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Abstract 

The work presented here is a primarily qualitative examination of the meanings, values 

and perceptions ascribed to Australian wildlife and the influence and impact this has on 

its management. I argue that there is good reason to believe Australian wildlife 

management is fundamentally different from models based on game management as 

practiced in Europe and North America. Instead, Australian management models are 

grounded almost exclusively in the management of those species defined as pests.   

The approach taken here was to use a grounded theory methodology during the data 

collection and analysis and a social constructionist analysis for higher order 

abstractions. The approach was adopted because of an identified need to re-evaluate 

some of the precepts of Australian wildlife management.  

Although Australian fauna is generally intrinsically valued, such value appears not to 

have arrested its critical decline. With some exceptions, Australia’s wildlife has not 

typically been valued as a resource although many of the “pest” species killed in this 

country are utilised as food elsewhere.  A partial explanation of what makes a species 

edible or worth conserving or needing to be culled appears to lie within the 

constructions different social groups hold for wildlife. I reasoned that if evidence was 

found that different groups of people constructed wildlife differently then this diversity of 

perception would clearly emerge during wildlife conflicts.  

There were three principle sources of data used in this thesis. The first was participant 

observations of a number of wildlife conflicts, the second was the textual analysis of 

newspaper texts that pertained to wildlife and the third were interviews with different 

stakeholders involved in a wildlife conflict. 

The data suggested different groups will construct wildlife differently, with the “good” 

wildlife needing to be conserved while the “bad” had to be “managed.” However, there 

was no apparent consensus on which species were good and which were bad.  

Conflicts over wildlife often occur where a species is valued by one group and deplored 

by another. These conflicts can be simple, involving a single complainant and an 

individual of a species, or they can be community-wide, involving nuisance behaviours 

of sub-populations of a species, or they can be complex and reflect a range of deeper 

social tensions. In the studies presented here, these tensions included “values clashes” 
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between urban and rural groups,  between groups who sought to nurture and protect 

wildlife and those who sought to manage risks associated with human-wildlife 

interactions. I argue that the way wildlife is constructed by the different groups, in 

addition to the values those groups ascribe to wildlife, often lies at the heart of a wildlife 

conflict - and that those constructions often reflect deeper differences than those 

relating to the treatment of wildlife itself. 

Observations of 11 conflicts informed development of a wildlife conflict typology 

describing the process by which these conflicts escalated into wider, and often 

intractable, disputes. Analysis of newspaper texts and interview transcripts allowed 

development of a second model which identified complexity, moral imperatives, 

ownership and the differing constructions as being key factors influencing the 

development and resolution of wildlife based conflicts. Both models were successfully 

tested against a serious wildlife dispute over the management of dingoes on Fraser 

Island.  

Based on these findings I conclude that in order to manage wildlife in a way which 

meets the expectations of Australians, wildlife professionals must recognise that there 

are a diversity of valid constructions and values ascribed to wildlife. Understanding 

these differing constructions will become a powerful tool for the resolution of wildlife 

conflicts that occur when the presence and behaviours of wildlife cause deterioration in 

relations between different social groups expressing an interest in that wildlife. 
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Preface 

While working on this thesis I was a regular guest on a Brisbane AM radio station 

discussing with callers matters related to wildlife. At the time there were a number of 

conflicts both in the region and throughout Australia involving the presence of flying-fox 

colonies in urban areas so I felt it timely to promote a flying-fox information evening in a 

Brisbane park on dusk, around the time of the nightly fly out. I knew the station’s target 

market was primarily retired and semi-retired listeners and, judging from the many calls 

I fielded and the broadcast content, it was clear it catered to a very conservative 

audience. For the information night I also invited a Brisbane-based wildlife manager to 

address the group. Prior to his talk I told him that he shouldn’t assume everyone in his 

audience was comfortable with the concept of evolution. He replied, “Glad you told me 

that, mate. I’ll give it to them in spades.” He was true to his word and did not miss an 

opportunity to lecture his audience on the ecological importance of the species, saying 

in as many different ways as possible that flying-foxes had “co-evolved” with species of 

Australian trees. I had no problems with what he said but in terms of attempting to build 

greater tolerance in the community for flying-foxes, I suspect he failed to reach the 

hearts and minds of our audience. By linking evolution to the ecological importance of 

flying-foxes he had challenged his audience to surrender their faith and take a 

“scientific” view of nature. All I wanted from the meeting was to promote a better 

understanding of the role of flying-foxes in the landscape, not a religious conversion of 

sorts. Afterwards I questioned him on his approach and he said “They weren’t ever 

going to get it until they left that creationist nonsense behind.”  

This example clarified for me, more than anything else, the different ways people 

viewed wildlife. I was also alerted to the fact that for some there was a right and wrong 

way to appreciate wildlife and embedded in these beliefs was the implication that some 

of the perspectives carried moral overtones. This meant that moderating wildlife 

conflicts was not so much about telling people why animals did what they did, and how 

to live with or manage those behaviours, but about fully understanding the causes and 

contexts of those conflicts. To this end, it is human attitudes and behaviours 

underscoring wildlife management that will be investigated here rather than any 

endeavour to expand the field of wildlife ecology. This thesis will explore the differing 

constructions Australians hold of wildlife and the role these constructions play in the 

evolution and resolution of human-wildlife conflicts. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction: study context and common descriptions and 

definitions of wildlife 

Introduction 

Australian wildlife managers, and those working in the field of urban ecology, are 

generally well versed in the literature from North America and to a lesser extent Europe 

and Africa; however few draw on purely Australian research. Previous Australian 

research had demonstrated a diversity of attitudes towards wildlife (Miller 2000; 

Thomas 2000) although the explanatory theory developed in these studies owed much 

to models of wildlife management developed in the US. These Australian studies were 

undertaken to understand the attitudinal positions of different stakeholder groups 

involved in human-wildlife conflicts (also called “wildlife conflicts”) and concluded, in 

part, that different stakeholder groups tended to hold different attitudes towards wildlife. 

A conclusion to be drawn from studies such as these is that there is no comprehensive 

philosophy governing the management of Australian fauna which accords with 

management theory developed elsewhere. In the following chapters I will argue that 

dominant philosophies governing wildlife management are based on game 

management models developed primarily in the US. I also present evidence 

demonstrating that wildlife management in Australian and the US is fundamentally 

dissimilar. Historically, the predominant approach in the US has been to manage 

wildlife for its utility while in Australia the principal focus has been the management of 

overabundant species.  It is quite reasonable then to propose that many of the 

challenges faced by contemporary Australian wildlife managers stem from their 

historical roles as “pest” managers.  

These observations point to a need to re-examine the differing values Australians 

ascribe to wildlife and to reflect on how managers adapt management practices to 

meet public expectations. Not surprisingly, where wildlife is valued differently by 

different groups’ conflicts over its management will emerge. What has not previously 

been attempted is a fuller understanding of the nature of human-wildlife conflicts in 

Australian settings and the knowledge and value bases from which these attitudinal 

positions evolve. This prompts the core research question for this thesis:  
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What are human-wildlife conflicts, how do they evolve and how might they be 
resolved?   

For this work I use the methods and analytical approaches commonly found in the 

social sciences but it is my intention to keep this work within the field of wildlife 

management and to produce a set of insights useful to managers in their day-to-day 

interactions with the public. Such an approach enables a fresh examination of some of 

the assumptions implicit in wildlife management. This thesis uses a grounded theory 

methodology to guide data collection and analysis and a social constructionist 

framework to develop theory. This style of research is increasingly popular as a means 

of describing social phenomena in the absence of identifiable theory, or where existing 

theory is weak, lacking explanatory power or where there are sound grounds for its 

reassessment (Bernard 2000: 444-51; Charmez 2000: 509-35).  

The human dimensions approach to wildlife management 

In the USA, since the late 1960s, an ongoing reassessment of the importance of all 

wildlife (not just game) to all citizens (not just hunters) has had a profound influence on 

the science and art of wildlife management (Giles 1978:16; Decker 1994; Decker et al. 

1996; Decker et al. 2001: 23-37). These changes reflected expectations by a wide 

section of the community that wildlife held a range of non-utilitarian values not typically 

addressed in game management. Incorporating expectations of new stakeholders with 

differing interests in wildlife into decision-making is broadly described as the “human 

dimensions” of wildlife management. Although early US texts on wildlife management 

acknowledged there were sociological aspects of wildlife use (Leopold, 1933; 391-423; 

Giles 1978:16) and the Wildlife Society Bulletin had published papers on the non-game 

aspects of wildlife, it was not until 1997, with the publication of Human Dimensions of 

Wildlife Management, that the field had a peer-reviewed journal primarily focused on 

socio-economic aspects of wildlife management. An ongoing theme of the journal is 

that there are a range of values ascribed to wildlife, ranging from the intrinsic to the 

utilitarian, and it is a core responsibility of wildlife managers to balance the demands of 

stakeholder groups whose values towards wildlife differ. In particular, the new 

approach was a recognition, principally by US-based managers, that game 

management would not always meet the needs of all citizens and “their” wildlife. Those 

seeking incorporation of human dimensions investigations in wildlife management 

decision-making advocated multidisciplinary approaches whereby the economic, social, 

intrinsic and utilitarian values could be measured and factored in (Decker et al. 1987; 
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Decker 1992a, 1994; Decker et al. 1996; Decker and Chase 1997; Decker et al. 2001; 

Manfredo et al. 2003; Manfredo and Dayer 2004; Nie 2004).  

