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Abstract

Several trends indicate public attitudes toward wolves and other charismatic wildlife changed during the 20th century. However, recent empirical studies indicate relative stability in attitudes toward wolves—at least in recent decades. We analyzed ~30,000 evaluative expressions about wolves in US and Canadian print news media over a 10-year time period (1999 to 2008), and classified each expression by type and valence (i.e., positive, negative). Results show an increase in the percentage of discourse about wolves that is negative. Additionally, discourse varied by exposure to wolves: states with new wolf populations had significantly more negative expressions per article than states and provinces with permanent wolf populations, and states in federal recovery zones that lacked wolves had more negative expressions than states outside of recovery zones. Results suggest that even the anticipated presence of wolf populations alters social discourse about the predator, which could impact attitudes toward wolves over time.    
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Introduction

Gray wolves (Canis lupus) are arguably the most charismatic and controversial wildlife species in North America. To some they are a symbol of the wild and a bellwether for public support for the restoration of endangered species, while to others they are “unrepentant killers” of wild ungulates and domestic livestock. Our history with wolves in the U.S. underscores this dichotomy. Once “hunted and killed with more passion than any other animal in US history” (Morell, 2008, p. 890), wolves now stand on the precipice of recovery largely because of human efforts to protect and restore the species. 

Early settlers killed wolves not only for pragmatic reasons (e.g. protecting livestock), but also out of fear and loathing for a species that had been demonized for centuries in folklore and myth (Lopez, 1978). Both federal and state governments provided financial incentives—in the form of bounties—to those who killed wolves in order to encourage eradication (Lopez, 1978). In Montana, for example, more than 4,000 wolves were turned in for bounty in 1903; by 1927 this number had dropped to zero, signifying the functional end of wolf populations in the state (Riley, Nesslage, & Maurer, 2004). By the 1930s, wolves were extirpated from more than 95 percent of their historical range in the U.S. (Morell, 2008) and by the 1970s only the remote wilderness areas of northern Minnesota and Isle Royale National Park in Michigan continued to support wolves in the lower 48 states (Mech, 1995). Yet wolf populations persisted throughout Canada and Alaska, where human populations were not large enough to eradicate the species. 

Following the passage of federal legislation in the late 1960s, wolves became a federally-protected species in the United States and, after the passage of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1973, efforts to reintroduce and recover wolves began in earnest. Today gray wolves exist in three populations within the conterminous U.S.—in the western Great Lakes, northern Rocky Mountains, and the Southwest (SW) regions, and throughout much of Alaska and Canada. 
Importance of Attitudes toward Wolves 

In April, 2009, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) removed the northern Rocky Mountain population of gray wolves (Canis lupus) from protections under the ESA. In their assessment of threats to the wolf population, FWS noted that human hostility toward wolves led to their initial extirpation in the region and, because of the impact that social attitudes have on wolf recovery, FWS would require “…adequate regulatory mechanisms…[to] balance negative attitudes…in places necessary for recovery” (74 Fed. Reg., p. 15,175). The FWS’ analysis highlights the need for up-to-date research on attitudes toward wolves to address a number of unanswered questions: Are North Americans’ attitudes toward wolves changing? If so, what factors drive such change? How many wolves will local residents tolerate? The answers to such questions will ultimately shape the restoration and management of wolves in the U.S. for decades to come. 

Monitoring social attitudes toward wolves is important for a number of reasons. At the individual level, a host of studies have demonstrated that attitudes are strong predictors of behavior (see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Consistent with this research, attitudes toward wolves and wolf restoration are strongly correlated with individual’s willingness to pay and vote for wolf restoration (Wilson & Bruskotter, 2009). In addition, attitudes toward wolves have been shown to influence people’s support for specific predator management policies and practices (Decker, Jacobson, & Brown, 2006; Bruskotter, Vaske, & Schmidt, 2009). The influence of attitudes was evident in efforts to reintroduce wolves into the Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho, where local opposition delayed reintroductions for more than a decade after they were initially recommended (Bangs & Fritts, 1996), and some wolf opponents went so far as to characterize wolves as the “Saddam Hussein” of the animal kingdom (Paystrup, 1993). 

Hyperbole aside, recent research suggests large carnivore recovery is possible even where human densities are relatively high, so long as management policies remain favorable (Linnell, Swenson, & Andersen, 2001). Yet, as wolf populations in the U.S. rebound through legal protections and recovery efforts, local resistance seems likely to increase (Kellert, 1985; Ericsson & Heberlein, 2003). Thus, sustained wolf recovery will depend, in part, upon public support and, as with monitoring of wildlife populations, the information gained via the monitoring of social attitudes will be critical for adapting management policies and practices in order to ensure the long term success of recovery efforts (Bruskotter, Toman, Enzler, & Schmidt, in Press).

Research on Attitudes toward Wolves
In general, research indicates that experience with wolves and proximity to wolf territories correlate negatively with attitudes toward the predator. For example, Ericsson & Heberlein (2003) found that Swedes who live in areas where wolves have been restored have more negative attitudes than the general public. Similarly, Karlsson & Sjostrom (2007) found that favorable attitudes toward wolf conservation were positively associated with distance to the nearest wolf territory. Heberlein and Ericsson (2008) suggested that an initial lack of experience with wolves may be more important for changing attitudes than experience itself. In a meta-analysis of more than thirty attitude studies Williams, Ericsson, & Heberlein, (2002) found that almost one-third of respondents reported no strong attitudes toward wolves. They suggested that one negative event (whether direct or indirect) could substantially impact these individuals’ attitudes—particularly for those living in states with new or recovering wolf populations (Williams et al., 2002; Heberlein & Ericsson, 2008). 

There also appears to be a difference in attitudes toward wolves in regions with long-standing populations of wolves versus those with newer populations of wolves. In one early study,  Kellert (1985) found that out of all regions of the country Alaskans actually held the most favorable attitudes toward wolves, and Kellert (1999) found evidence for a slight increase in “affection for and interest in wolves” in Minnesota from 1985 to 1999 (though he also noted an increase in support for controlling wolf damage to livestock). Wolves have existed continuously in Alaska, Canada, and Minnesota despite their near extirpation in the lower 48 states, and currently, number in the tens of thousands (Defenders of Wildlife, 2009). Similarly, Zimmerman (2001) found that while the proportion of people holding negative attitudes toward large carnivores initially increased with their arrival, it decreased over time.
Longitudinal studies, though relatively few, generally show stability or increases in positive attitudes toward wolves among the general public (Williams et al., 2002; Ericsson & Heberlein, 2003; Bruskotter, Schmidt, & Teel, 2007). However, groups that anticipate negative impacts (e.g. livestock producers, big game hunters) have exhibited increased negative attitudes and support for more aggressive control of wolf populations (Kellert, 1999; Enck & Brown, 2002; Ericsson & Heberlein, 2003).  
While previous studies on attitudes toward wolves have increased our understanding of the factors associated with attitudes, their usefulness is limited because they often (a) lack standardized, consistent forms of measurement, (b) focus on relatively small geographic units (i.e. states), and (c) employ cross-sectional/single time-point designs. Consequently, while we know a lot about factors associated with attitudes toward wolves, we have little knowledge about if and how attitudes toward wolves vary across regions or change over time (Williams et al., 2002; Bruskotter et al., 2007). These information gaps are particularly relevant given the recent removal of wolves in the northern Rockies from the federal list of endangered species based largely on the assertion that attitudes toward wolves have become more positive in recent decades (see Bruskotter, Toman, Enzler, & Schmidt, 2010; Bruskotter et al., in Press). 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The primary objectives of this study were to: (a) describe social attitudes toward wolves in North America as indicated by attitudinal expressions about wolves in the news media, (b) determine if attitudinal expressions changed over a 10-year time period, and (c) determine whether exposure to wolves, as measured by region of news publication, affects the number and direction (positive or negative) of attitudinal expressions toward wolves in the news media. 
The literature on perceived risk provided a useful “lens” for formulating hypotheses about how and why attitudes toward wolves change. Previous studies indicate that greater risk is associated with more negative attitudes toward an object (Sjoberg, 2000). In particular, three factors- dread, the voluntariness of the exposure, and degree of familiarity, may affect the degree of risk people are willing to accept (Slovic, 1992; Sjoberg, 2000). In this study, we expected low familiarity and the fear (or dread) associated with wolves to heighten risk attitudes among people living in states where wolf populations were likely to become reestablished (i.e., federal recovery zones) and among people living in states where wolf populations were relatively new (i.e., populations established after the passage of the ESA). Accordingly, we formulated the following hypotheses:

