtelephone sessiongere made available if there warenstraintor limitationsin meeing
faceto-face(e.g., work scheduledjovick 2008). A semistructuredguide informed by previous
work and Albertaspecific questionwas used to conduct thmerviews with latitude toexplore
topics more deeply as they emergsee AppendiceBennetetal. 2017;Drury etal. 2011). An
iterative process of collectietnanscriptioranalysis was used ttetermine corroboration and
saturation amterviews were completgdiernackiand Waldorfl981). This process included
comparing anadontrastingdata to develop provisional descriptiongafticipantproblem
perspectivesgoals, and possible alternati€ark etal. 2008 Rust2015). Oncesaturation \as
considered to be met, nmréag no new patterns or themes emergieda collection ceasg&usch
andNess2015). Interviewswere then transcribed andegamined for possible new insights,
and with no newfindings, the provisionatodeswere therentered into NVivo 10 software
(QSRInternational Pty Ltd2012). Transcripts fully coded used the software, with any
redundanciesr co-occurrencefn coding condensed or removed as necegdgneyetal.
2006; Saldan2009).After all data werecoded key quoteswereextracted tdelpillustrate my

findings(Youngetal. 2015).
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5.4 Results

| first present the trends and conditiomsjuding a condensed timeline of noteworthy
events (able5-1). | then move tpresentingarticipant®problem perspectivegoalsand
suggested alternatives to address grizzly bear recovery problems.

5.4.1 Contextual analysis

Al bertads grizzly be arhethaupandhenweverdhealvemtn ce nu
of European settleiseeking a new lifestyle encourageddayly governmentnd use
propagandaaw grizzly bear numbers widely fluctuate and eventually dedigecultural
expansion, fur tradingimberharvestandpetroleum and mining developments have resulted in
habitat change, fragmentatiaand lossas well asncreasedpportunities for humabear
conflict. Grizzly bears have been killed for their pelts, hunted as a tropitiggally poached
for body partsThey are acidentally killedin vehicleor train collisionsmistakenly shot as
black beas, andpurposefully Kled as nuisanceor pess or to prevent human safety risk
Certainly human land useffectsb e ar sur vi val , exacerbated by be
history traits. That said, grizzly bears can also constrain human wellbeing by impeding industrial
resource development, depredating livestock or damaging propertiy, wamd casesausing
human fatalities.

Currentl vy, Al be manadgedas gthrearezet speclesnatbvery ar e
objectivesincludingcompletingpopulationassessments order to understand bear density and
distributionto inform recovery achievements; rethgchumancausedearmortality, access
management antabitat conservatigreducational outreach; and, inrfarisdictional cooperation
to ensure sustainable pogatibns (Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development

2008.
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Table 51 Condensed timeline of grizzly bear management (Alberta Environment and
Parks 2016; Alberta WildernessAssociation 2014; Gailus 2006)

1700
late
1800606

(@)

= =4 =4 4

~6000 grizzly lears estimated in Alberta.

Grizzlies and Al ber ttacoexist Mightitle\nenting.
Fur trading across Alberta throughout 1700s.

Dominion Lands Act (1872) aratrival of Canadian Pacific Railway (1883)
seeadventof more European settlers, many to southern Alberta.

1 Reportedly rapid grizzly bear population decline duertestrictedsport and
commercial hunting by settlers (e.g., Nagy 1990).

=
©
o
o
(@)
=

First legal protection 1927 requiring hunters to register legal kills. Howev
2000 variable public and governmesanctioned persecution througi®50sas
populationcontrol mechanism.
1T 1982 Fish and Wil dIl iGoeernfentlisitacepsuriat
wildlife populations are protected from severe decline and that viable
populations are maintainedl.
1 Alberta Wildlife Act empowers the Endangered Species Conservation
Commi t t ee IideRify §€cjes thabmaii be formally designated as
endangered othreatened 0
Grizzly bear research gains prominence across Alberta and other jurisdic
1990 Provincial Management Plan for Grizzly Bears released, with an
estimated population of 790 individuals; goal to increase to 1000.
1 Series of studies and reporihdicate habitat requirements, road mortality a
new management approaches are needed to protect bears.

E

20006 T ESCC recommends grizzly bears de
2004 fivery small population size (fewer than 1000) and dispersakaokdange
with adjacent populations limitedo

1 Alberta government refuses to act on ESCC recommendations; however
Grizzly Bear Recovery Team is established by Minister for Sustainable
Development, Mike Cardinal.
Draft recovery plan developed in 2004.
DNA studies initiated to estimate populations across BMAs. Estimates
indicate less than 700 bears on provincial lands.
1 ENGO criticism that lack of financing and implementation of 1990
management plan resulted inlige state of grizzly bears.
Scientists reeammend threatened listing.
Public criticism for Alberta Government ignoring precautionary principle \
continues with the spring grizzly hunt.

E

= =4
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2004
2008

2008
2012

E = = E E | = =

= =

== =4 =9

Increasing prevalence of scientific research, focusing on grizzly bear biol
and ecology, followethy human dimensions.

Foothills Research Institute expands its program into northern boreal.
Independent scientists sentktierto Premier Ralph Klein recommending tt
government endorse the recommendations of the ESCC.

Public and ENGO criticism forgevr nment 6 s | ack of
status.