While Australian wildlife managers, particularly those working in the urban and peri-

urban zones, rely primarily on the disciplines of biology and ecology as the knowledge 

base for their work, much of the contemporary literature from the US and elsewhere 

points to a growing reliance on socio-metric data over and above the biological data 

required for wildlife population management (Gigliotti and Decker 1992; Decker 1994; 

Gill 1996; Decker and Chase 1997; Knight 2000b; Riley et al. 2002; Manfredo and 

Dayer 2004).  Australian wildlife managers also acknowledge the diversity of values, 

both positive and negative, ascribed to wildlife and generally embrace the human 

dimensions approach as an appropriate model for mediating human-wildlife conflicts 

(AWMS 2006). However, at the time of writing only one agency-commissioned human 

dimensions study had been published (Moriarty 2004), although considerably more 

have been completed as part of academic research (Mclees 2000; Miller 2000; Thomas 

2000; Burns and Howard 2003; Howard and Jones 2004). 

Objectives of this thesis 

Grounded theory methodology (GTM) (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Gare 1986; Glaser 

1993, 1994) has been used in this thesis to guide data collection and to undertake first 

order data analysis. An important aspect of GTM is that studies adopting this approach 

will conclude, rather than commence, with the presentation of theory and testable 

hypotheses.  One of the strengths of this methodological approach is that it enables a 

researcher to work in fields in which there is a paucity of theory or where there is a 

need to re-examine existing theory. In practice, this means a project may commence 

with fieldwork and data analysis; the literature review is informed by what emerges 

from those data. It is therefore somewhat misleading to write up such a study using a 

traditional framework in which the literature review “just happens” to foreshadow those 

topics which emerge from the data. This means that some results are presented during 

the literature review to indicate they were used to inform further research.  

Four primary objectives will be addressed by this thesis. They are to: 

1) Undertake a critical comparison of wildlife management models used in 

Australia and the USA; 
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2) Examine a range of wildlife interactions in order identify key patterns 

and themes that typify the Australian experience of wildlife; 

3)  Develop a set of predictive models describing aspects of wildlife 

management; 

4) Test these models against a specific wildlife management issue.  

Definitions and meanings associated with wildlife 

Wildlife  

Because a social constructionist approach is used in later analysis, it is important to 

look in depth at some of the meanings commonly used to describe wildlife – or at least 

those species that have become the focus of wildlife management in Australia. It is also 

important to recognise many definitions of wildlife and related terms depend on who is 

doing the defining. Standard dictionary definitions of wildlife tend towards the general: 

The Australian Modern Oxford Dictionary gives this as, “Animals living in their natural 

environment” (Ludowyk and Moore 2003); and The Macquarie Dictionary, “Animals, 

birds and plants that live in natural conditions” (Delbridge 2001). The senate committee 

convened to study the utilisation of wildlife is more detailed in its definition and 

recognises a number of complexities and flaws in the definitions currently used in 

various federal and state laws relating to wildlife (Australia Parliament Senate Rural 

and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee and Woodley 1998). The 

committee queries whether wildlife remains wild if it is captured, further noting it is 

commonly understood that an animal might remain wild even if captured and caged. It 

also discusses the problematic nature of some definitions that rely on premises of “non-

domestication.” The example the committee uses when addressing these issues is 

seen in the actions of state legislatures to prohibit the return to the wild of “native 

animals that have been bred for a number of generations” (p. 9). Another question the 

committee raised was “…at what point does captive wildlife become livestock” (p.10)? 

The committee noted some wildlife experts believed that once caged, wildlife ceased 

being wild. With regard to “native wildlife” the Committee accepted the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) definition of “plants and animals established in Australia prior 

to European settlement in 1788” (p. 9). This is an important distinction because it sees 

the dingo as native Australian fauna. 
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The National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act (1975) (Commonwealth) was wider 

and possibly more inclusive in its definitions of wildlife than the present Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (1999) (Commonwealth).  The NPWC 

(1975) defines wildlife as: 

(a) animals and plants that are indigenous to Australia; 

(b) animals and plants that are indigenous to the Australian coastal sea or the 
sea-bed and subsoil beneath that sea; 

(c) animals and plants that are indigenous to the continental shelf of Australia or 
the superjacent waters; 

(d) migratory animals that periodically or occasionally visit Australia, the 
Australian coastal sea or the sea over the continental shelf of Australia; 

(e) animals and plants of a kind introduced into Australia, directly or indirectly, by 
Aboriginals before the year 1788; and 

(f) such other animals and plants, not being domesticated animals or cultivated 
plants, as are prescribed. (S3) 

“Native animals living in their natural habitat,” are defined in the Wildlife Act 1975 as: 

(1) any animal of a vertebrate taxon other than mankind which is indigenous to 
Australia whether or not it occurs elsewhere;  

(2) all kinds of deer, non-indigenous quail, pheasants and partridges, any other 
taxon declared by the Governor in Council to be so;  

(3) any taxon of terrestrial invertebrate animal listed under the Flora and Flora 
Guarantee Act 1988;  

(4) hybrids of (1) & (2);  

(5) except where stated in an Order, it includes animals or taxon bred in captivity 
or confinement but does not include whales; and 

(6) wildlife in any form (alive, dead, processed, preserved), any part of their body 
including their feathers and their eggs.  

While all states have their own legislation, Victoria’s Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 

(1988) is illustrative. It defines wildlife as “…any animal life that is indigenous to Victoria 

and includes fish, but not humans” (s. 3(1)).  

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act (1999) does not 

define wildlife per se but rather offers the following definitions.  

“Animal” means any member, alive or dead, of the animal kingdom (other than a 
human being).  
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A “species” as 

a)  "species" means a group of biological entities that:  

      interbreed to produce fertile offspring; or  

(b)   possess common characteristics derived from a common gene pool;  

       and includes:  

(c)   a sub-species; and  

(ca) for the purposes of Part 13A—a distinct population of such biological 
entities; and  

except for the purposes of Part 13A—a distinct population of such biological 
entities that the Minister has determined, under section 517, to be a species for 
the purposes of this Act.  

"Native species" means a species:  

(a)  that is indigenous to Australia or an external Territory; or  

(b) that is indigenous to the seabed of the coastal sea of Australia or an external 
Territory; or  

(c)  that is indigenous to the continental shelf; or  

(d) that is indigenous to the exclusive economic zone; or members of which 
periodically or occasionally visit:  

(i) Australia or an external Territory; or  

(ii) the exclusive economic zone; or  

(iii) that was present in Australia or an external Territory before 1400.  
 

In addition there are at least two other categories under which wildlife are grouped: 

those that are “native” such as kangaroos and koalas; and “exotics” including rabbits, 

foxes and feral cats although some species such as dingoes appear to breach those 

boundaries. Dingoes are wild dogs outside a National Park and a protected species 

within. They have iconic significance, are of cultural significance to Aborigines, are a 

pest to pastoralists and there is debate as to whether or not they are “native” (Corbett 

1995; Peace 2001; Peace 2002; Burns and Howard 2003). 

Meanings associated with “pest” species   

There is an extensive English-language vocabulary for inconvenient, 
bothersome, or damage-causing wild animals: “nuisance animals,” “troublesome 
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animals,” “problem species,” “pests,” “vermin, “varmints”, etc. As these terms 
suggest, the wildlife pest is defined in anthropocentric, utilitarian terms. (Knight 
2000b: 3) 

Much of the data gathered in the course of this thesis has been from participants 

involved in wildlife conflicts. A central theme in the literature on human dimensions is 

that there are values ascribed to wildlife and these values can be negative (Decker et 

al. 1987; Decker 1992a). In Chapters 4 and 5, I will present the case that until relatively 

recently Australian wildlife management has only addressed the management of 

species described as “pests.” The generalised negativity toward wildlife (i.e. wildlife 

holds no value or a negative value) has had no better expression than in the neglect 

that has resulted in habitat destruction and the concomitant loss of biodiversity 

occurring since European settlement (Rolls 1969; Rolls and Yamaguchi 1973; 

Thomson et al. 1987; Rolls 1994; Strahan et al. 2002). The legacy of the early 

colonialists and their attitudes to what constituted “wildlife” (or pests) has left “almost 

insurmountable problems” for subsequent generations (Olsen 1998:13).  