H1a,b: Stories originating in states with new wolf populations (i.e. those established since the passage of the ESA) will contain a greater number of negative attitude expressions than stories originating in states with (a) no wolf populations and (b) states with permanent wolf populations.

H2: Stories originating in states in federal recovery zones—where wolf populations are not present—will contain a greater number of negative attitude expressions than stories originating in states outside of recovery areas.
H3:  Because (a) wolves occupy relatively few of the U.S. states, (b) their distribution has been generally constant over the period of interest and (c) research suggests attitudes have remained relatively stable in recent decades (see Williams et al., 2002; Bruskotter et al., 2007), we expected the direction of attitude expressions to remain relatively constant over the period of interest. Specifically, we hypothesized that the trend in the percentage of paragraphs that were scored negatively in each year would not be significant.

Methods

Individuals’ attitudes are generally measured via the use of a standardized set of questions designed to elicit opinions about, or affective reactions toward, a subject of interest (Nunally & Bernstein, 1994). The terms “public” or “social” attitudes are used to describe these attitudes in aggregate—as in public attitudes or public opinion. Content analysis of news media has emerged as an alternative method for studying public attitudes. Content analyses demand far less resources, in terms of time and funding, than longitudinal surveys or focus groups, and yet can provide comparable data. Moreover, content analysis may be the only viable alternative for addressing longitudinal research questions when prior data do not exist. Content analyses have become increasingly common in the field of natural resources and have been used to analyze a variety of topics, including national forest benefits and values (Bengston et al., 1999), public discourse about urban sprawl (Bengston et al., 2005), and conflict over natural resource management (Bengston & Fan, 1999). In this study, computer content analysis was used to measure attitudinal expressions about wolves in the United States and Canadian print news media.

Rationale for Analyzing News Media

The media plays a role in both shaping and reflecting public opinion on a wide variety of social issues (Bengston, Potts, Fan, & Goetz, 2005). For example, numerous studies indicate that the media plays an “agenda-setting” role in mobilizing public concern for environmental issues (Ader, 1995; Brosius & Kepplinger, 1990; Kepplinger & Roth, 1979; Parlour & Schatzow, 1978). By presenting coverage of a topic in the media, and by keeping this issue “alive” for some extended period of time, the media transmits a subtle message concerning the legitimacy of the issue to the public (Salwen, 1988). Yet, public opinion can also affect media coverage. For example, Brosius & Kepplinger (1990) found that—at least with certain issues—problem awareness actually preceded media coverage. Perhaps most relevant for this study, content analyses of the news media have been shown to produce results that parallel the findings of attitude surveys and public opinion polls across a wide range of issues (e.g. Keppliger & Roth, 1979, Fan, 1997). 
We reasoned that the media, by serving as a direct forum for public debate on wolves through editorials and letters to the editor and by reporting on debates which occur in other forums (i.e. courts, legislatures, protests and confrontations, and meetings and hearings) provides a reflection of the national debate on wolves (see Bengston, Fan, & Celarier, 1999). Our primary interest in this study was in making comparisons across regions and over time. Thus, our primary concern was with finding a reliable (i.e. consistent) method of assessing attitudes that would facilitate regional and longitudinal comparisons. Because survey data did not exist for most of the states/regions of interest and, where survey data did exist, sampling and measurement procedures often differed, content analysis presented the most cost-effective alternative. 

Content Analysis Methodology


Computer content analyses utilizing the InfoTrend © software involves four steps: (1) downloading electronically-available news media stories regarding the topic or issue of study, (2) developing a conceptual framework for categorization of the ideas to be analyzed, (3) developing computer coding instructions to score the paragraphs for the identified conceptual statements and (4) assessing the validity and reliability of the analysis. Each of these steps is discussed, in turn, below.

Downloading news media stories. Data for this analysis consisted of all electronically-available U.S. and Canadian print news media stories about wolves published between January 1, 1999 and December 31, 2008 in the LexisNexis Academic database. We chose LexisNexis to maximize the breadth of publication coverage (Bengston et al., 2005). In order to reduce bias that could potentially result from newspapers being either added to or dropped from the LexisNexis database over the 10-year period, we included only those news sources that were continuously publishing over the entire time period. Within LexisNexis, 147 US and Canadian sources were available during the time period of 1999 to 2008. We then developed a search command that was designed to include as many target stories as possible, while excluding articles that did not concern wolves or wolf management (e.g. stories about well-known people with the last name, Wolf). In total, we found 7,437 stories, 4,559 from newspapers and 2,878 from newswires. 

Developing a conceptual framework. We developed a classification system that identified three categories of evaluative statements or attitude expressions. Our goal was to “capture” any evaluative statement that concerned wolves or wolf management. We coded for three parallel psychological constructs often studied in the human dimensions literature: beliefs, attitudes, and norms/judgments. A belief represents something an individual holds as true or factual about wolves. Beliefs are not necessarily evaluative in nature (e.g. wolves are long-legged); however, we chose to code only for beliefs that had clear evaluative meaning (for example, “wolves decimate deer,” or “wolves are endangered”). Thus, the types of statements we chose to code for are quite similar to those employed in standard Likert-style measures of attitudes toward wolves (Likert, 1932). Similar to norms, we defined judgments as prescriptive statements about how wolves should be regarded, treated, or managed. Judgments included phrases such as “obligation to bring [wolves] back,” “should allow ranchers to kill wolves” or “supportive of the wolf’s return.” Finally, we coded for attitudes, which included only statements that directly evaluated wolves (e.g. “wolves are beautiful,” or “wolves are killing machines”). For the sake of simplicity, we use the phrase “attitude expressions” to encompass all three of these categories. In total, we coded for 10 different concepts each of which fell under one of these broad categories (Figure 1). 
Developing computer coding instructions. Computer instructions were developed to score paragraphs that contained concepts of interest. Scoring was done with InfoTrend© software using the Filtscor computer language. The Filtscor language has two components, lexicons and idea transition rules. A lexicon is a word dictionary or series of word dictionaries, and was developed to include all of the important ideas and concepts which appeared in the text about wolves. Idea transition rules specify how words and phrases in the lexicon can be combined to create new meanings (Bengston et al., 2005). The lexicon and idea transition rules worked together to produce concept scores for paragraphs within the newspaper articles. For example, when the word “should” appeared within 50 characters ahead of the word “protect”, the paragraph was scored as an instance of the concept, wolves should be protected. The coding scheme was developed via an iterative process that involved continuous testing and modification of lexicons and idea transition rules by applying them to random samples of text. In analyzing text, the software treats each story as a case and counts the number of paragraphs that contain each conceptual category of interest. Multiple expressions of the same concept that appeared within the same paragraph are counted as a single expression.
	Constructs of Interest
	Concept Coded (Valence)
	