Legal hunting in 2005 allocated Ti8ensegrovincially, with 10 filled.

Hunt is suspended in 2006 for a three year period to help address knowr
humancaused mortality.

Alberta hunters upset over how giizbear population decline is framed as
hunting problem, andite considerations for habitat loss, poaching, road ki
andother issues.

Alberta Recovery Plan approved (202@13).

Grizzly Bear Recovery Team dismissed. Despite recommendations, Min:
does not endorse numerous regional implementation teams, increased fi
or staffing.

DNA studies, including those that engage local landowner expertise.
Scientists recommend govenent address road density and human acces:
issues.

Recommendations to |list grizzly
designates listing.

ENGOs n ot esymbdiid ast, rex@ynizing thie perilous plight of the
province's grizzlies and suggesgithat recovery actions will now begird
Hunting moratorium remains.

Ongoing studies continue indicating human access poses a considerable
to longterm persistence.

BMA1 and 7 remain data deficient due to funding and staffing issues.
Northwest Aberta grizzly bear committee identifies knowledge gaps and
develops an action plan.

Draft access management strategy developed but not publicly released.
Annual recovery status updates are made publicly available.

Wa t e r CaminodesNorking Group (2011) coordinates commubéged
projects to reduce humdear conflict.

Alberta BearSmart program is launched (204ith variable implementation
provincially.
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2012 1 Recoveryplan is reviewed angenewalprocess isindetaken

Present 9 Hunting moratorium is ongoing, as a direct control over known huraased

morality.

Poaching andelf-defenseaccount for the greatest mortality sources (47%)

Roads are cited as a major contributbmortality risk. Draft Access

Management Sttagy posted is online.

1 However,industryremains unclear on linear thresholds despite current
knowledge on mortality risk, and there is no clear legislation to support a
strategy.

T Government ©biologists sxsgwtelsetsisita
maximum (no more bears desired), particularly in agricultural areas givel
humanbear conflict and perspectives of increasing or expanding bear
populations.

1 Widespread calls from interest groups for-@pened hunt, though ENGOs
remain opposed.

1 June 2016 the draft renewed recovery plan publicly posted for comment.
release date announced fioal plan.

1 Ongoing BearSmart efforts, variable across the province.

= =

However, governance and implementation of recovery policy is nothing shaantnpiex
notwithstanding the changes inagganization of departments and different names delineating
working areas since 2008. Currenthyotdifferent government ministries aresponsible for
deliveringon recoveryobjectives Alberta EnvironmenandParks (AEP) and Justice and
Solicitor General (JSGyho once were housed in one government departriaeah though
nuancegxisted with how bear conservation and management was conducted, it is likely more
pronounced now given different reporting lines, andmative perspectives and operational
practices on how bears are managed

For exampleAlbertaEnvironment and Parkstaffincludethe hologists,whom have
jurisdiction overgrizzly bearsand can provide input into decisiomaking on humarahd use
aaosspubliclands.Biologists largely deal withear population and habitkvel decision
makingandwhere capacity existslelivery ofeducational outreackowever, there are also

provincial parks biologists, who only hapgisdiction acros$ormally protected or recreational
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areaswith decisionmaking largely centering ogcologicalfunction, and humabear

interactions and safetplberta Environment and Parks staff aisoludepublic lands officers,
whom largely have the final decisionaking authority over activities that are approved on

public lands, including those leased by industry, agriculture, municipal, or recreational groups.
At times, biologists and lands officers conflict in their perspectives on prioritizing grizzly bear
recovey over public land use, creating tensions internal to the department.

Adding more complexity is the separation of fish and wildlife enforcement officers in the
Justice and Solicitor General department. This agencyutlasrdy overbear managemeas t
rel ates to Aprobl em a n i-beeadosfliot (edye lvdstock depredationy  d i r
public safety. These enforcement officers have the authoritytoréranslocateor euthanize
bearsand conduct investigatioms mortality incidentswith reports shared withovernment
biologists.JSG is also responsible foonducting investigations on livestock depredation, where
another agency, Alberta Conservation Association, is responsible for distributing government
fundedpredator compensatida affectedandownersafter submitting required claims.

Lastly, he federal gvernment alsthasmanagement authority ildlberta, though
constrained tdasperBanffand Waterton Lakes National iRa. Managementbjectivesareto
ensurea healthygrizzly beampopulationandhabitat security, managmiblic safety risks, ad
provide educational outreat visitors Inter-jurisdictional cooperation between provincial and
government agencies is important in decisiaaking and ensuring recovery objges, though
as evidenced by interviews there are differences in how problem bears are aefimethaged
as well as values fand commitmento educational outreach.

Other actors on this complex landscape incliedestry, petroleummining and

agriaultural (i.e., grazing leases) industrie$ whicharegranted approval to operate and
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regulatedby Alberta Environment and Parkas well as recreational users across both public
lands and protected are@y and largeresource extraction companies repm usingbest
practicedor linearaccess (i.e., roads) aattractant managemewhen operatingn grizzly bear
habitat andon providing lear safetyraining and supplies for their staff. Agriculture and
recreational uses are different, given thaséhactivities are largely conducted by private
landowners or autonomous individuals, though can also follow required guidelines and best
practices in, foexample carcass removal or composting and bear safiwever, there are
likely wide variances in how these best practices are utilized across BMAs.