Being feral, exotic, or at least out of place goes some way to defining a pest species.  

The description of what constitutes a pest by Braysher (1993: 36) has considerable 

currency in current pest management. 

A vertebrate pest is an animal that has a significant net deleterious impact on a 
valued resource. It is important to note that pests are a human perception. If feral 
goats were worth $30 a head for example they would be a valued resource, not a 
pest.  

In its contemporary sense the terms “pest” or “pest species” tends to be used to 

describe exotic species. Where indigenous species such as kangaroos are described 

as pests these references usually come with qualifications (see for example Hart 

(2002)).  A description, but not a legal definition, of a pest species used by the 

Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF 2004) is:  

Introduced pest animals are normally controlled because they are perceived to 
have a significant impact on agriculture and the environment. These impacts 
include:  
1) competition with livestock and wildlife for resources (food, water, shelter, 

breeding sites);  

2) predation on stock and native wildlife;  

3) damage to grain and horticultural crops;  

4) soil disturbance and general land degradation;  
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5) damage to fences and water sources; and  

6) disease threat. 

 

The government website on which this quote appears also presents a model for the 

control of pest species. It places considerable emphasis on the “identification of the 

problem;” that is, seeing the problem in terms of the actual damage done by the pest. 

In addition, under a section entitled Myths and misconceptions about pest animal 

impact and management, it states the mere presence of a pest species does not 

necessarily equate with having a pest animal problem.  

Whilst it is true that a pest animal will usually have some impact, the issues to be 
considered are: the extent of this impact; whether there are more significant 
impacts on the agricultural production or conservation values being protected; 
and whether it is technically, economically or socially feasible or sensible to do 
anything about this impact, (DAFF 2004a) 

Earlier overseas work (Dyer and Ward 1977) emphasised the need to mount strategies 

against some granivorous birds in the UK that were cost-effective. Although prevailing 

attitudes favoured lethal controls, these methods were seldom effective or cheap. The 

alternatives advocated by the authors were evidence-based programs emphasising 

species and situation specific approaches. These redefinitions of problem wildlife 

reflect a newer philosophy: pests are managed not eradicated (see also Braysher and 

Saunders 2003).  DAFF considers dwindling resources as limiting to traditional pest 

control programs and recognises that almost all attempts to eradicate introduced pest 

species have failed. As a strategy to mitigate damage caused by pests DAFF 

advocates firstly identifying the type and extent of the damage caused by pests, and 

secondly, targeting management efforts against individual animals rather than an entire 

species.  

Controlling populations of feral pigs, foxes or wild dogs may not achieve desired 
reductions in impact if a few "rogue" individuals are responsible for most of the 
damage and these are not removed by the management program. (DAFF 2004a) 

This marks a considerable shift in approaches to limiting the economic impact of some 

species on agricultural activities, as historically many programs simply sought 

eradication of “pest” species. Olsen (1998:20) observes the varying perceptions or 

attitudes to particular species not only define what animals are or become pests, but 

also whether or not control measures are perceived to have succeeded. 
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Public and official perceptions of pests 

The word “pest” is generally used to describe an animal that conflicts with human 
interests. Such a pest may be destructive, a nuisance, smelly, noisy, out of place 
or simply not wanted. A more precise workable definition includes only those that 
cause serious damage to a valued resource. A pest may be an animal that was 
originally spread by humans to new lands – this is particularly the case in 
Australia.  Or it might be a native animal such as a kangaroo, possum or parrot. 
(Olsen 1998:13) 

 

Pests may be official or unofficial. Federal and state legislature can give an animal its 

pest status or it can become one via public perception. There are two ways in which an 

animal becomes an “official” pest. In Victoria, for example, under the Catchment and 

Land Protection Act (1994) the Minister must declare a species to be a pest and being 

a non-indigenous species is part of the criteria assessed in making such a declaration1. 

Alternatively, in Queensland there is a schedule of declared pest species set out in the 

Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act (2002).  Animals creating 

nuisance or damage may exhibit pest-like behaviour such as swooping Australian 

magpies. In some cases magpies have caused serious injury (Horsburgh et al. 1992) 

and, as a species in urban areas, they have required considerable management and 

continue to absorb agency resources (Jones and Thomas 1999; Thomas 2000) but 

they do not legally meet the criteria of being a pest species. Whether or not a species 

is an official or unofficial pest determines how it is managed. Lethal management is a 

common approach for declared pests while non-lethal management seems to be the 

preferred option for those displaying nuisance behaviours.   

 

As many species, both exotic and indigenous, qualify as pests, the modern approach is 

to identify situations in which some species become pests. This approach looks at 

landscapes more holistically and identifies some “pest situations” as being “people 

problems.” Any redefinition of pests will also have enormous implications in the way 

pest management is delivered. It means people rather than animals become the target 

species. In her book Australia’s Pest Animals: new solutions to old problems Olsen 

reflects on some of the underlying assumptions often made about pests.  

                                                

1 The Act was amended in 2003 to prevent the Minister from declaring as a pest species any 

species protected either under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 and the Wildlife Act of 

1975.  



  Page 10 

When I told a friend I was writing a book about pest management he inquired 
whether it was about sheep. One thought led to another and it occurred to me 
that this book is not about pest management at all, but about management of 
people. It is people who decide whether an animal becomes a pest either by 
moving it physically, by modifying habitats or land uses or by altering their own 
perceptions. It is people who decide whether an animal stays a pest either by 
managing it or by softening their perceptions of it. It is people who decide when 
and where to manage a pest; and people who determine whether a management 
program is successful (Olsen 1998:10).  

 

This quote is both humorous and profound: it reflects the changing nature of 

Australians’ views towards the land. It was often said Australians lived “off the sheep’s 

back,” now it is not uncommon to hear sheep referred to, particularly by 

conservationists, as “ground lice.” It recognises that the relative worth of any species is 

no more (or less) than the predispositions humans hold towards it. It is how a species 

is constructed, its relative status that ultimately determines how it will be managed.  

The making of a pest 

As a pest species the dingo remains problematic. Rolls (1969:451-2) records its history 

as being abundant around the early settlements and without fear of humans but soon 

becoming a serious predator of cattle and sheep. When its numbers were significantly 

reduced through poisoning, trapping and shooting in the 1860s many other wildlife 

species recovered and became pests as they threatened farming (Rolls 1969: 452-3). 

More recently the dingo has been “rehabilitated” (see Chapter 12 and 13). It has iconic 

status and is a major attraction for visitors to Fraser Island (Burns and Howard 2003); it 

has even had a name change of sorts being referred to as the Asiatic wolf (Corbett 

2002:45-6). The red squirrel in England has a similar history; it was recorded as a 

destructive pest as early as the 1830s yet within living memory it has been transformed 

to an iconic species  “…recognised alongside such symbols of Englishness as red 

phone boxes, warm beer, and cricket bats” (Kean 2001: 164).   

A further distinction should be made with regard to pests – some are quantifiably more 

destructive than others.  Flying-foxes and some bird species have had enormous 

impact on commercially grown crops (Eby 1995). Others report flying-foxes as seed 

dispersers and pollinators and as such play critical ecological roles of economic 

importance (Eby 1995; Eby 1996; Birt et al. 1997; Eby 2000). While the impact on 

individual farmers has at times been catastrophic, they may never equal the economic, 

ecological and environmental damage done by rabbits.  Rolls (1969) likened the 
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movement of rabbits throughout Australia to the spreading of a “grey blanket” but most 

chilling was what was lost after their acclimatisation. Top soils vanished because of 

overgrazing, trees were killed when their bark was eaten and many floral species went 

into critical decline (Rolls 1969: 31). Current theories for the high number of Australian 

extinctions include competition with rabbits and habitat loss due to rabbit plagues  

(Barrett 1925; Burbidge and McKenzie 1989; Moreton 1994:141-66). Considerable 

effort was required to farm against the pressures exerted by rabbits. When the 

agricultural workforce was depleted during the Second World War the rabbit population 

exploded.  

Rabbits were out of hand again. One saw few wildflowers, few birds, few 
mammals. The land itself looked sick. I had lived all my life on a farm and had 
never seen a kangaroo on my father’s farm or on anyone else’s within fifty 
kilometres. I had seldom seen a kangaroo (Rolls 1994: 31)   

Just in case the point was missed, Rolls went on to describe the recovery after the 

rabbit population collapsed following the introduction of myxomatosis.  

With nothing to eat them, pines in the Pilliga came up 50,000 to the hectare and 
all tried to grow. Wildflowers we had never seen blossomed in profusion. The 
Burramys, a possum known from a fossil, seemed to crawl out of the rocks. The 
New Holland mouse turned up again and the Pilliga mouse… the Parma 
Wallaby, the Dibbler, other possums, bats, snakes and lizards… Australian soils 
had come to life again. And the new forests like arks, packed in all they could, 
even animals like the Red and Grey kangaroos unaccustomed to living in forests 
(Rolls 1994:31-2).  