	Examples

	Attitudes toward wolves

Direct evaluations
 of wolves
	Wolves are bad, detrimental (-)
	
	Wolves are bad; evil; vicious; harmful; killing machines

	
	Wolves are good, beneficial (+)
	
	Wolves good; beautiful; gentle; wise; intelligent

	
	
	
	

	
	Wolves negatively impact ecosystems (-) 
	
	Wolves decimate deer/elk, surplus kill, overkill

	
	Wolves benefit ecosystems (+)
	
	Wolves restore nature’s balance; return missing component of wilderness; cull the weak, old

	
	
	
	

	Beliefs about wolves

Assertions of fact about 
what wolves do
	Wolves are overabundant (-)
	
	Wolves are not endangered, threatened, imperiled; too many

	
	Wolves are endangered (+)
	
	Wolves are endangered, threatened, imperiled, rare; too few

	
	
	
	

	
	Wolves negatively impact human activities (-)
	
	Wolves kill livestock, pets; pose threat to humans, children

	
	Wolves positively impact human activities (+)
	
	Wolves increase tourism; enjoyable to see; part of natural heritage

	
	
	
	

	Judgments

Prescriptive statements about wolves or wolf management
	Wolves should be killed, controlled (-)
	
	Wolves should be killed, controlled, managed; wolves should not be reintroduced, protected

	
	Wolves should be protected (+)
	
	Wolves should be restored, reintroduced, protected; wolves should not be killed, controlled, managed


Figure 1: Conceptual map of constructs and conceptual categories (i.e. attitudes) coded in this analysis.

Assessing Validity and Reliability 

 
Validity, in computer content analysis, represents the degree to which the computer coding rules produce a score that is consistent with the evaluation of the coder. Seventy, randomly-selected stories were read and hand scored and results were compared with the computer coding results. Accuracy rates above 80 percent are generally considered acceptable for content analyses (Krippendorff, 2003). After final refinements in the computer instructions, the accuracy rate for our coding rules was 89 percent. Inter-coder reliability, though a common concern in human coded content analyses, is not an issue in computer coded analyses, as the software applies the coding rules consistently across all analyzed text. 

Measurement of region and statistical analyses


We assigned regional and recovery zone variables based upon the city and state/province of publication for each story (see Table 1). Exposure to (or experience with) wolves was also assessed at the state level. Thus, a story originating from a state with wolves was assumed to represent the views of people who had either directly or indirectly (e.g. via policy changes, conversations with peers, etc.) experienced wolves. Large newspapers—such as the New York Times and newswires—that serve national constituencies were separated from their state of publication and analyzed separately so as not to bias regional estimates. We then used one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test for differences in attitude expressions between regions with different levels of exposure to wolves. Data were aggregated across study years, and the number of expressions per article used as the dependent variable.  We used Tukey’s b post-hoc comparisons to test for differences in the number of expressions across all groups. Finally, we used linear regression to determine if attitude expressions changed in the news media. We first calculated the percentage of total scored paragraphs that each conceptual category accounted for each year. Using percentages instead of frequencies (i.e. number of paragraphs coded as x) allowed us to account for high year-to-year variability in the volume of news stories. We fit a line through the resulting 10 data points for each conceptual category. The significance and direction of the slope of each line provided a convenient method for summarizing trends and testing hypothesis 3 (i.e., no significant change in expressions over time). All data were analyzed using SPSS version 17.0.
Table 1. State classifications for experience and recovery zone variables. 

	Variable 
	States or provinces included in analysisa

	Experience with wolves
	

	
	States/provinces with permanent wolf populationsb
	Alaska, Alberta, British Columbia, Minnesota, Ontario, Quebec 

	
	States with new wolf populationsc
	Arizona, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, North Carolina, Wisconsin, Wyoming, 

	
	States in recovery zones that lack viable wolf populations
	Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Utah, Texas, Washington, 

	
	States/provinces without wolves
	New Brunswick, Remaining US states   

	
	U.S national newspapers/wires
	


a States that were missing from the analysis due to a lack of newspaper sources were Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, South Dakota and Vermont; Canadian provinces include Manitoba, Northwest Territories, Nova Scotia, Saskatchewan, and Yukon.

b Canadian national newspapers were included in this group due to the presence of permanent wolf populations throughout the vast majority of Canada 

c New wolf populations were defined as populations that had been established after the passage of the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

Results

The final database of United States and Canadian news stories included 6,144 relevant articles. The volume of stories across the period was not constant, with peaks in coverage occurring in 1999, 2000, and 2008 and with decreasing coverage during 2001- 2003 (Figure 2). We surmised that the precipitous decline in the number of stories about wolves was likely due to the events of 11 September, 2001 and subsequent military actions in Afghanistan and Iraq. In total, we coded 29,989 evaluative expressions. Aggregating the data into positive and negative expressions provides a convenient method for summarizing the valence of the discourse surrounding wolves in North America. Aggregated results indicate that roughly 72 percent (21,518) of all expressions were negative, while 28 percent (8,471) were positive over the ten year time period (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Positive and negative expressions (paragraphs) coded by year of publication, 1999-2008.
Describing the Debate about Wolves in North America

Negative expressions. The belief that wolves negatively impact human activities (30.5%) and the judgment that wolves should be killed or controlled (27.9%) together accounted for the majority of all expressions over the 10-year time period. The notion that wolves were overabundant (9.7%) and that wolves negatively impact ecosystems (2.3%) were cited less frequently, while overtly negative attitude expressions (e.g. wolves are bad ) accounted for only 1.2% of all expressions. 
Positive expressions. The judgment that wolves should be protected was the most frequently expressed positive evaluation, accounting for 14.9% of all expressions. Other positive expressions included the belief that wolves are endangered (7%), the belief that wolves positively impact ecosystems (2.3%), the attitude that wolves are good (2.1%), and the belief that wolves positively impact human activities (2%). 
Table 2. Linear regression results for time trends in attitude expressions.

	Concept
	R2 
	t (df=1)
	B 
	Sig.