Environmental norgovernmental organizations alglay a role inA | b e grizzly bear
recovery, includingadvocacy for policy changassisting or leadingn researchactivities (e.qg.,
population assessmentahdimplementingeducational outreacMany of these organizations
are however located in the central and sewutistern portions of Alberta, notably in municipal
districts in the protected areas (e.gild8mart, Crowsnest Conservation Society).
5.4.2 Problem perspectives and goals

Data from 67 faceo-face (N =43) and telephond\(=24) interviews(from a possible
total of 80 interviewsaveraging 80 minutes in lengtlith 58 males, nine femalgand an
average age of 51 were conducted between 2012 andRé&iipantofferedperspectives
from a diversity of experiensevith grizzly beas andrecoverypolicy, however, all attempts
were made to categorize them according to a single categomgfiesting their primary
livelihood type, as this was how they most commonly egpegd bears/policyl@ble 52).
Participantsncluded those employed in natural resource sectors like forestrgralor
petroleum industriesgriculture recreation, government staff, aadvironmental non

governmental organizations.

87



Table 5-2 Categorization of study participants, reflective of employment affiliation

Category Total
Government biologists and enforcement 30

Natural Resource@griculture, energy, mining, foresfry 32
hunter, trapper, outfitter, neconsumptive recreation

Environmental NorGovernment Organizations 5

Via chain referrals, somadigenougparticipants were identified to participate in
interviews. Howeverthere wadimited responséom the Indigenous People that did participate
| was specifically askedotto identify their perspectives as Indigenotlibis was due to
concerns opossiblybiasingor misrepresenting broader cultural way of knowirggizzly bears,
or issues in policy processdslack of a robust Indigenous perspectpresents a data gap and
warrants future explorationto Indigerous Peopl es 6 probl em perspect
other wildlife conservation policy procesg@&hattacharya and Slocomb2017;Clarke and
Slocombe2009). | also acknowledge lack droademparticipation from BMA7 K =1) for
reasons unknown despite repeated attetopgslicit participationand absence of environmental
nonprofit perspectives from northwesth®rta though this wabkely due to no known groups
operating in the area at the time.

Six dominant problem narrativesnerged from my analysis, reflecting tneerarching
perspectivesharedacrossll participantgTable 53). Data are oyanizedoy major themewith
decision functioslargelyreflectingintelligence, promotion, prescription and invocat{@hark

2002; Clarketal. 2008).
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Table 5-3

Problem perspectives with gample quotes

Problem Perspective

Example Quote

Recovery policy terminology is ambiguous,
including Arecoveryc
definitions. The policy also needs to addres:
the specific contexts of each BMA and is
currently criticized as too general.

Grizzly bear mortality and habitat concerns i
at the fore, includingféectively addressing
fragmentatiorand direct and indirect bear
deaths howeverthe economic impacts from
bears and human safety concerns also neec
be explicitly considered.

Differences in normative views on bear
management surround recovery policy,
including nuances in management
philosophies across government departmen
and other participants (e.g., prioritizing
populationlevel versus individual bear
conservation; shoothsvel, shutup). Also
related to this is considerations forapening
grizzly bear trophy hunting, and identifying
whose responsible for bear management
(government, public?).

Questions around the efficacy of manageme
actions, including reor translocations
euthanasia, livestock compensation, and
educational outreach. Related to a lack of tr
in governance system, as well as lack of

What works in southern Alberta, Eastern
Slopes, plicy-wise might not necessarily
work up in the boreal forests of High Level
Generally, those types of things are @
fitssal I , and that doe:
Maybe having some more regional type of
regulations might help a little bit. Sure, we
hawe lots of ranchers up against the east
slopes and they have grizzly bear problem
They may need to have some regulations
around that, but those same regulations m
not be even needed or effective up here,
where thereds mandbe
farmerencounter every ten years. To make
everybody do certain things because of
somet hing thatdés ha
kil ometers away, it
accepthat. (P53, forestry)

When [bears are] not afraid of us, then its
time to do somethindt's not like | have a

problem with grizzl
their businesso (P3

The biggest problem [is] differences in
philosophy in terms of managing bears.
[Provincial Parks] ihandson[ € ] mu c
more tolerant of be
hundreds of experie
bear crosses that [Fish and Wildlife

Of f i c e it'énet]lond befareethe bear i:
moved. (P20, provincial parks biologist)

| would say there's a high level of distrust,
just because politicians definitely have
agendas. Higttevel bureaucrats also have
agenda t hat they want
that I'm thinking of is now an assistant
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evaluation and dedicated financing ofoeery deputy mi ni ster & he
efforts. Linked to this are the capacityissuesbackgr oundé and so

and constraints on government staff to use decisions, you know, often what he sa
implement recovery efforts. In a meeting is not what ends up happenin
inthefnal deci sionseée |

more faith in the local people that | deal wi
(P24, recreational hunter)

Tolerance to coexist, which reflects the The soci al i ssues al
variation in differethereds this dichot
values, and expectations of living with grizzl adjacent to bear range versus the people t
bears. l i ve I n cities. The

living with bears, and so the values on tkis
that there are significant polar opposites, li
bears are everywhere [and] we have enou
ofthemtot her eb6s POl enc
biologist)