Clearly in the hierarchy of Australian pests the rabbit should wear the crown and 

although its dominance is formerly recognised by the Department of Primary Industries 

(Anon 2005), in the public’s mind the honour has gone to the Indian myna. In 

September and May of 2004, the Australian Broadcasting Corporation invited listeners 

to complete an online questionnaire stating their opinions towards the pest species 

(plant and animal) present in their vicinity (ABC 2005).  While there is some evidence 

that the Indian myna has the potential to cause ecological and economic damage (Pell 

and Tidemann 1997), there is little to suggest it has already done so.  Possibly due to 

public perceptions based on media coverage about the spread of the species 

throughout Australia, the Indian myna was rated as the “most significant pest/problem” 

(ABC 2005).  In contrast, the rabbit was ranked seventh while under the category of 

“the pest/problem that needs more control”, the Indian myna was ranked top. The 

rabbit was not listed among the ten species reported.  
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Under the category “the pest people would least like to see appear or grow in number 

in their area,” the Fire Ant was ranked first and the Indian Myna was ranked tenth with 

the rabbit again not being rated (ABC 2005).  

Table1.1 lists species and their level of threat as assessed by the Federal 

Government’s interdepartmental Natural Resource Management initiative.2 While it is 

now more common to look at pest management as the control of exotic species 

historically crocodiles, flying-fox, eagles, kangaroo, possum and koala as well as a 

range of bird species have been managed as pests rather than “wildlife” (Barrett 1925; 

Ratcliffe 1931, 1947; Rolls 1969; Benzaken 1992; Fry 1994; Kofron 2004).  

Pests as resources 

During the rabbit plagues of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, when the damage 

they caused was forcing many pastoralists from the land, there were those who made a 

sound living from the sale of skins and meat and who vehemently opposed the 

biological control of rabbits (Rolls 1969:90-136,144-5; Young 1996).  Olsen (1998:18-

20) describes a fluidity around the concept of “pest” with species such as kangaroos, 

pigs, goats, and camels being seen as almost purely pests, to being both a pest and an 

economic resource. Although in the past the use of portable freezers meant some 

portion of what was killed was used for human consumption, its primary use in 

Australia has been as pet food (Rolls 1969:484-507). Early legislation promoted 

eradication programs to ensure the complete removal of kangaroos from agricultural 

lands (Rolls 1969:487-8). More recently, macropods have been identified  as a 

valuable meat and hide resource and their utilisation is advocated as a conservation 

strategy (Daniel and Gordon 1988; Grigg et al. 1995; Pople and Grigg 1999; Grigg 

2002), although harvesting as an effective means of controlling pest species remains 

questionable (Allen et al. 1995). Arguably perceptions of kangaroos are changing to the 

point where the commercial utilisation of macropods on rangelands is preferred to the 

grazing of cattle and sheep (Grigg et al. 1995; Croft 2000; Grigg 2002). 

                                                

2  Although the Bureau of Rural Sciences operates under the DAFF, which in turn is governed 

by the Commonwealth’s Department of Environment and Heritage, there are differences in the 

listing of the relative seriousness of different pest species.  
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Pest species and their 
level of threat as 
assessed by: 

Department of 
Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry 

 Pest species and their level 
of threat as assessed by: 

 

Bureau of Rural Sciences 

  
Publicly ranked pest 
species: 
 
ABC Pest Watch Survey 
(top 10) 

 
European wild rabbit  

  
European rabbit  

  
Indian myna 

Feral horse   Feral goat  Cane toad 
Feral donkey   Feral pig  Cockroach 
Feral goat   European red fox  European wasp 
Feral pig   Dingo/feral dog  Feral cat 
European red fox  Feral cat   Fox 
Dingo/feral dog  House mouse  Common starling 
Feral cat   Feral horse    Rabbit 
House mouse   Feral donkey  Lantana 
European starling  Feral buffalo  Noisy myna 
Cane toad   Feral camel   
Feral camel   Feral cattle   
Feral buffalo   Black rat   
Feral cattle   European brown hare    
European brown hare   Brown rat   
Black rat      
Indian myna  BIRDS   
Mallard   European starling   
Rock dove (feral pigeon)  Indian myna   
Spotted turtledove   Mallard   
Blackbird   Rock dove (feral pigeon)   
House sparrow   Spotted turtledove   
European goldfinch   Blackbird    
Senegal turtledove  House sparrow   
  European goldfinch   
  Senegal turtledove   
  Cattle egret    
  Skylark   
  Tree sparrow   
  Nutmeg mannikin   
  Greenfinch   
     
  AMPHIBIANS   
  Cane toad   
     
LEGEND  LEGEND   

     
Main concern  Pest status :Serious   
Moderate concern  Pest status: Moderate   
  Pest status: Minor or non-pest   

Source: (DAFF 2004a)  (Hart 2002)  Source:  (ABC 2005) 

Table 1.1 - Assessment of level of threat by agencies and the general public – ranked by level 

of threat 
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The irony implicit in such approaches lies in the movement towards the redefinition of 

domestic livestock as environmental “pests.”3 

As pests, feral pigs, goats and buffalo are shot without license in Queensland and sold 

for meat - but because there is limited human demand for these meats in Australia they 

are typically sold abroad or marketed as pet food (Personal communication, QPWS 

officer 7/7/05). There has also been a growing interest in the commercial exploitation of 

pest species via the issuing of hunting licenses to international tourists (Hall 2001; 

Wilson 2001). 

A reasonable conclusion from these approaches to defining and managing pests is that 

in many cases the definition of a pest is contextually dependent. Some pests such as 

the cane toad may have negligible net deleterious economic impact and pose a 

minimal ecological threat (Olsen 1998:20). Others like kangaroos can be a blessing 

and a curse to rural communities and some such as rabbits have a track record of 

causing economic, environmental and ecological carnage (Rolls 1969). The Indian 

myna may yet prove to be a major ecological and economic threat but there is 

insufficient evidence to support it having a significant role in the declining abundance 

and distribution of Australian fauna. However, public perception of the Indian myna as 

an interloper displacing Australian fauna is a powerful symbolic threat.  It raises the 

question as to how much of its image as “Australia’s number one pest” is due to 

species-ist xenophobia. That is, it has become a pest not because of what it does but 

because of what it is or where it is. A good description of this phenomenon is the 

introduction of the ruddy duck, a native of North America, into Great Britain and via 

migration into Europe. It has become a pest species in Spain not because it displaces 

other species but because it hybridised (integrated) with the indigenous white-headed 

duck. Due to its ecological success (aggression), it’s mere presence was seen as a 

threat leading to it being described as “over plumed, over-sexed and over here” (Ryder 

in Milton 2000: 238). Similarly the displacement of the red squirrel in England by 

“American” grey squirrel has led to it being described as the “marauding American Tree 

Rat” (Kean 2001:166). The “otherness” of bird species and the ability to identify 

                                                

3 Public perceptions regarding the use of kangaroo products appear to limit some of the 

anticipated benefits (Kelley et al 2003; Des Purtell and Associates 1988). 



  Page 15 

interlopers and migrants has also been linked to patriotism in England both during and 

after the Second World War (Macdonald 2002).  

Some animals may become pests merely by being out of place: possums in the roof 

space, snakes in and around residential dwellings and flying-fox colonies close to 

homes, all have the ability to become pest species - not because of what they do and 

not because of what they are but because of where they are.  

… the explanation for the popularity or vilification (or protection) of certain 
animals owes less to the behaviour of particular animals and more to the broader 
political, socia, and cultural concerns in human society. (Kean 2001:166) 

Not only is the pest phenomena shaped by public perceptions, those perceptions also 

influence how pests are managed. Many traditional and largely inhumane control 

methods such as those described by Rolls (1969: 436) and Olsen (1998:22-4) would 

now be generally considered unacceptable. The humane treatment of both exotic and 

indigenous species is covered in legislation applicable to all wildlife – or at least to 

marine mammals and terrestrial vertebrates (Olsen 1998:23). The ABC’s listener 

survey, Quest for Pests, indicated perceptions of pests also shaped what methods of 

control were deemed acceptable to respondents. Listeners  were more likely to 

approve of any method of control for introduced species (i.e. “whatever it takes”) if the 

but favoured more humane treatment for the control of indigenous fauna.  Where the 

species was an indigenous exotic, for example rainbow lorikeets introduced to Western 

Australia, respondents still favoured humane non-lethal methods of control (Thomson 

and Doust 2005). These findings mirror attitudes surrounding the management of 

overabundant Canadian geese in Missouri where lethal control was more socially 

acceptable when the meat was put to good use (Coluccy et al. 2001). 

Generalisation of pests 

Data collected early in this thesis and presented as part of the Grounding Studies 

(Chapter 8) pointed to the common belief that pest species were usually exotic. 

However, some indigenous pest species, such as crows and flying-foxes were 

perceived by some to be exotic because they were pests.  