	Positive Evaluationsa
	
	
	
	

	 Wolves are good, beneficial 
	.22 
	-1.51 
	-.10 
	.17

	 Wolves benefit ecosystems 
	.08 
	-.84 
	-.07 
	.43

	 Wolves are endangered 
	.06 
	.74 
	.09 
	.48 

	 Wolves positively impact human activities
	.62 
	-3.64 
	-.18*
	.01

	 Wolves should be protected
	.42 
	-2.39 
	-.45*
	.04

	
	
	
	
	

	Negative Evaluationsa
	
	
	
	

	 Wolves are bad, detrimental 
	.04 
	.57 
	.02 
	.59

	 Wolves negatively impact ecosystems 
	.39 
	2.27 
	.17*
	.05

	 Wolves are overabundant 
	.05 
	.66 
	.09 
	.53 

	 Wolves negatively impact humans
	.02 
	-.39 
	-.19 
	.71

	 Wolves should be killed, controlled 
	.30 
	1.83 
	.64 
	.10

	
	
	
	
	

	 Summary: Total % of negative expressions 
	.44 
	2.50 
	.72*
	.04


a Trends were determined by calculating the percentage of paragraphs per year accounted for by each concept, and fitting a line through the 10-year trend. Thus, B-values can be interpreted as percentage point change per year over the 10-year time frame.

* p < .05
Trends in Attitude Expressions: Are Attitudes Toward Wolves Changing?

Three of ten conceptual categories of interest exhibited significant (p < .05) trends over the 10-year period of interest (Table 2). Relative to the total number of expressions per year, the belief that wolves positively impact human activities and the judgment that wolves should be protected both decreased significantly from 1999 to 2008, while the belief that wolves negatively impact ecosystems increased over this time period. To characterize the overall valence of the discourse over time, we aggregated data into positive and negative expressions across conceptual categories and determined the percentage of all expressions each year that were negative (Figure 3). Fitting a line through these data points indicated the debate about wolves became increasingly negative over the 10-year period. [figure 3 about here]
Exposure to Wolves

Analysis of Variance was used to test whether the number of positive and negative expressions per article differed by the geographical origin of newspaper stories. Four discrete groups were created to capture different populations’ level of exposure to wolves: (a) states/provinces without wolves, (b) states without wolves in federal recovery zones, (c) states with new wolf populations, and (d) states/provinces with permanent wolf populations. In the first one-way ANOVA, the number of negative attitude expressions per story was the dependent variable. There was a significant main effect of exposure to wolves on the mean number of negative attitude expressions, (F (4, 6138) = 47.13, p < .001). News stories in states/provinces without wolves had the fewest negative attitude expressions (M= 2.31; Table 3), while newspaper stories in states with new wolf populations had the greatest number negative attitudes in newspaper articles (M= 4.27). 
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Figure 3: Percentage of negative expressions about wolves in the news media, 1999-2008.
Next, we conducted the same analysis using positive attitude expressions as the dependent variable. Again, there was a significant main effect of experience with wolves on the mean number of positive attitude expressions (F (4, 6138) = 14.44, p < .001). States/provinces without wolves had the most positive attitude expressions (M=1.59, Table 3); however, this group was not significantly different from states with new wolf populations or states in recovery zones. States/provinces without wolves did exhibit a significantly higher number of positive attitude expressions (M=1.59) than states/provinces with permanent wolf populations (M=1.37). National papers and newswires had the fewest positive expressions per story (M=1.22). 
Table 3. Attitude expressions per article by region/experience with wolves.

	
	
	Negative Expressions
	
	Positive Expressions

	Experience level (region) 
	N (stories)
	Mean
	SE
	
	Mean
	SE

	 States/provinces without wolves
	858
	2.31 
	0.09
	
	1.59 a
	0.06

	 States/provinces with permanent wolf populations
	812
	3.49 a
	0.12
	
	1.37 bc
	0.05

	 States in recovery zones that lack viable wolf populations
	868
	3.52 a
	0.11
	
	1.48 ab
	0.05

	 U.S. national newspapers/wires
	2681
	3.61 a
	0.06
	
	1.22 c
	0.03

	 States with new wolf populations
	924
	4.27 
	0.12
	
	1.54 ab
	0.05


a,b,c Means that share a superscript do not differ significantly (p > .05) based on Tukey’s b post-hoc test.
Discussion and Implications

The primary objectives of this study were to characterize attitudes toward wolves in North America as measured by attitudinal expressions about wolves in the news media, determine if these expressions have changed in the most recent decade and, determine whether exposure to wolves, as measured by region of news publication, affects the number and direction (positive or negative) of attitudinal expressions toward wolves in the news media. Our analysis indicates most of the discussion about wolves in the news media between 1999 and 2008 concerned wolves’ impact on human activities and the question of whether wolves should be killed/controlled in order to reduce their “negative effects” on humans. Statements about the negative effects of wolves focused on the ideas that wolves kill and injure livestock, that wolves kill dogs and other pets, and that wolves pose a threat to human beings. Note, while the majority of the expressions we coded were negative, we caution that our results should not be interpreted as indicating that attitudes toward wolves in North America are negative.  Such a result would conflict with nearly all prior attitudinal studies, a number of which overlapped with the time period of interest for this study. Rather, our data indicate discourse about wolves in the news media became increasingly negative; to the extent that the news media reflects public opinion, the media’s increasing focus on the negative impacts or risks associated with wolves suggests attitudes could follow a similar pattern.
Results supported three of the four hypotheses tested in this study. Specifically, stories originating in states with new wolf populations contained a greater number of negative expressions than stories originating in states with no wolves (H1a) and states with permanent wolf populations (H1b), and stories originating in states in federal recovery zones where wolves were not yet present contained a greater number of negative expressions than stories originating in states outside of federal recovery areas where wolves were not present (H2). However, in contrast with hypothesis 3, negative attitude expressions increased significantly over the time period of interest.
In support of research that suggests even indirect experience with wolves can lead to more negative attitudes (Karlsson  & Sjostrom, 2007), our analyses found increased negative discourse surrounding the predator in areas with relatively new wolf populations; however, discourse in these states did not differ from states without wolves that were in federal recovery zones—suggesting merely the threat associated with newly established wolf populations may be all that is required to negatively impact public opinion. This result is consistent with research by Enck and Brown (2002) and Duda (1998), who found attitudes toward wolf restoration decreased substantially in the Adirondacks following negative media coverage concerning the proposed reintroduction, despite a lack of wolves in this area. Contrasting with Enck and Brown (2002) and Duda (1998), Bruskotter et al. (2007) found no significant differences between Utah residents’ attitudes toward wolves over a roughly 10-year time period.  However, while both states lacked wolf populations during the study time period, wolf reintroduction was being planned and publicly debated in the Adirondacks, whereas no reintroductions had been planned for Utah—nor was the state part of any federal recovery zone at the time of the survey. Our results help shed some light on these disparate findings. Specifically, our data suggest that, even absent wolves, the anticipated presence of wolf populations can increase negative discourse about the predator, which in turn, could promote changes in attitudes—especially among people with little knowledge or experience with wolves (see Williams et al., 2002 for discussion). Similarly, residents living in areas where wolves are newly established are likely to have a low degree of familiarity, which could heighten their risk perception. Indeed, as hypothesized, the number of negative expressions per article was significantly higher for states with new wolf populations as compared with those with no wolves, or with permanent wolf populations.  
As familiarity with wolves builds, we expect that fear of wolves—and the risks associated with wolves—will eventually level off and decrease—especially if conflicts with wolves remain relatively low (see Zimmerman et al., 2001). Our data support this conclusion, as states and provinces with permanent wolf populations exhibited less negative discourse, despite having much higher wolf populations. In addition to familiarity, it is possible that the removal of wolves from federal endangered species protections could increase residents’ perceived control over the risks associated with wolves, which could decrease opposition over time. Alternatively, attitudes toward wolves could be rooted in more deeply held values (at least among some individuals). If opposition to wolves is value-based, we should expect little change in attitudes to occur over the short term regardless of risk perceptions (Rokeach, 1973; Fulton et al., 1996). Additional research is needed in order to determine the extent to which opposition to wolves is rooted in risk attitudes, as opposed to more fundamental values.
The handful of longitudinal studies that have examined attitudes toward wolves paint an increasingly complex picture, with few consistent findings. In this study we used content analysis to examine trends in attitudes, and formulated hypotheses based upon psychological theories about risk. In an early use of content analysis to study attitudes toward animals, Kellert and Westervelt (1982, p. 28) concluded that while “[h]istorical studies are necessarily fraught with uncertainty... the need to understand the past in attempting to avoid previous mistakes when planning for an uncertain future rationalizes the effort”. Indeed, while the methods employed in this study are most useful for characterizing the focus of the debate about wolves and how this debate has changed over time, they are limited in that they provide no information about the attitudes and behaviors of individuals, nor are we able to characterize the attitudes of particular groups of stakeholders. Still, content analysis provides a useful alternative methodology for studying public attitudes over time and across regions, particularly when longitudinal survey data are unavailable, as in this case. However, we stress the need for longitudinal survey research in order to better understand the factors that drive attitude change over time. 
Management Implications 