Changing political priorities, convoluted | think there is money in sensationalized
decision processes, lack of public engagem research, andthe erd® pr obl en
and poaching incidences loéars or human  no money to fund research. So to create
land use infractions contribute to issuesof r esear ch you need t
trust between government and public. Linke y oudr e being funded
to this is skepticism in scientific research, pr ot ect the [ fund].
largely from norgovernment participants. pressure that goes with that. (P42, petrolet
industry)

These decision functions refer to: the information/knowledge that considered in recovery
policy including whose knowledge has influence; recommendations about how to use this
information/knowledge and mobilizing action; clarification and establishmeheajdals, rules
and norms by which people will operate; and, the actual efforts to act, as wielh@cation of
accountabilitiesn policy outcomegClark 2002).In turn, these problem perspectives and their
decision functionseflectthe ordinary(technica) contentrelated)and constitutivénormative
governanceelated)decision processds varying degreefClark 2002). While thesegproblem
perspectivesire discreetlypresentedfor sake of comprehension, the boundaries between
problemsand decisainmakingprocesseareblurred andoverlapping, where one aspéeeds

into or stems from anothéClark 2002)
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The term Arecoveryo was ei typarticipants.&Erorear or
bi ol opgrspsctivé, secovery meant halting the decline of bears by addressing survival threats
and securing habitat. Howevether extractive ussof the landscape, like ranchers or industry
personnelguestionedhe ambiguity of théermincluding the abilityto measure recovery at a
population level when comparative baseline data was lacking. This contributed to skepticism in
scientific research to help resolpsblemsand pitted local sightings information or experiences
with bears against western scientifiethods of population data collection and analy3re
petroleum industry p athete's mongy aghtthow(déing Beyearchdomme nt e
bears promoting threatened species and David Suzuki kind of stuff, sensationalize ewerything
while a foreser said fithey are the most visibly threatened spex{fgl3).In turn, government
participants suggested the publ i cdémakihgack of ¢
processes needed to be addresard yet other participantsight criticize ths as a technocratic
and superficial solutionChat saidgovernment stafflsoindicated theiskepticismin political
will to implement recovergfforts as indicated bgbiologist( P 0 3f Jhe Gofiernment of
Albertawanted to protect grizzly bearghey] would protect grizzly bears in Alberta. The fact is,
we have all the information, we have all of t
have is the willingness to do it

Otherproblem perspective®lated toa Gcookiecuttedpolicy that lacked contextually
specific information at each BMA leved account for variation not only in bear habitat needs
and morality concerns but importantly human communities and land uses. All participants share
this perspective, to some degre@ewver nongovernment participants, and more specifically
those in forestry, industry and agricultural sectorsicized recovery policy as catering to an

urban, biocentric or moralistgerspective ogrizzly bearsand did not address the realities of
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rural life with a potentially dangerous carnivore. Added to these rural frustrations were
perceptions of devaluing their local knowleddp@ut bears rather than usthig information to
inform policy.

Across government staff and most other participants,e def i ni ti on of a 0
bear o varied according to a participantsd edu
forester), their personal comfort to be in close proximity to bears, previous experiences
with bears, and perception of management effectieenes o deal witéds fAprobl em
suggested by andthink@eproblembdaris véryPhurbapentrici They
may not be a problem if we weren't there. But
bear would be any bear that is resultinginfug el i ng | i ke our safety is
it with a biology background and lots of interactions with our local fish and wildlife
[ of ficers] & What the public consider a probl e
Specific to agriculture participants (@ er s, f ar mers) the coll oqui al
shovel, shu p 6 was wused t o sy nakecaréoflmsineggssw R3AaN)downer s
with regards to problem bearhat said, government staff did refer to ageacgepted
vernacular and management directimthe Grizzly Bear Response Gui{l#016)on what
constitutes d@iproblen beab andsteps tadealingwith one.

Normative problems reflected broadeilpsophical differencebetween
government staff (biologists, lands, enforcement) and other participants (ranchers,
forestry, recreation, NGO). This included perspectivesawm bears should be managed
(individual versus populaticlevel), disputes in jurisdictional responsibylitor bear
managemenfparks versus public landgnd the utility or practice afertainmanagement

actions(re- or translocation euthanasia, aversive conditioninQne government
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biologist (P12) saidfipeople's emotions take over on animals, and itigha for all of them to
live. So,to a lot of people, destroying any animal is taboo. You're not going to win, there's
always going to be a controversy in something like. thiitiese also linked to efficacy and
feasibility issues in managing a large carnivore, given costs associatatemuthestmenof
staff time and moving bears, and public safety expectations.