In the Australian context pests can be pests because of what they are (crows, snakes), 

what they do (rabbits, pigs, goats, kangaroos) and where they are occur (possums in 

roof spaces, cane toads in Australia, rainbow lorikeets and kookaburras in Western 

Australia). They can be pests for any one of these reasons or a combination thereof. 
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They can be pests because of their economic, ecological and environmental impacts 

and even if they cause none of these, they can still be pests simply because people 

perceive them to be pests.  

The critical point is that irrespective of whether the impacts of pests are real or 

imagined, all pests (or nuisance species) have the potential to draw agencies into 

debates over their management. Perceptions of what constitutes a “pest” species 

appear to be geographically and socially determined and these observations in 

themselves suggest a pest is a social construct.  

Wildlife and Game  

The common association of wildlife with game in North American literature is reflected 

by Giles (1978: 4-5). 

Wildlife usually refers to wild or semidomesticated terrestrial vertebrates. The 
species most often mentioned are those that provide benefits (or detriments) to 
human society, notably game animals.  

In spite of the growth in human dimension approaches which acknowledge non-

utilitarian wildlife values, Conover (2002) still considers wildlife primarily as a resource. 

More recent definitions have included “all living things” although in this definition Sinha 

(2001:2) sets out some commonly observed limits:  

…most literature confines its reference to wildlife to the Animal Kingdom, more 
specifically those under the Phylum Chordata consisting of vertebrates or 
animals with backbones.   

Common use of the phrase “wildlife and fish” effectively separates the two groups of 

free-ranging animals with backbones (Conover 2002: 2).  

The “wild” part of wildlife can have at least two associations: the first refers to wildlife 

being free-ranging and undomesticated. The second refers to a human construct of 

wildlife in which “wild-ness” is accentuated. What Leopold sought in the game he 

hunted was its “wild-ness:” for him it appears to have held a largely immeasurable, 

intrinsic value. One of the limits of Leopold’s definition lies in the near synonymous use 

of the terms “wildlife management,” “game management” and “wildlife conservation” 

meanings that have diverged over time and appear of limited relevance in current 

Australian wildlife management (Leopold 1933, 1949).   
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“Ferals” and “rogues” – other terms shaping the meaning of wildlife  

Feral 

Exotic species are often referred to as “exotics” or as “feral” as in “feral pigs,” “feral 

goats,” “ferals” or “vermin” and as such the term usually carries negative connotations. 

In some cases connotations of “feral” are now used in common language. For example, 

a colleague might say, “Things got pretty feral after you left,” to describe an unruly late 

night soiree. While the term “feral” has connotations of being “wild,” a term usually 

carrying positive associations, when used in relation to wild populations it is always 

negative.  “Feral” usually describes exotics gone wild such as pigs, goats and cats but 

was never used to describe native or indigenous species such as koalas and 

kangaroos. “Wildlife” and “fauna” typically held positive associations while “feral” was 

strongly negative. The Macquarie Dictionary definitions of “feral” accommodate this 

variance in meaning. 

1. wild, or existing in a state of nature as animals (or, sometimes as plants). 2. 
having reverted to the wild state, as from domestication 3. of or characteristic of 
wild animals: the feral state. 4. colloq. Living or looking like a feral (def 8) 5. 
colloq. Disgusting; gross…. 7. a domesticated animal that has reverted to the 
wild state (Delbridge 2001). 

  
Again there are some problems around the definitive boundaries in relation to dingoes: 

in a national park it is a dingo, outside of that it becomes a feral.  Being wild rather than 

feral is a positive association given to wildlife or fauna. 

Another negative term similarly used to describe wildlife was “vermin.” Although this 

could apply to most feral exotics it was most noted in the studies reported here in 

reference to flying-foxes.  

Rogues 

The term “rogues” emerged in the Grounding Studies (Chapter 8) and carried with it 

some positive and many negative associations. In one instance a particular brush 

turkey was described and “old rogue,” meaning it was rakish and mischievous. 

However in its more general use its association with wildlife was negative.  The 

dictionary definitions generally reflect these associations: The Australian Modern 

Oxford Dictionary offers “an inferior or defective specimen living among many 

respectable” (Ludowyk and Moore 2003), while the Macquarie Dictionary gives the 

following: 



  Page 18 

1. a dishonest person. 2. a person who carries out playful tricks; rascal; scamp. 
3. an animal of fierce character that travels alone  (Delbridge 2001). 

Shifts in meanings associated with wildlife 

The literature reviewed here has been written over a period where values regarding 

wildlife have shifted considerably. In that time some of the meanings and associations 

attached to wildlife such as “pests,” “management” and “conservation” and even the 

term “wildlife” itself have altered. An example of such a shift is found in the notion of 

what constitutes “sport” or “sporting” behaviour in hunting. In 1869, a time when rabbits 

were not universally regarded a pest species, the Duke of Edinburgh participated in a 

rabbit shoot outside of Sydney. The shoot involved beaters and their dogs pursuing 

rabbits along a wire fence until they were within range of the shooting party.  

Prince Alfred was a scrupulous sportsman. Baffled rabbits often behave stupidly. 
If uncertain what to do they sometimes do nothing. But whenever a rabbit 
crouched before the Duke he held his fire until it ran on. In three and a half hours 
1,200 were shot. The Duke accounted for 325. He was sure of his count, for, 
standing to one side of the loader with the spare gun, was another servant with a 
silver dial-apparatus which recorded the kills… and his party… came back the 
next morning to shoot another 300 (Rolls 1969: 35). 

This translates to the hunting party shooting one rabbit every 15.5 seconds and seems 

to have more in common with a video game than what modern hunters would describe 

as “sport” or wise use.  

Alternatively such behaviour may be seen an early manifestation of Australian attitudes 

that hold “overabundant” wildlife, whether indigenous or exotic, are pests, or a belief 

that their populations are inexhaustible (Frith 1973:27). In Chapter 2, I argue that 

recorded declines in Australian fauna are attributable more to our values systems than 

to such factors as “exotic species” and “land clearing.”  

Thesis layout 

I reason that if fundamental differences exist in the way different groups of people 

perceive wildlife, then these differences would surface during what are termed “wildlife 

conflicts” or “human-wildlife conflicts.” This thesis progresses the initial observation that 

there is no apparent comprehensive theory applicable to the management of wildlife in 

Australia. And furthermore, that there is a case to be made that Australian biodiversity 

is under threat because wildlife management appears poorly informed by theory. In 

order to gather novel insights into wildlife management and to shape those insights into 
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a comprehensive theoretical framework, a number of wildlife conflicts were observed 

as part of this thesis (Chapter 8). The findings of these studies enabled, firstly, a model 

to be described that categorised wildlife conflict and explained the progression of a low 

level conflict to a major dispute (Wildlife Conflict Model); and secondly, the drawing out 

of a set of themes which appeared to represent some of the underlying values different 

stakeholder groups ascribed to wildlife. Two further studies were conducted to ensure 

these themes were valid representations of a broader experience of wildlife than 

merely those found during wildlife conflicts. The analysis of these studies enabled a 

second model to be developed, categorising the experiences of study participants into 

a set of (differing) constructions of wildlife based on moral positions, perceptions of 

ownership, anthropomorphised accounts of wildlife behaviour and the observation that 

wildlife conflicts were trigger points for existing societal tensions (the CMOSC model).  

The final study used the management of Fraser Island dingoes as a case study to test 

both models. The findings supported the WCT as both being descriptive and predictive 

of a higher order wildlife dispute. The CMOSC model successfully described the 

differing constructions underlying the dispute but was less successful in attributing 

aspects of that conflict to the differing constructions of wildlife held by opposing 

stakeholder groups. The conclusions suggest there are some aspects of a wildlife 

dispute that in reality do not involve wildlife but rather are expressions of pre-existing 

tensions, and that these need to be addressed before some wildlife conflicts can be 

resolved.  

The chapters and content are set out as follows. 

Chapter 2 – Demonstrating a need for an investigation of Australian wildlife 

management 

In Chapter 2, the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) categories 

are used to examine Australia’s record of wildlife management and concludes with the 

observation that Australia has performed particularly poorly. The obvious decline in 

Australian biodiversity is attributable to human actions and that these actions are based 

on the values Australians have historically placed on wildlife. I present a case for re-

examining those values via the exploration of classical approaches to wildlife 

management (Chapter 3), a comparison of management practices in the USA and 

Australia (Chapter 4), and an exploration of values-based approaches to decision 

making (Chapter 5). 
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Chapter 3 – Traditional approaches to wildlife management 

This chapter examines the moral and legal underpinnings of classical wildlife 

management and draws heavily on the work of Aldo Leopold (1887-1948) which 

represents the older paradigm where wildlife management was synonymous with game 

management, and on the work of researchers such as Stephen Kellert and Michael 

Manfredo who represent the newer management paradigms where the management of 

non-game species is given increased importance.  The chapter concludes that even 

within the dominant paradigm of wildlife management there is ample evidence to 

support the proposition that different people value wildlife differently.  