This research is particularly timely given the Fish and Wildlife Service’s decision in April of 2009 to delist gray wolves in the northern Rocky Mountains region. In support of their decision, FWS concluded that attitudes toward wolves had improved dramatically and wolves were no longer threatened by low human tolerance. Yet, FWS based this assertion on little consideration of the relevant social science research data (Bruskotter et al., 2010; Bruskotter et al., in Press). In fact, the only quantitative study they cited specifically admonished wildlife professionals for assuming that positive attitudes toward wolves were increasing (Williams et al., 2002). Our results provide additional quantitative evidence that this assumption is likely inaccurate and misleading for wildlife managers and policy-makers. Specifically, our findings suggest that attitudes may actually be increasingly negative toward wolves—at least in regions with new wolf populations and in recovery zone regions where the public has little familiarity with the species. Notably, a previous attempt to reintroduce wolves into Michigan’s Upper Peninsula in the 1970s failed largely because of human-induced mortality (Kellert, 1996). Deeply ingrained anti-predator and anti-government attitudes were identified as significant reasons for the failure of this reintroduction (Hook & Robinson, 1982). By relying upon assumptions about attitudes toward wolves—as opposed to empirical research—wildlife management agencies run the risk of prematurely lifting protections and repeating such mistakes.
Linnell et al. (2001) have demonstrated that large carnivore populations can be maintained, even in areas with high human densities—so long as management remains favorable.  To the extent that carnivore policy is driven by the policy preferences of relevant publics, the success of large carnivores, and the extent of their recovery in the U.S. could ultimately depend upon human tolerance. Our results provide more evidence that the assumption that attitudes toward wolves are becoming more positive or protectionist is untenable. This view is overly simplistic, as it does not account for exposure/experience with wolves, nor the varied attitudes of interested stakeholders across the US. 
Over the short term, our data suggest that attitudes in areas where wolf populations are new and recovering may become more negative as people begin to gain experience with wolves. Wolves may need increased protection and/or monitoring in these regions for a time while people adapt. However, our data also suggest that negative media attention and the heightened perceptions of risk should be reduced over time, as people learn once again how to live with wolves. 
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Data

		Year		Wolves are good		Wolves are bad		Wolves should be protected		Wolves should be managed		Wolves decimate game populations		Wolves positively impact ecosystems		Wolves are abundant		Wolves are endangered		Wolves positively impact humans		Wolves negatively impact humans

		1999		1.90		0.63		17.12		26.20		1.47		2.26		8.97		4.53		2.47		34.44

		2000		2.24		1.15		16.34		24.83		1.30		2.04		8.90		8.54		2.40		32.25

		2001		3.71		1.53		19.05		21.23		1.97		2.89		9.61		6.60		2.78		30.62						above table * 100 so the numbers aren't so small

		2002		2.08		1.30		13.80		26.40		1.93		1.83		8.74		7.67		3.19		33.06

		2003		2.20		1.42		13.90		34.00		2.67		3.98		10.88		7.50		1.56		21.87

		2004		2.46		1.48		13.90		28.98		2.86		2.43		11.27		7.26		2.23		27.11

		2005		1.38		1.32		14.16		27.80		2.04		2.77		10.11		5.76		2.04		32.61

		2006		2.14		0.91		14.12		31.40		4.07		1.38		8.98		7.00		1.34		28.67

		2007		1.35		1.21		11.49		29.42		1.96		1.39		7.72		7.47		1.14		36.86

		2008		1.78		1.24		15.23		28.72		2.82		2.13		11.44		7.53		1.18		27.94

		AVE		2.13		1.22		14.91		27.90		2.31		2.31		9.66		6.99		2.03		30.54

		Year		Summary count Pos				Summary count Neg				Sum percent positive				Sum percent Neg

		1999		1249				3167				28.28				71.72

		2000		1238				2684				31.57				68.43

		2001		642				1190				35.04				64.96

		2002		592				1480				28.57				71.43

		2003		820				1992				29.16				70.84

		2004		861				2182				28.29				71.71

		2005		793				2243				26.12				73.88

		2006		657				1872				25.98				74.02

		2007		642				2169				22.84				77.16

		2008		969				2510				27.85				72.15

		Ave		846.3				2148.9				28.37				71.63

		Year		Wolves are good		Wolves are bad		Wolves should be protected		Wolves should be managed		Wolves decimate game populations		Wolves positively impact ecosystems		Wolves are abundant		Wolves are endangered		Wolves negatively impact humans		Wolves positively impact humans

		1999		84		28		756		1157		65		100		396		200		1521		109

		2000		88		45		641		974		51		80		349		335		1265		94

		2001		68		28		349		389		36		53		176		121		561		51

		2002		43		27		286		547		40		38		181		159		685		66

		2003		62		40		391		956		75		112		306		211		615		44

		2004		75		45		423		882		87		74		343		221		825		68

		2005		42		40		430		844		62		84		307		175		990		62

		2006		54		23		357		794		103		35		227		177		725		34

		2007		38		34		323		827		55		39		217		210		1036		32

		2008		62		43		530		999		98		74		398		262		972		41

		Ave		62		35		449		837		67		69		290		207		920		60

				Frequency		Percent

		1999		877		14.3

		2000		781		12.7

		2001		471		7.7

		2002		475		7.7

		2003		586		9.5

		2004		638		10.4

		2005		559		9.1

		2006		510		8.3

		2007		558		9.1

		2008		688		11.2

				6143		100





FreqStory

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



Number of stories

Year

Number of stories

877

781

471

475

586

638

559

510

558

688



%NegPos

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Percentage of positive expressions