Governmenparticipants also generalpercev ed t hat t he broader pub
willingness to accept the costs of living with grizzly bears, like limitations on industrial
developments for habitat conservation or voluntarily implementing attractant management, was
at the root of recovery problemSonverselynatural resourcandNGO participants indicated
frustration witha lack ofregulatory clarityby the Government of Albertan bearpopulation
targets and access managentlerdgsholdsas well as a lack of improving tipeedator
compensatiomprogram, providingubsidies for conflicinitigation, or delivery ofeducational
outreach. As suggest etdh ebrye 6osn el ei snst fetvalueseendaenec e( Pt 0o
conservaftiyomudréd a | andowner , [ aéalingwithgnezly, t her
bears from maybe an economic perspective, certainly a safety perspettive

In terms of educational outreach)] bert a Bear Smart was recoghni
banner program but was reported to be poorly funded, lacked coordioatrdance, and was
too broad in application. Government staff indicated this work was commonly treated-af side
desk or nice to do, despite clear policy objectives or staff desire to implement. Adding to these
challenges was a lack of evaluation to ustherd the effectiveness of educational programming
on recovery. As sugg epartotthie probjem s Hand] bawaysogi st (P
happens with information and education types

standpoint. Why wodlwe put money into that? Why would we put resources into that? It would
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be nice to be able to [é] convince senior man
these are valuable programso
In part, educational outreach was not prioritized due to gavenhstaff capacity
and constraints in the jodue b budget cutbacks and uncertain financial futures,
attrition, agency reorganizations, or new political direction. These challenges were also
suggested bthe governmento contributeto slower responsénesfrom enforcement
officersgiven additional workloadstaff stress and burnout, and public cordasbver
who hashear management jurisdictiamd so who does one caNdn-government
participans also recognized this problemas indicated by a rectganal hunter (P61)iwe
need a | ot more officers [é] thereds just not
Aithe demands for the officersdé time have incr
havenot
Lastly, tolerance to coexist with bears veastested conceptualgnd practically
by all participantst o some degr ee. Asyoocerminlyhawegoher (P33) s
more of tlem and sé h e twe fctorsthe human factor as to what point people are
going to start encounteriniipem and be maed and killedand] the cattle loss factor
[ é ]f yol were to say how many begmicould accommodate from Waterton going
east on the Canadian side of the border to something like Etna, if you had five grizzly
bears thatds pr ob abablyatleabteentyfiyerighttowinthah er eds pr
givenareadhi s rel ates to the notion lumana Apr obl em
bearconflict, perceptions on what recovery means relative to population size, and broadly
the normative complexity in decisionaking on how to prioritize what issues and

perspectives in endangered species policy.
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5.4.3 Goals

The goals expressed by participamfected commonly shared principlasd
differencesincludingbearcentric or humaitentricperspectives on recovery poli€yable5-4).
Naturalresourceparticipantsdesiredcontinuedability to operate in bear habitat, clarity on access
managemerapplication financial supposto implementonflict mitigation techniques or
improvements in existing programming (e.g., predator compensagiotijnprovements in
governmert s r e s qorflict sneidericesGovernment participantsn the other hand
largely heldbearcentric goés, indicative of their mandates and philosophical orientations. This
includedensuring healthgnd sustainableear populations and secure haltatvincially and
providing for public safetyAdditionally, the governmentlesiredthe public to increasingly
tolerate coexistence with bears and personal responsibility in mitigating risk from or death to
bearsLastly, ewvironmental norgovernmental organizatiomesred smilar outcomes as
governmentwith emphasis on financial investments in educational outreach, proactive conflict
mitigation, andoolicy change.

In terms of problem bear management, opening troypimying on grizzly bears was
suggested as a form pbpulationand bear conflict control, proposed by agriculture, industry
and government enforcement participants, and some biologists. While opening trophy hunting
might possibly help target individual problem bears, it was more broadly suggested agg strat
to garner the rural publicbs siMyguessis f or shar
politically [a hunt] would be so limited that it would give the perceptivat we're doing
something, buin reality, the numbers would be so low thaltimatdy, we're reallyprobably not

affecting anything ( P4 9) .
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Table 54 Participant goals related to problem dimensions

Problem Dimension Goals

Ordinary 1 Regulatory clarity/certainty, with regards to access (linear
footprint) management and recovery criteria
1 Standardized provincial process for population inventorying
fill data’knowledge gaps
Constitutive People want to be safe and ensure/protect their livelihoods
Trust, reciprocity, and exchange is strongly desired, includin
the explicit inclusion ofocal land users in poliegnaking and
decision processes
1 Clarity in management accountability, beyond jurisdictional
boundaries, to consistently apply problem bear criteria and
response, types of conflict mitigation techniques used, fundi
for educational outreach locally and provincially, staff suppo
(new hires, focused workload)

= —A

On the other hand, whiRGO patrticipants could recognize why some might
advocate for a reopened hunt, they along with biologists likewise suggested the
perception issues a-opened hunt (on a threatened species) would cause, as well as the
i mpl ementation and monitoring challenges of
Common taall participants was a shared desireifoproving relationshipbetween
differentgroupsbuilt ontrust, reciprocityandexchange.
5.4.4 Proposedalternatives
To varying degrees, all participants shared desires fdollogving alternativesFirsty,
recoveryterminologyneeds to be clarifiednd contextual variatioacrosgeople and bear needs
must be addressed. Lotgrm financialinvestments for implemeinig recoverymust be secured
including dialogue on what and how to improve compensatiavjgeincentives or subsidies
for humanconflict mitigationas well as finanailly and logistically supporducational outreach

This necessitates thabgernment staffing issues must also be addressedin doing so would
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contribute to improvingfficiencies and effectiveness in management resp@assesll as
governmenjpublic relations Additionally, improvements to educational outreagre

advocated by all participants to help address myths about bears and bear safety, clarify policy
and regulatory direction, and engage the public in citizen science endddusralso relatd to
improving communication issu@scluding transparency and timeliness on recovery
achievements

Lastly and mportantly,to somedegreeall participants called focollaborative processes
that involvelocally-affectedstakeholderin detailed discussions atevelopng BMA-specific
recovery strategie®f which would reflecsocial,economicpiological and ecolagal values
and needg§Servillo and Van Den Broec012).