Chapter 4 – Wildlife management in Australia  

Historically management involved the control of human behaviours to ensure adequate 

access to wildlife as a resource. Land ownership and the ownership of the wildlife 

occurring is a common barrier to universal access and management of wildlife. 

However, in Australian the principle focus of wildlife management appears to have 

been on the control and eradication of pest species.  Although there are historical 

similarities in the way the USA and Australia approached the exploitation of wildlife, 

there are good reasons to believe wildlife management philosophy and practice differs 

markedly between the two countries.  

Chapter 5 – The nature of wildlife conflicts and the role of urbanisation and 

values clashes 

A core concept of growing importance to the management of wildlife is the recognition 

of the differing values disparate social groups ascribe to it.  Urbanisation is discussed 

as influencing the shift in values away from wildlife being perceived as a resource or a 

pest to it being of intrinsic worth. Much of the literature reviewed here suggests modern 

wildlife management has less to do with wildlife and more to do with meeting the 

expectations of different societal groups with interest in wildlife. This prompts an 

examination of the role “values” and values-based research play in wildlife 

management.  

Chapter 6 – Values-based approaches to wildlife management 

In this chapter an argument is presented that taking a values-based approach to 

wildlife management will remain problematic because there is no shared meaning of 
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the term “values.” This in turn prompts a review of existing values-based wildlife 

management theory. 

Chapter 7 – Theoretical framework and methods 

The evolution of social constructivist theory is discussed along with the 

appropriateness of Grounded Theory Methodology as a tool for exploring Australian 

experiences of wildlife. Justification is given for the use of these approaches and the 

key stages of grounded theory research are described. The theoretical and 

methodological framework used in the studies presented in the following chapters is 

also detailed.  

Chapter 8 – Descriptions and analysis of 11 conflicts associated with the 

behaviours and presence of wildlife (grounding studies)  

Eleven wildlife conflicts are analysed to identify current issues in wildlife management 

and to draw out a set of themes. The chapter concludes with the development of a 

Wildlife Conflict Typology (WCT) which reframes wildlife conflicts in terms of their level 

of social conflict and sets the research agenda for the remainder of this thesis. The 

theory generated from these studies is later tested against data derived from the Fraser 

Island Dingo Study (Chapters 12). 

Chapter 9 – Application of previously developed thematic categories to a 

newspaper dataset 

Six species were identified in Chapter 8 as being central to the majority of conflicts 

involving wildlife in southeast Queensland. Using these species as search terms, a 

newspaper database was interrogated for relevant texts. These texts were coded using 

thematic categories which emerged in Chapter 8 and from a preliminary  reading of a 

subset of texts. In addition, a set of coding categories were developed from an existing 

wildlife values typologies (Kellert 1977b, 1985a, 1996, 1997). While Kellert’s value 

typologies had some explanatory power when applied to the data, those themes 

derived entirely from Australian experiences were generally more insightful.  

Chapter 10 – A qualitative study of wildlife feeding in south-east Queensland 

The study of wildlife feeding investigated constructions of wildlife and the motivations 

people gave for feeding. A small number of newer thematic categories emerged from 
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the study that allowed some conclusions to be drawn regarding the differing 

constructions managers and those who fed wildlife, held of wildlife. 

Chapter 11 – Closing thematic categories and the presentation of emergent 

theory 

The thematic categories developed from the studies presented in chapters 8, 9 and 10 

were collapsed around a small number of core concepts. This process was used to 

develop a theoretical model in which differing moral perspectives, perceptions of 

ownership, and anthropomorphised accounts of wildlife typified the differing 

constructions of wildlife. An important conclusion was that wildlife conflicts were, in 

some cases, trigger points for pre-existing social tensions.  

Chapter 12 – Application of theory:  Fraser Island Study 1 – using the wildlife 

conflict typology (WCT) to examine the aetiology of a wildlife dispute 

A wildlife conflict had emerged around the management of dingoes on Fraser Island 

after a young boy was fatally attacked. The WCT was successfully tested against 

newspaper texts referring to Fraser Island. The study concluded that the conflict was 

complex and its resolution would involve more than the management of dingoes. In this 

context, the actions of park managers had touched on a set of underlying tensions that 

had little to do with wildlife management. 

Chapter 13 – Application of theory:  Fraser Island study 2 – unpicking a 

wildlife dispute using the theoretical model developed in Chapter  

Having established that some aspects of the conflict surrounding the management of 

dingoes on Fraser Island was a result of conflicts between resident and user groups 

and park managers, four predictions drawn from the model developed in Chapter 11 

were tested against interview data. While three of the predictions were fruitful, the 

prediction that anthropomorphised and scientific constructions would typify the 

positions of the different stakeholder groups was not fully supported. Instead, what was 

uncovered was an apparent lack of “science” in dingo management and there were 

strong elements of anthropomorphism in the way rangers and managers constructed 

dingoes.  
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Chapter 14 – Discussions and conclusions 

The final chapter draws together the findings from the different studies and addresses 

the research questions set out above. Eight specific conclusions address aspects of 

Australian wildlife management. These are followed by set of strategies by which 

conflicts might be minimised or resolved. 
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Chapter 2  

Demonstrating a need for re-evaluating Australian wildlife 

management 

Contemporary Attica may be accurately described as a mere relic of the original 
country, as I shall proceed to explain (Plato circa 400 BC in Barrett1925 vii). 

Introduction 

In the quote above, Plato is describing the loss of vegetation from the surrounding hills 

some of which occurred within his memory, as well as the loss of “all the soft rich soil” 

to the sea, the loss of the aquifer and the drying up of springs and creeks. If Plato were 

dragged through time he might be forgiven for thinking little has changed.  

In spite of the current high regard in which most Australians hold their indigenous 

fauna, there is still ample evidence that a substantial proportion of it is in critical decline 

(IUCN Red List, DEH schedules under the ECPB Act 1999). At other times however, 

the love of fur and feathers was less benign: as an unregulated industry two million 

koalas skins were exported (as “wombat” fur) in 1924; in 1927 the South Australia 

koala was exterminated; in Queensland 600,000 koalas were shot in 1927 as part of a 

job creation scheme. Until the export was banned, hundreds of thousands of birds were 

trapped and exported either as live animals or for their feathers (Marshal 1966 in Cocks 

1992). While the interaction of land usage, changed fire regimes and the introduction of 

exotic species since European settlement is commonly cited as the cause of this 

decline (Burbidge and McKenzie 1989; DEH 2005), a reasonable question to ask is 

why have Australians managed their biodiversity in this way? 

Of course, the decline in biodiversity is not merely an Australian phenomenon: 

throughout the world numerous species are close to extinction as ecosystems are 

altered or damaged by humans. In some cases the decline is so rapid that new species 

are being described just in time to have their demise recorded (IUCN 2004a). While 

this thesis does not explore the causes behind the loss of biodiversity worldwide, or 

even examine in any depth the decline of Australian biodiversity, it does focus on the 

mindset of Australians with regard to the management of indigenous fauna.  
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It would be easy to claim that Australia’s declining biodiversity has no single cause and 

that pastoralism, agriculture, mining, water management, slaughter, urbanisation, 

motor vehicle use, the introduction of exotic species and waste management have all 

played a role. Yet underlying these forces are human value systems, which encourage, 

or at the very least accept, land and animal management practices which threaten 

biodiversity. The literature and text presented in the following chapters suggest that 

comprehending those changes is complex because the values Australians attach to 

wildlife have changed dramatically since European settlement and probably more so 

over the last 30 years. To further cloud the issue, not all of these values have changed 

in the same way, nor are the values Australians place on their fauna in any way 

homogeneous. Even at a time when the dominant philosophy was to clear vast tracts of 

Australian land for farming, John Gould (1863 in Frith 1971:137) condemned Anglo-

Australians not only for not enacting laws to preserve their fauna but for their short-

sightedness in introducing new fauna.  

When I first started this project I was unsure if many people understood the link 

between the land and the wildlife occurring on it. It appeared for many there was a 

Great Unspoiled Wilderness beyond the city limits and this was “The Bush.” A study of 

landholder attitudes towards remnant vegetation on farm properties in Ipswich, 

southeast Queensland (Yap et al. 1999) found participants’ categorisation of vegetation 

was distinctive. While participants described “grasses” as being a positive part of their 

property, things such as “scrub,” “regrowth,” “rubbish,” and “bush” were making their 

blocks “dirty” and had to be purged from their land so that it might stay “clean.” Some 

participants categorised “forests” as being of value but they were “out there” over the 

horizon, someplace away from their land and their farming community. For them, like 

their city-dwelling cousins, there is the notion of a vast Australian wilderness. Frith 

(1973:93) writes of what Francis Radcliffe called the Big Country Mystique. 