Percentage of negative expressions

Year

Percentage

28.2835144928

71.7164855072

31.5655277919

68.4344722081

35.0436681223

64.9563318777

28.5714285714

71.4285714286

29.1607396871

70.8392603129

28.2944462701

71.7055537299

26.1198945982

73.8801054018

25.9786476868

74.0213523132

22.8388473853

77.1611526147

27.8528312734

72.1471687266



FreqPosNeg

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Positive attitude expressions

Negative attitude expressions

Year

Number of paragraphs

1249

3167

1238

2684

642

1190

592

1480

820

1992

861

2182

793

2243

657

1872

642

2169

969

2510



FreqPosNeg (2)

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Positive attitude expressions

Negative attitude expressions

Year

Number of paragraphs

1249

3167

1238

2684

642

1190

592

1480

820

1992

861

2182

793

2243

657

1872

642

2169

969

2510



Negative

		1521		1999		396		65		1999

		1265		2000		349		51		2000

		561		2001		176		36		2001

		685		2002		181		40		2002

		615		2003		306		75		2003

		825		2004		343		87		2004

		990		2005		307		62		2005

		725		2006		227		103		2006

		1036		2007		217		55		2007

		972		2008		398		98		2008



Wolves have a negative impact on humans

Wolves should be managed

Wolves are abundant

Wolves decimate game populations

Wolves are bad

Year

Number of expressions

1157

28

974

45

389

28

547

27

956

40

882

45

844

40

794

23

827

34

999

43



Negative (2)

		1521		1999		396		65		1999

		1265		2000		349		51		2000

		561		2001		176		36		2001

		685		2002		181		40		2002

		615		2003		306		75		2003

		825		2004		343		87		2004

		990		2005		307		62		2005

		725		2006		227		103		2006

		1036		2007		217		55		2007

		972		2008		398		98		2008



Wolves have a negative impact on humans

Wolves should be managed

Wolves are abundant

Wolves decimate game populations

Wolves are bad

Year

Number of expressions

1157

28

974

45

389

28

547

27

956

40

882

45

844

40

794

23

827

34

999

43



Positive

		756		200		100		1999		109

		641		335		80		2000		94

		349		121		53		2001		51

		286		159		38		2002		66

		391		211		112		2003		44

		423		221		74		2004		68

		430		175		84		2005		62

		357		177		35		2006		34

		323		210		39		2007		32

		530		262		74		2008		41



Wolves should be protected

Wolves are endangered

Wolves have a positive impact on ecosystem

Wolves are good

Wolves have a positive impact on humans

Year

Number of expressions

84

88

68

43

62

75

42

54

38

62



Positive (2)

		756		200		100		1999		109

		641		335		80		2000		94

		349		121		53		2001		51

		286		159		38		2002		66

		391		211		112		2003		44

		423		221		74		2004		68

		430		175		84		2005		62

		357		177		35		2006		34

		323		210		39		2007		32

		530		262		74		2008		41



Wolves should be protected

Wolves are endangered

Wolves have a positive impact on ecosystem

Wolves are good

Wolves have a positive impact on humans

Year

Number of expressions

84

88

68

43

62

75

42

54

38

62



Pos Neg

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Percentage of positive expressions

Percentage of negative expressions

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Positive attitudes trendline:
y = -0.7182x + 32.321
R² = 0.43843, p=.04

Negative attitudes trendline:
y = 0.7182x + 67.679
R² = 0.43843, p=.04

28.2835144928

71.7164855072

31.5655277919

68.4344722081

35.0436681223

64.9563318777

28.5714285714

71.4285714286

29.1607396871

70.8392603129

28.2944462701

71.7055537299

26.1198945982

73.8801054018

25.9786476868

74.0213523132

22.8388473853

77.1611526147

27.8528312734

72.1471687266



Pos Neg (2)

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Positive attitudes

Negative attitudes

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

y = -0.7182x + 32.321
R² = 0.43843, p=.04

y = 0.7182x + 67.679
R² = 0.43843, p=.04

28.2835144928

71.7164855072

31.5655277919

68.4344722081

35.0436681223

64.9563318777

28.5714285714

71.4285714286

29.1607396871

70.8392603129

28.2944462701

71.7055537299

26.1198945982

73.8801054018

25.9786476868

74.0213523132

22.8388473853

77.1611526147

27.8528312734

72.1471687266



Good Bad

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Wolves are good

Wolves are bad

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Good trendline: y = -0.1032x + 2.6929
R² = 0.22111, p=.171

Bad trendline: y = 0.0173x + 1.1234
R² = 0.03721, p=.585

1.902173913

0.634057971

2.2437531871

1.1473737889

3.711790393

1.5283842795

2.0752895753

1.3030888031

2.2048364154

1.4224751067

2.46467302

1.478803812

1.3833992095

1.3175230567

2.1352313167

0.9094503756

1.3518320882

1.2095339737

1.7821212992

1.2359873527



Good Bad(2)

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Wolves are good

Wolves are bad

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Good trendline: y = -0.1032x + 2.6929
R² = 0.22111, p=.171

Bad trendline: y = 0.0173x + 1.1234
R² = 0.03721, p=.585

1.902173913

0.634057971

2.2437531871

1.1473737889

3.711790393

1.5283842795

2.0752895753

1.3030888031

2.2048364154

1.4224751067

2.46467302

1.478803812

1.3833992095

1.3175230567

2.1352313167

0.9094503756

1.3518320882

1.2095339737

1.7821212992

1.2359873527



Prot Mge

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Wolves should be protected

Wolves should be managed

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Should protect trendline: y = -0.4517x + 17.397
R² = 0.41752, p=.04

Should manage trendline:  y = 0.6348x + 24.407
R² = 0.29537, p=.10

17.1195652174

26.2001811594

16.3437021928

24.8342682305

19.0502183406

21.2336244541

13.8030888031

26.3996138996

13.9046941679

33.9971550498

13.9007558331

28.9845547157

14.163372859

27.7997364954

14.1162514828

31.39580862

11.4905727499

29.4201351832

15.2342627192

28.715148031



Prot Mge (2)

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Wolves should be protected

Wolves should be managed

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Should protect trendline: y = -0.4517x + 17.397
R² = 0.41752, p=.04

Should manage trendline:  y = 0.6348x + 24.407
R² = 0.29537, p=.10

17.1195652174

26.2001811594

16.3437021928

24.8342682305

19.0502183406

21.2336244541

13.8030888031

26.3996138996

13.9046941679

33.9971550498

13.9007558331

28.9845547157

14.163372859

27.7997364954

14.1162514828

31.39580862

11.4905727499

29.4201351832

15.2342627192

28.715148031



Imp Eco

		1999				1.4719202899

		2000				1.3003569607

		2001				1.9650655022

		2002				1.9305019305

		2003				2.667140825

		2004				2.8590207033

		2005				2.0421607378

		2006				4.0727560301

		2007				1.9565990751

		2008				2.8169014085



Wolves have a positive impact on the ecosystem

Wolves decimate game

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Positive impact ecosystem trendline: 
y = -0.0733x + 2.7145
R² = 0.08209, p=.43