5.5 Discussion

A problemoriented approach helped articulate vgnizzly bear recovery remains a
complex and contested policy problem in Alberta (CRO®2; Laswelll971). Certainly,
understanding how different people define the problems, and whether or not they see their goals
being met, can have consequences in palaking and implementatiol©tomley200Q
Primmand Clark,1996 Richieetal. 2012;Wilson and Clark007). While thetechnical
problemsare challenging to address in their own right, theysgneptomatic othe broader and
complexnormativeproblemsn policy processes (Cla002; Laswell1971).

Specific tothis studynatural resourcp a r t i @rolpemnpetspedives emerge from
feelingdisregarded andnsupported bygovernmenstaff, where theistewardship contributions
go ignored, an imposaéecoverypolicyplacesb e ar s 6 n thasalodpeopldandpaople
are expected to shouldére costof living with grizzly bearsCompounding theskustrations

are alack ofpolicy clarityonwhat recovery meanseak regulatory guidance @tcess
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managementittle financial commitmentor implementation odedicatedstaffingto respondo

public concens and a cookie cutter policy approaéts. a result, thesparticipants see grizzly

bears as one of the many ways they are losing their autonomy and way of life in a province that
once encouraged forestry, petroleum and agricultural developments (R@&hL)jsTaken

alongside the differemtormative views on ifrizzly beargequire recoveryor how bearshould

be managedositiors natural resourcparticipants againgtfovernmentstaff and policy These
perspectives are not new in conservatamseen withvolf recovery inthewesternUnited States

or Norway, or caribou recovery in British Colombia or Alberta, Canada (B21&8; Denhoff

2016; Nie2001; Skoger2017).

However, these probleperspectiveare not limited to natural resource participants.
Across governmersdtaff in this study, idferent perspectives on how policy should be developed,
who should be involved, who is responsible for impletagon, and what should be done, exists
between biolgists andbfficers.As discussed in Chapter 3, thememativeperspectives and
practices can be influenced by professional mandatéprevious educationaf other
experiencescontributing to the need for understanding different people and their
epistenological orientation policy processed hat saidmany biologists in this studgndthe
ENGO participants appeared to agree on the need for additgsearch on grizzly bear
population density and distribution, as well as evaluation on fiva®f of educational outreach,
where data could be usaalhelp informthe development akcovery objectives angpdate the
statusof these bearg\dditionally, government staff anENGO participants agreed witfatural
resource participantbat recovery polig required greater clarification, and that collaborative
processes need to be used to develop contexis@adigific BMA dans (Servillo and Van Den

Broeck2012).That said, gvernment staff did suggest that rural landowners and users have a
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responsibilityto accept or share the costs of living with grizzly bears, indicating a shift in land
management practices from inappropriate and outdated ones (i.e., shoot, shewg).SHust
said, personal autonomy to manage wildlife, to protect life, livestoukpropertyremains a
strong value in Alberta, and is in fact supported in legislation (Alberta Wildlife Act, 2000). ON
the other hand, this is increasingly juxtaposed against what appears to be moralistic values for
wildlife, held bysome biologists and tHeENGO staff in this study, and perhaps by itheeasing
urban and uppemniddle class acrosslbertai a perspectivéhat sees people as the problem for
grizzly bears (Alberta Environment and Pa2kR4 7; Brightmar2017; Cassidy017).In turn,
this contribues topolarization between the goals rural pedpke, natural resource sector) has
for theirwellbeing andivelihoods to that of governmeataff, ENGO staff, oother members of
the Alberta publidor grizzly bearsAt the crux of this policy problerthen,are the differences
in what people value, what they want, and how they waoit gm about achievinig, and in turn
how public policyand decisiormakingprocesses can or should deliver on these goals.

That saidparticipants in this studyparticularlythose from the natural resource sector,
did not indicate thep h dbt eb.&Vhile somesharedexperience with grizzly bears as gsts or
serious safety threatstherssaw bearss wilderness icons or representatiohbeauty
(McFarlaneetal. 2007; Richie et al. 2012)ikewise,someindicated they knew hoto use
electric fencingo mitigate conflicfor examplethey justd i d n 6 t 6 should havie to buy e y
it, install it, andmaintain it- i.e., endure the costs of living with grizzly bedRsther, the
problem with recovery policy washethemolicy processes provided people from a variety of
interest groups with the opportunity to share their perspectives on Fgnmaaly bear
relationships, policy needs, and what people want for their future. This includes different levels

of and roles in government staffinfhe changefor recovery policy, based on participaits
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suggesbns, thereforereflecta changen how policy planning systems adesigredand
implementedfrom aninstitutionalizedand technocratiapproach that elicits information from
elitesto adecentralizegbrocess thatngages a broad range of aciarglentifying needs and
outcomegServillo and Van Den Broec12).Certairly, even government stafindicatedthat
recoverypolicy problems lie imoutdated governance processes that perpetuatk af trust
between different interest groups alongside a lack of bureaucratic willingness to implement
recovery actiorfNie 2001). So, while addressing ordinary problems are necessary, positive
outcomes are unlikely unlettse constitutive problems are addressed (Madden and McQuinn
2014) A balance must be fourtden,between recognizing the importancepoé o p| eandl goal s
fulfilling recovery objectives fagrizzly beas.
5.6 Conclusions