We all know we are one of the most urbanised nations of the world and that 
settlement is mainly concentrated on the east coast and in the south-west. So, 
the reasoning goes, there must be vast virgin areas “outback”. Even in the so-
called outback many people think that, no matter how rare the native animals are 
in their district there must be plenty “farther out.” 

But, take a window seat on any domestic flight and the evidence is laid out in the 

fragmented landscape below: Australia is not the place we believe it to be. 

The trend towards urbanisation in Australia began with European settlement.  Before 

the end of the nineteenth century, Australia was one of the most urbanised countries in 



  Page 27 

the world with populations increasingly living in and around its major cities (Larson 

1994:18). All major Australian cities established in the first 100 years of European 

settlement were on rivers and, apart from the obvious advantages of providing fresh 

water and transport, the alluvial soils were the most suited of all Australian soils to 

agriculture. Expanding Australian cities, like those elsewhere in the world, are 

responsible for the conversion of quality arable lands on the urban and peri-urban 

fringes to urban landscapes (Ward and Wortley 1975; Houston 2005) or post-

productivist landscapes that are typified as non-productive but nonetheless rural-like 

landscapes (Argent 2002). In later chapters I will argue some influences on wildlife 

management may be attributed to the differing constructions held by country and city 

dwellers.  

During 1999, it is estimated that Australian governments granted permits for 
clearing a total area in excess of one million hectares of vegetation. The State 
governments of Queensland and New South Wales alone granted permits to 
clear 713,515 ha of vegetation. This pattern continued in 2000 when, for 
example, clearing permits for the first six months were granted for a total of 
431,781 ha, of which 166,194 ha is old growth vegetation. Over 400 000 ha of 
native vegetation is estimated to have been cleared in 1999 and well over 
500,000 ha was cleared in 2000 (Williams et al. 2001:1). 

The authors of the 2001 Australian State of the Environment Report claim biodiversity 

is under a greater threat than it was a decade earlier (Williams et al. 2001). In 2001, 

Australia overtook The Democratic Republic of the Congo to claim sixth place on the 

ladder of the world’s worst land clearers and according to the Australian Conservation 

Foundation “in terms of bushland destruction, Australia ranks with some of the most 

war-torn, politically unstable and poverty stricken countries on earth” (ACF 2001). In 

common with the perception of “Unspoiled Wilderness” is the notion that land clearing 

is also something that happens “out there,” beyond the limits of the cities in which most 

Australians live. Not so. Greater Brisbane’s urban fringe continues to devour remanent 

vegetation to meet the demands of one of Australia’s fastest growing regions (ABS 

2001) and is part of the continued fragmentation of remnant vegetation along 

Australia’s east coast impacting on the distribution of keystone fauna (Eby 1991; Eby 

1995). The loss of faunal diversity is also global: the IUCN categories of all faunal 

species worldwide list, 23% of mammals, 12% of birds, 61% of reptiles, 32% of 

amphibians and 46% of fish species are presently under threat (IUCN 2004a). Australia 

has the eighth highest number of species listed as Endangered, Critically Endangered 

or Vulnerable and lies sixth and eleventh respectively for the numbers of mammals and 

birds similarly classified (IUCN 2004a) (See Tables 2.1 and 2.2).  
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Country Mammals Birds Reptiles Amphibia Fishes Molluscs 
Other 

Inverts 
Plants Total 

Ecuador 34 69 10 163 12 48 0 1,815 2,151 

United States 40 71 27 50 154 261 300 240 1,143 

Malaysia 50 40 21 45 34 17 2 683 892 

Indonesia 146 121 28 33 91 3 28 383 833 

China 80 82 31 86 47 1 3 443 773 

Mexico 72 57 21 190 106 5 36 261 748 

Brazil 74 120 22 24 42 21 13 381 697 

Australia 63 60 38 47 74 176 107 56 621 

Colombia 39 86 15 208 23 0 0 222 593 

India 85 79 25 66 28 2 21 246 552 

Source: extracted from Table 5 IUCN Red List  (IUCN 2004b) 

Table 2.1 - Top 10 countries with highest numbers of animal species listed as Endangered, 

Critically Endangered and Vulnerable (sorted by Total) 

For Australia this figure is even more damning as almost all species extinctions and 

declines occurred in the relatively short period since European settlement. Almost one 

third of all mammal extinctions in the world over the last 200 years have occurred in 

Australia (Burbidge and McKenzie 1989). Even more worrying is the prediction made 

almost a decade and half ago “that there is no reason to suppose that the rate of 

species extinction in Australia will fall” (Cocks 1992:33). 
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Country EX EW Subtotal CR EN VU Subtotal 2 LR/cd NT DD LC Total  

United States 232 5 237 162 190 551 903 22 269 253 1,342 3,026  

Australia 37 0 37 59 145 361 565 13 229 152 1,083 2,079  

Mexico 20 6 26 114 188 185 487 12 160 97 1,458 2,240  

Indonesia 3 0 3 51 118 281 450 11 374 222 1,751 2,811  

Colombia 3 0 3 72 123 176 371 3 187 168 2,253 2,985  

Ecuador 5 0 5 68 107 161 336 5 132 112 1,931 2,521  

China 4 1 5 38 104 188 330 9 168 121 1,576 2,209  

Brazil 6 1 7 52 78 186 316 16 207 287 2,340 3,173  

India 1 0 1 35 91 180 306 7 143 123 1,400 1,980  

South Africa 6 0 6 40 65 177 282 36 117 76 1,059 1,576  

The IUCN lists the categories as “EX- Extinct, EW- Extinct in the Wild, CR- Critically Endangered, EN- 
Endangered, VU- Vulnerable, LR/cd- Lower Risk/conservation dependent, NT- Near Threatened (includes 
LR/nt - Lower Risk/near threatened), DD- Data Deficient, LC- Least Concern (includes LR/lc - Lower Risk, 
least concern)” (IUCN 2004c). Table extracted from IUCN Red List, (IUCN 2004c). 

Table 2.2 Top 10 countries with highest threats to biodiversity by conservation status4 (sorted 
by Subtotal 2) 

                                                

4 The IUCN warns that while nearly all mammals (93%) and all birds have had their 
conservation status evaluated, many groups have had little of the evaluation work done 
necessary for listing - and in the case of insects this may be below one percent (IUCN 2003). 
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Specific threats to Australia’s biodiversity 

The categories5 used to describe the conservation status under the EPBC Act (1999) 

resemble those of the IUCN protocol. However, where they differ is that the Act does 

not recognise risk categories below vulnerable nor does it recognise species for which 

there is insufficient data. Additionally, the EPBC Act establishes criteria for threatened 

ecological communities (EPA 2006) as well as setting out key threatening processes 

(see Table 2.3). While land clearance was listed as a key threatening process in 2001, 

the proposal to develop a Threat Abatement Plan was rejected on the grounds “that it 

would not contribute any additional threat mitigation over and above current 

initiatives…” (DEH 2005). 

Table 2.3 is a reproduction of DEH’s list of threatening processes listed under the 

EPBC Act (1999). In the second column are my interpretations of the “cause” of these 

threatening processes. For the most part these are supported by DEH’s own 

assessments however, with the exception of the spread of chytrid fungus and 

Psittacine Circoviral to already threatened populations, all threatening processes can 

be reinterpreted as being the result of human activity, and for the most part, human 

activity that has occurred after European contact and settlement. To categorise 

threatening processes in this way is to remove the abstraction that a term like 

“introduction” suggests.  

The information presented in the tables above clearly indicates that Australian 

biodiversity is not secure. It remains an open question as to what Australians want of 

their wildlife and how they want it to be managed. In Chapter 4, I will argue this lack of 

a clear vision is traceable to the first settlers and their predisposition of favouring exotic 

species above indigenous. The interpretations made in Table 3 of threats to 

biodiversity reinforce the assertion that some issues in wildlife management are not 

even remotely about managing wildlife. 

A re-examination of the reasons for the decline in biodiversity suggests explanations lie 

outside the management paradigms developed as part of the North American 

experience. Much of the North American wildlife management literature describes the 

direct interface between humans and wildlife, commonly seen in the managing of 

                                                

5 The Act gives the conservation categories as: extinct; extinct in the wild; critically endangered; 
endangered; vulnerable; and conservation dependent (section 179). 
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wildlife populations for consumption or mitigating the behaviours of problem species 

(Conover 2002; Decker and Chase 1997; Decker et al. 1992; Decker 1994; Driver 

1985; Giles 1978; Leopold 1969; Leopold and Brooks 1961; Giles 1971). While wildlife 

damage mitigation, more commonly referred to as pest management, is common in 

Australia, the culture of firearm ownership and hunting it appears is not. 