Decimate game trendline:
y = 0.1683x + 1.3828
R2 = 0.391, p=.05

2.2644927536

2.0397756247

2.8930131004

1.833976834

3.9829302987

2.4318107131

2.766798419

1.3839462238

1.3874066169

2.1270480023



Imp Eco (2)

		1999				1.4719202899

		2000				1.3003569607

		2001				1.9650655022

		2002				1.9305019305

		2003				2.667140825

		2004				2.8590207033

		2005				2.0421607378

		2006				4.0727560301

		2007				1.9565990751

		2008				2.8169014085



Wolves have a positive impact on the ecosystem

Wolves decimate game

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Positive impact ecosystem trendline: 
y = -0.0733x + 2.7145
R² = 0.08209, p=.43

Decimate game trendline:
y = 0.1683x + 1.3828
R2 = 0.391, p=.05

2.2644927536

2.0397756247

2.8930131004

1.833976834

3.9829302987

2.4318107131

2.766798419

1.3839462238

1.3874066169

2.1270480023



Abun End

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Wolves are abundant

Wolves are endangered

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Abundant trendline: 
 y = 0.0931x + 9.1488
R² = 0.05256, p=.53

Endangered trendline: 
y = 0.0941x + 6.4706
R² = 0.06379, p=.48

8.9673913043

4.5289855072

8.8985211627

8.5415604284

9.6069868996

6.6048034934

8.7355212355

7.6737451737

10.8819345661

7.5035561878

11.2717712783

7.2625698324

10.1119894598

5.7641633729

8.9758797944

6.9988137604

7.7196727143

7.4706510139

11.4400689853

7.5308996838



Abun End (2)

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Wolves are abundant

Wolves are endangered

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Abundant trendline: 
 y = 0.0931x + 9.1488
R² = 0.05256, p=.53

Endangered trendline: 
y = 0.0941x + 6.4706
R² = 0.06379, p=.48

8.9673913043

4.5289855072

8.8985211627

8.5415604284

9.6069868996

6.6048034934

8.7355212355

7.6737451737

10.8819345661

7.5035561878

11.2717712783

7.2625698324

10.1119894598

5.7641633729

8.9758797944

6.9988137604

7.7196727143

7.4706510139

11.4400689853

7.5308996838



Imp on Human

		1999				2.4682971014

		2000				2.396736359

		2001				2.7838427948

		2002				3.1853281853

		2003				1.5647226174

		2004				2.2346368715

		2005				2.0421607378

		2006				1.3444049031

		2007				1.1383849164

		2008				1.1784995688



Wolves have a negative impact on humans

Wolves have a positive impact on humans

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Negative impact humans trendline:
y = -0.1952x + 31.617
R² = 0.01896, p=.71

Positive impact humans trendline:
y = -0.1841x + 3.0461
R2 = 0.6243, p=.01

34.4429347826

32.2539520653

30.6222707424

33.0598455598

21.8705547653

27.1114032205

32.6086956522

28.6674574931

36.8552116684

27.9390629491



Imp on Human (2)

		1999				2.4682971014

		2000				2.396736359

		2001				2.7838427948

		2002				3.1853281853

		2003				1.5647226174

		2004				2.2346368715

		2005				2.0421607378

		2006				1.3444049031

		2007				1.1383849164

		2008				1.1784995688



Wolves have a negative impact on humans

Wolves have a positive impact on humans

Year

Percentage of paragraphs

Negative impact humans trendline:
y = -0.1952x + 31.617
R² = 0.01896, p=.71

Positive impact humans trendline:
y = -0.1841x + 3.0461
R2 = 0.6243, p=.01

34.4429347826

32.2539520653

30.6222707424

33.0598455598

21.8705547653

27.1114032205

32.6086956522

28.6674574931

36.8552116684

27.9390629491




_1339930472.xls
Sums Table

		Year		Wolves are good		Wolves are bad		Wolves should be protected		Wolves should be managed		Wolves decimate game populations		Wolves positively impact ecosystems		Wolves are abundant		Wolves are endangered		Wolves negatively impact humans		Wolves positively impact humans		total scored paragraphs

		1999		84		28		756		1157		65		100		396		200		1521		109		4416		4416		4416		4416		4416		4416		4416		4416		4416		4416

		2000		88		45		641		974		51		80		349		335		1265		94		3922		3922		3922		3922		3922		3922		3922		3922		3922		3922

		2001		68		28		349		389		36		53		176		121		561		51		1832		1832		1832		1832		1832		1832		1832		1832		1832		1832

		2002		43		27		286		547		40		38		181		159		685		66		2072		2072		2072		2072		2072		2072		2072		2072		2072		2072

		2003		62		40		391		956		75		112		306		211		615		44		2812		2812		2812		2812		2812		2812		2812		2812		2812		2812

		2004		75		45		423		882		87		74		343		221		825		68		3043		3043		3043		3043		3043		3043		3043		3043		3043		3043

		2005		42		40		430		844		62		84		307		175		990		62		3036		3036		3036		3036		3036		3036		3036		3036		3036		3036

		2006		54		23		357		794		103		35		227		177		725		34		2529		2529		2529		2529		2529		2529		2529		2529		2529		2529

		2007		38		34		323		827		55		39		217		210		1036		32		2811		2811		2811		2811		2811		2811		2811		2811		2811		2811

		2008		62		43		530		999		98		74		398		262		972		41		3479		3479		3479		3479		3479		3479		3479		3479		3479		3479

		Total		616		353		4486		8369		672		689		2900		2071		9195		601		29952

		Year		Wolves are good		Wolves are bad		Wolves should be protected		Wolves should be managed		Wolves decimate game populations		Wolves positively impact ecosystems		Wolves are abundant		Wolves are endangered		Wolves negatively impact humans		Wolves positively impact humans

		1999		0.0190		0.0063		0.1712		0.2620		0.0147		0.0226		0.0897		0.0453		0.3444		0.0247

		2000		0.0224		0.0115		0.1634		0.2483		0.0130		0.0204		0.0890		0.0854		0.3225		0.0240

		2001		0.0371		0.0153		0.1905		0.2123		0.0197		0.0289		0.0961		0.0660		0.3062		0.0278

		2002		0.0208		0.0130		0.1380		0.2640		0.0193		0.0183		0.0874		0.0767		0.3306		0.0319				number of hits / total scored

		2003		0.0220		0.0142		0.1390		0.3400		0.0267		0.0398		0.1088		0.0750		0.2187		0.0156

		2004		0.0246		0.0148		0.1390		0.2898		0.0286		0.0243		0.1127		0.0726		0.2711		0.0223

		2005		0.0138		0.0132		0.1416		0.2780		0.0204		0.0277		0.1011		0.0576		0.3261		0.0204

		2006		0.0214		0.0091		0.1412		0.3140		0.0407		0.0138		0.0898		0.0700		0.2867		0.0134

		2007		0.0135		0.0121		0.1149		0.2942		0.0196		0.0139		0.0772		0.0747		0.3686		0.0114

		2008		0.0178		0.0124		0.1523		0.2872		0.0282		0.0213		0.1144		0.0753		0.2794		0.0118