This study demonstrates thaitzgly bear recoveryemainsa contentious issue with
strong paitionsthat polarize peopléHowever clarifying problemperspectives highlighthat
understandingnow people conceptualize a probleésnimportantin identifying a solutionspacéan
conservation policyClark 2002; Laswell1971;Primm and Clark996). Though recovery policy
appears to pit certain participants, or interest groups, against each otheriadrswhould be
managed, there was consensus on improving policy processes and ewuaisiog (Mattson
2014).Quite possiblythe mostsalientrecommendation from this studythatimplemening
collaborativearrangementt engage different interest graaqr individuals across BMAR
recovery policy processes may help buitdmprove relations of trust, reciprocity and exchange
(Berkes2004; Clarket al.1996; Pretty and SmitB004; Servillo and Van Den Broe@012).
Doing so could help fosteo-learning, identify capacitpuilding or technical needs, recruit

local championsgncourage stewardship sentiments towards beeve|oprelevantconflict
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mitigation measures @ducational outreaclnd improve knowledge, comprehension, and

participaton in scientific processes (Dulkt al.in preg Servillo and Van Den Broe@012).

That said, thesprocessesftenhinge on bureaucratic support figcentralization and

collaborationand giverlegislative and political normis Alberta, this may be a significant

challenge. Regardlegsarticipatory processes that explicitly include pe@ffected by policy in

policy decisioamakingis necessary for lasting success (Bed@34; Gibeal2013).This

includes the need to engage IndigenouspRs in policy decisiomnaking, as well as in research

that seeks to understand their perspectives on policy probdeeSléarke and Slocomb2009).

|l ndeed, as Al bertads grizzly bear recovery su
societps willingness to coexist with |l arge carni
Resource DevelopmeB008). Engagin@ll people in meaningfudecision processesn help tip

the scale towards success.
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6 Dissertation Conclusions

Grizzly bears, andther large carnivores, certainly share a tumultuous relationship with
humans across their global distribution (Dickman 2010; Kellert et al., 1996; Nie, 2001; Rust and
Taylor, 2016). Bears symbolize myriad cultural values, beliefs, and traditions, whiahflc@nce
peopl ebs relationships with them, including ¢
includes representations of bears as part of the rugged and beautiful wilderness; invocations of
primal fear; icons of human dominion over untagmen at ur e; humanki nddés mor
wildlife conservation; spiritual connections to earth; or, symbols failed policy governance and poor
bureaucratic processes (Black, 1998; Child and Darimont, 2015; Hill et al., 2017; McFarlane et al.,
2007; Gibeap2013). Different people with different experiences, over time and space, will
certainly continue to experience bears and construct relationships with them in their own unique
way. Understanding this variation, indeed the sacilbural and political comixt of conservation
action, is undoubtedly necessary to help craft lasting solutions (Clark and Rutherford, 2014; Primm
and Clark, 1996; Nie, 2001). This means going beyondltmmn policy processes to processes
that devolve and share power, fostering eespopen dialogue and-¢earning in order to
incorporate human perspectives, expectations, and goals in conservation policy (Bennett et al.,
2017; Clark, 2002; Laswell, 1971; Nie, 2001).

In Chapter Ongl outline my methodolgical approach, grounded in exploratory
gualitative research as a way to collect rich and detailedhturst accounts from the people
who | ive, work and recreate adothegrewingbolyofr t a b s
scholarly work highlightinghe utility and importance of social science theory and techniques in
wildlife conservation, particularly qualitative approachiesufy et al., 2011 Future work could

continue to explore the utility of qualitative research in endangered species chosgrokcy.
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Chapter Twaddentifies the special place bears occupy in human hearts and imagination,
and what this may means for conservation policy. This chapter illustrates that throuigtayt
bearshave reflected a muttide of meanings to people, often anthropomorphized and
representative of spiritual connections between nature, humankind and divinity (Black, 1998;

Foltz, 2010). More recently, bear symbolism has reflected political debate and the burden or
opportunitytait conservation policy can i mpart on pec
2000; Manzo, 2010; Richie et al., 2012). In our review, we found that the symbolic potency of
bears communicated through story has the power to shape human values, attitudes a
behaviours as well as proclivity to conservation actlidiark and Rutherford, 2014; Camino et

al., 2016; Waylen et al. 2009). Certainly, stoabsut bears weave between the myth and reality,
telling lessons, explaining processes, speaking of oraginsher significant life events, which
together help people make sense of their relationship with bears and the wider world (Ingold,
1994; Zemmelman, 2012). As conservationists, understanding these constructions can be helpful
to policy design, in ordeptincorporate or highlight synergies between social and biological

values and needs for wild species, arglicitly acknowledge the importance of local culture in
achieving succeg8licharska and Mikusinski, 201%yaylen et al., 2009; Wondolleck & Yaffee
2000).