		Year		Wolves are good		Wolves are bad		Wolves should be protected		Wolves should be managed		Wolves decimate game populations		Wolves positively impact ecosystems		Wolves are abundant		Wolves are endangered		Wolves negatively impact humans		Wolves positively impact humans

		1999		1.9		0.6		17.1		26.2		1.5		2.3		9.0		4.5		34.4		2.5

		2000		2.2		1.1		16.3		24.8		1.3		2.0		8.9		8.5		32.3		2.4

		2001		3.7		1.5		19.1		21.2		2.0		2.9		9.6		6.6		30.6		2.8				above table * 100 so the numbers aren't so small

		2002		2.1		1.3		13.8		26.4		1.9		1.8		8.7		7.7		33.1		3.2

		2003		2.2		1.4		13.9		34.0		2.7		4.0		10.9		7.5		21.9		1.6

		2004		2.5		1.5		13.9		29.0		2.9		2.4		11.3		7.3		27.1		2.2

		2005		1.4		1.3		14.2		27.8		2.0		2.8		10.1		5.8		32.6		2.0

		2006		2.1		0.9		14.1		31.4		4.1		1.4		9.0		7.0		28.7		1.3

		2007		1.4		1.2		11.5		29.4		2.0		1.4		7.7		7.5		36.9		1.1

		2008		1.8		1.2		15.2		28.7		2.8		2.1		11.4		7.5		27.9		1.2

		Year		good - bad				protected - managed				pos impact - decimate				endangered - abundant				pos impact humans - neg impact humans

		1999		1.268		56.000		-9.081		-401.000		0.793		35.000		-4.438		-196.000		-31.975		-1412.0

		2000		1.096		43.000		-8.491		-333.000		0.739		29.000		-0.357		-14.000		-29.857		-1171.0

		2001		2.183		40.000		-2.183		-40.000		0.928		17.000		-3.002		-55.000		-27.838		-510.0

		2002		0.772		16.000		-12.597		-261.000		-0.097		-2.000		-1.062		-22.000		-29.875		-619.0

		2003		0.782		22.000		-20.092		-565.000		1.316		37.000		-3.378		-95.000		-20.306		-571.0

		2004		0.986		30.000		-15.084		-459.000		-0.427		-13.000		-4.009		-122.000		-24.877		-757.0

		2005		0.066		2.000		-13.636		-414.000		0.725		22.000		-4.348		-132.000		-30.567		-928.0

		2006		1.226		31.000		-17.280		-437.000		-2.689		-68.000		-1.977		-50.000		-27.323		-691.0

		2007		0.142		4.000		-17.930		-504.000		-0.569		-16.000		-0.249		-7.000		-35.717		-1004.0

		2008		0.546		19.000		-13.481		-469.000		-0.690		-24.000		-3.909		-136.000		-26.761		-931.0

		Year		Sum percent positive				Sum percent Neg		Neg-3yr avg		Summary count Pos				Summary count Neg				Summary				Spos-Sneg

		1999.0		28.3				71.7				1249.0				3167.0				4416.0				-1918.0

		2000.0		31.6				68.4		68.4		1238.0				2684.0				3922.0				-1446.0

		2001.0		35.0				65.0		68.3		642.0				1190.0				1832.0				-548.0

		2002.0		28.6				71.4		69.1		592.0				1480.0				2072.0				-888.0

		2003.0		29.2				70.8		71.3		820.0				1992.0				2812.0				-1172.0

		2004.0		28.3				71.7		72.1		861.0				2182.0				3043.0				-1321.0

		2005.0		26.1				73.9		73.2		793.0				2243.0				3036.0				-1450.0

		2006.0		26.0				74.0		75.0		657.0				1872.0				2529.0				-1215.0

		2007.0		22.8				77.2		74.4		642.0				2169.0				2811.0				-1527.0

		2008.0		27.9				72.1				969.0				2510.0				3479.0				-1541.0

		Total		28.3								8463.0				21489.0				29952.0				-13026.0





Net Summary

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



Net attitudes

Year

Scored paragraphs

Positive minus Negative attitudes expressions

-1918

-1446

-548

-888

-1172

-1321

-1450

-1215

-1527

-1541



Sum Pos & Neg

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



Percent Negative

Year

% of scored paragraphs

71.7164855072

68.4344722081

64.9563318777

71.4285714286

70.8392603129

71.7055537299

73.8801054018

74.0213523132

77.1611526147

72.1471687266



Sum Pos Neg Counts

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



Positive

Negative

Year

Scored paragraphs

Summary of Positive & Negative Attitudes

1249

3167

1238

2684

642

1190

592

1480

820

1992

861

2182

793

2243

657

1872

642

2169

969

2510



good bad

		1999		28

		2000		45

		2001		28

		2002		27

		2003		40

		2004		45

		2005		40

		2006		23

		2007		34

		2008		43



good

bad

Wolves Good/Wolves Bad

Good trendline: y = -3.6848x + 81.867
R2 = 0.4052

Bad Trendline: y = 0.4667x + 32.733
R2 = 0.029

84

88

68

43

62

75

42

54

38

62



decimate

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



decimate

positive impact

Decimate Game/Pos Imp Eco

65

100

51

80

36

53

40

38

75

112

87

74

62

84

103

35

55

39

98

74



protect manage

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



protect

manage

Should Protect/Should Manage

756

1157

641

974

349

389

286

547

391

956

423

882

430

844

357

794

323

827

530

999



abundant endangered

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



abundant

endangered

Wolves Abundant/Endangered

396

200

349

335

176

121

181

159

306

211

343

221

307

175

227

177

217

210

398

262



neg pos impact

		1999		1999

		2000		2000

		2001		2001

		2002		2002

		2003		2003

		2004		2004

		2005		2005

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008



negative impact

positive impact

Negative Impact/Positive Impact on Humans

1521

109

1265

94

561

51

685

66

615

44

825

68

990

62

725

34

1036

32

972

41



Good-bad

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



good - bad

Good minus Bad

1.268115942

1.0963793983

2.1834061135

0.7722007722

0.7823613087

0.985869208

0.0658761528

1.2257809411

0.1422981145

0.5461339465



Prt-Mge

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



protected - managed

Protect minus Manage

-9.080615942

-8.4905660377

-2.1834061135

-12.5965250965

-20.0924608819

-15.0837988827

-13.6363636364

-17.2795571372

-17.9295624333

-13.4808853119



PosImpEco-Dec

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



pos impact - decimate

Positive Impact Ecosystem-Decimate Game

0.7925724638

0.7394186639

0.9279475983

-0.0965250965

1.3157894737

-0.4272099901

0.7246376812

-2.6888098062

-0.5691924582

-0.6898534062



End-Abun

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



endangered - abundant

Endangered minus Abundant

-4.4384057971

-0.3569607343

-3.0021834061

-1.0617760618

-3.3783783784

-4.0092014459

-4.347826087

-1.977066034

-0.2490217005

-3.9091693015



PosImHm-NgImHm

		1999

		2000

		2001

		2002

		2003

		2004

		2005

		2006

		2007

		2008



pos human - neg human

Positive Impact Humans minus Negative Impact Humans

-31.9746376812

-29.8572157063

-27.8384279476

-29.8745173745

-20.3058321479

-24.876766349

-30.5665349144

-27.32305259

-35.716826752

-26.7605633803