Future research could seek to Aintegrate d
and methods in conservation contexts [é] to c
value animal so (Echeveincludeexptoraling, iow8t h@oO) .
ecological/environmental dynamics of [a] place are interwoven in its specific history, culture,

social and political institutions (Jalais, 2010: 205), to culturally contextualize wildlife species
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(Breitenmoser, 1998). These insights camthe used to develop conservation policy that is
sensitive to the many different people that coexist alongside wild animals like grizzly bears.

In Chapter Threethe policy sciences social mapping process was used to articulate the
importance and influence of thesociou | t ur al context i n Al bertads
2002; Laswell, 1971). This chapter highlights the necessity of a contextual undexgtand
including the historical and current land and wildlife use perspectives, values, and practices, in
conservation policynaking. AsJalais (2010) suggests understanding people, or society overall,
and their fApercept i ons nships batwaemparticalar social fysteens ¢ o mp
and their deemed natur al environmentso (pp. 2

However, an important perspective lacking in my study is an Indigenous one, on
|l ndi genous Peopl eds eareandekpernctes ithgasewatidnipoliay.r i z z |
While | did not specifically set out to exclude or engage any one group or individual, by virtue of
chain referrals as the sampling technique few Indigenous Peoples were interviewed. Combined
with requests tmotidentify existing perspectives as Indigenous, my data regrettably lacks this
important cultural understanding. That said, there are important learnings from existing
information shared by Indigenous Peoples in Alberta, which should be explored ideteite
For example, the Pikani Nation develogdte Grizzly Treaty: A Treaty of Cooperation, Cultural
Revitalization and Restoratid2016) identifying ancient and culturally significant relationships
with grizzly bears (Pikani Nation, 2016). Theeatyidentifies conservation measures that
resonate with Indigenous Peoples, including ceremonial, ecological, human health, educational,
and economic practices that reflect traditional ecological knowledge and importantly, Indigenous
Peopl eds r onbkeng pgrocessee(Rikars Natiaom, 2016). That said, western science

remains the dominant knowledge system to develop conservation policy, with criticism of or
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challenges to inclusion of traditional ecological knowledge and practices into mainstream
processefBerkes, 2004; Clark and Slocombe, 20B8rnanded_lamazares and Cabeza, 2p18

Future research therefore warrants specific exploration and engagement with Indigenous
cultural relationships with grizzly bears or other species, and conservation policy protkeisses.
approach would place Indigenous epistemologies and ontologiescaintiee of the research
process, to critically examine assumptions about what knowledge is, how it is produced, and
what 1 s c¢onsi de-makihg, dlittmatelyf coalleaging westgrrostientifiy beliefs as
the only objective science (Simonds antti§€topher, 2013; Smith, 1999; Swadener and Mutua,
2008). However, these decolonized research methodologies should include considerations for
data collection techniques that resonate with Indigenous Peoples (Simonds and Christopher,
2013). Storytelling imne such example, offering a culturadigpropriate approach thatows
Aparticipants to raise delicate issues with a
met hods 0 -(ldmazarasseanddCabeza, 2018: 5). In Indigenous storytellirigssirc
Astories told and the topics underLlathazarasus si on
and Cabeza, 2018: 5), to enableulturallyrelevant format to elicit rich data contextualized by
Indigenous patrticipants (Berkes, 20864rnande#_lamazaes and Cabeza, 2018imonds and
Christopher, 2013).

Chapter Burthen utilizes a problerariented approach to uncover persistent problems in
Al bertads grizzly bear recovery pkehadders., from
This work articulates how and why endangered species conservation policy, particularly large
carnivores, can be contested. In this study, consensus was shared in developing a collaborative

process for developing contextualipecific conservatimaction at the BMAevel, given the
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variation in needs of people and bears across different-soltigal, land use and habitat, and
economic contexts.

One important outcome from this work, combined with Chapter Three, was identifying
the need focollaborative policy processes that engage various interest groups in conservation
policy. In doing so, | suggest relations of trust and identifying common interests could be
achieved, and in turn help address oppositional interactions between people (Q2rk, 20
Muntifering et al. 2017). This would be particularly useful when consensus is lacking but
ultimately necessary to achieve conservation outcomes, as fwildéfe conflicts are really
more about humahuman conflicts reflecting the changing dynamicsesburce governance
and fulfillment of human livelihood and wellbeing objectiy€$ark, 2002;Masse¢, 2016;
Neumann, 2002rimm and Clark, 1996

However research to evaluate the effectiveness or impact of collaborative policy
processes for grizzly beaor other conservation policy processes, is required where future
studies couldise the concepts presented here in their explorations. Additicidlise research
may seek to use theapons of the WegBcott, 1985) as an analytic framework to examine
contentious humabear or wildlife relations, including conflict narratives and forms of
resistance to conservation policy. With regardgdeernance systems, future study could look to
a strategierelational institutionalist approach (Servillo and Van Den Broeck, 2012). This could
be used to categorize and understand the influence of complexpsditical configurations in
policy processes, including aspects like what actors are involved, how and hdtygawer they
have in decisiormaking, and if reforms are desired, what these are and how they may play out
(Servill o and Van Den Broeck, 2012: 54) . Doin

embody socieolitical characteristics, expressed in gyomises of interests and values [that]
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