Threat a Brief Interpretation / Summary of 
Cause 

 

Competition and land degradation by feral goats 

 

Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Competition and land degradation by feral rabbits Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Dieback caused by the root-rot fungus (Phytophthora 
cinnamomi) 

Introduction / Anthropogenic spread 

Incidental catch (bycatch) of sea turtle during coastal 
otter-trawling operations within Australian waters 
north of 28 degrees South 

Anthropogenic activities 

Incidental catch (or bycatch) of seabirds during 
oceanic longline fishing operations 

Anthropogenic activities 

Infection of amphibians with chytrid fungus resulting 
in chytridiomycosis 

Not known, though shrinking habitats 
and other anthropogenic stressors may 
exacerbate process  

Injury and fatality to vertebrate marine life caused by 
ingestion of, or entanglement in, harmful marine 
debris 

Anthropogenic activities 

Land clearance Anthropogenic activities 

Loss of biodiversity and ecosystem integrity following 
invasion by the yellow crazy ant (Anoplolepis 
gracilipes) on Christmas Island, Indian Ocean. 

Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Loss of climatic habitat caused by anthropogenic 
emissions of greenhouse gases 

Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Predation by feral cats Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Predation by the European red fox (Vulpes vulpes) Introduction/s / Anthropogenic activities. 

Predation, habitat degradation, competition and 
disease transmission by feral pigs 

Thought to be endemic – greatest threat 
posed to populations already in decline 
due to other causes (mostly 
anthropogenic eg. land clearance)  

The biological effects, including lethal toxic ingestion, 
caused by Cane Toads (Bufo marinus). 

Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Psittacine Circoviral (beak and feather ) Disease 
affecting endangered psittacine species 

Introduction / Anthropogenic activities 

Table 2.3 - Threatening process list ed under EPBC Act (1999) 

a Threats listed in Column 1 are directly quoted from Key Threatening Processes listed under 
provisions of  the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (DEH 2005). 
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Most indigenous wildlife shot in this country over the last century has been left to rot or 

has been processed as pet food. Only recently has game meat found itself on the 

plates of European Australians (Rolls 1969, Grigg et al 1995). Neither is there the 

tradition in Australia of funding park management through hunting licence fees. 

These two themes, with their underlying implications for the management of wildlife 

and the ecological systems they inhabit, are pervasive in the American literature but 

they are of little relevance in Australia. And, given that human behaviour is most 

commonly associated with particular values, attitudes and/or beliefs, it is reasonable to 

argue the Australian landscape has been shaped more by our values than by 

bulldozers. To this end, the following chapters focus on developing an understanding of 

Australian constructions of wildlife and the worth ascribed to it.  
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 Chapter 3  

Traditional approaches to wildlife management 

If a bird's nest chance to be before thee in the way in any tree, or on the ground, 
[whether they be] young ones, or eggs, and the dam sitting upon the young, or 
upon the eggs, thou shalt not take the dam with the young. (Deuteronomy 22:6) 

Eat of the good things We have given you for sustenance, and be not inordinate 
with respect to them, lest My wrath should be due to you, and to whomsoever My 
wrath is due, he shall perish indeed. (Taha 81, The Holy Qur’an) 

Leopold and game management 

Depending on how “management” is defined, regulating the taking of wildlife has a long 

history. Both the Old Testament and the Qur’an explicitly describe practices of wise use 

of wildlife. Early game management laws appeared under the Romans in 550 AD, in 

China in 1270 and in England after 1066 (Leopold 1931, see Table 3.1). 

Aldo Leopold (1887–1948) joined the US Forestry service in 1909. Later the University 

of Wisconsin created the first chair in game management for him. Throughout his 

writings, Leopold tended to use the terms conservation, game management and wildlife 

management almost synonymously. Although he wrote of the mystique and the 

aesthetics of hunting and outdoors recreation in general he did not dedicate much 

space to the value of non-game species.   

The definition of game management… specifies wild game for recreational 
use…. The practice of producing tame game for meat is animal husbandry. Its 
harvesting is hardly recreational…. [T]he recreational value of game is inverse to 
the artificiality of its origin, and hence in a broad way to the degree of control 
exercised in its production. (Leopold 1949: 4) 
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Management Action 

 

Country Date 

 

Landowner’s rights to game recognised 
but wildlife managed in trust 

 

Roman Empire 

 

Justinian: reign 527 

Royal reserves established – ownership of 
wildlife vested in the Crown. Hunting by 
license only 

Great Britain from 1066 

First game food patch China 1270 

Cover management China 

Europe 

Great Britain 

US 

US 

1270  

Before 1799 

1860 

1924 

1917 

First Buck Law Great Britain 1406 

First closed season Great Britain 1500? 

 US 1718 

First refuge Great Britain 

US 

1536 

1891 

First bounty Great Britain 1500? 

First exotics Great Britain 

US 

B.C. 

1790 

First game farms Great Britain 

US 

1532 

1905 

First permission laws US 1620? 

First refuge and game reserve US 1905 

First public wilderness US 1925 

First Industrial game research US 1929 

First limited licences US 1915 

First national Park US 1894 

First disease control US 1924 

First private wild (game) management US  1924 

First bird reservation Canada 

US 

1887 

1903 

First songbird protection US 1850 

First licences US 1864 

First rest day US 1872 

Sources: All materials extracted from Leopold (1931: 3-21) 

Table 3.1 - History of Game management  
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Leopold was a co-founder of The Wildlife Society in 1937 now the world’s largest 

wildlife management society. The Society publishes The Wildlife Society Bulletin,  

arguably the first professional journal for wildlife managers. The mission of the Wildlife 

Society as set out in its bylaws (Article I, Section 2) is to: 

1) Develop and promote sound stewardship of wildlife resources and of the 

environments upon which wildlife and humans depend;  

2) Undertake an active role in preventing human-induced environmental 

degradation; 

3) Increase awareness and appreciation of wildlife values; and 

4) Seek the highest standards in all activities of the wildlife profession.  

 

Leopold (1933) states traditional approaches to wildlife management have followed the 

sequence of: hunting restrictions (closed seasons); control of predators; provision of 

game reserves; restocking; and environmental controls. Both the mission statement 

and Leopold’s descriptions of game management techniques imply or state that 

mediation of human behaviour is the essence of game/wildlife management yet little 

space is given to how this is to be achieved. The recently published Human 

Dimensions of Wildlife Management (Decker et al. 2001) is almost certainly the first 

wildlife management text to include sections on public action, effective communication 

and techniques for the collection and integration of socio-metric data. It is unique in its 

presentation of techniques aimed purely at measuring attitudes and values and 

developing strategies to meet the expectations of a diversity of stakeholders with 

respect to wildlife. 

 

Although in both Australia and the US there were hunting fraternities which espoused a 

sporting approach to hunting – what could reasonably be called wise use – in the mid-

twentieth century Leopold (1949: 4) lamented, “There is no ethic dealing with man’s 

relation to land and the animals and plants which grow upon it.” The separation 

between wildlife management and game management was recognised.  

For a start, fifty years ago there was no such thing as wildlife management, for in 
the late 1930s and early forties it was just starting to be recognized in North 
America as a separate subject [from game management]  (Riney 1981:28). 
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Early US wildlife conservation 

Because wildlife in the US was valued as a resource, its visible decline in the mid-

nineteenth century was of such concern to recreational hunters that state, national and 

international legislation was enacted to guarantee the continuance of ample game 

populations to support recreational hunting (Leopold 1953: 15). Even as the various 

movements to conserve grew, principally in the field of forest management (Decker et 

al. 2001:7-9), it seems the American experience of sustainable resource management 

saw a divide in the way these resources were to be managed. 

Those actions [legislation] codified the differences in the views…symbolizing a 
values tension between those who advocate conservation: the sustainable use of 
natural resources versus the preservation of natural resources with minimal 
human intervention. Those two views are held today. (Decker et al. 2001: 9)   

 

This drive to conserve natural areas saw Yellowstone National Park established in 

18726 and the formation of wildlife agencies in 1885 (Conover 2002: 28-9). Such 

actions point to the beginning of a form of management based on the premise that 

wildlife possessed an intrinsic value, thus challenging the dominant view of wildlife as a 

resource.  

Emergence of human dimensions in wildlife management  

Giles expressed an early definition of wildlife reflecting a movement in mainstream 

wildlife management in the US.  

Wildlife management is the science and art of making decisions and taking 
actions to manipulate the structure, dynamics and relations of populations, 
habitats and people to achieve human objectives by means of the wildlife 
resource. (Giles 1978, 4) 

 

From the 1970s onwards, a shift in the core business of the wildlife manager was felt 

(Driver 1985; Decker 1992a; Decker et al. 1992b; Andelt et al. 1999; Riley et al. 2002; 

Manfredo et al. 2003). Wildlife was now both a resource and something more – and the 

“something more” was problematic. This saw an apparent shift in wildlife management 

                                                

6 Leopold (1993: 14) asserts that Yellowstone National Park was the first national park closed to 

hunting and that this occurred in 1894 (see page 41). 
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away from what was sought from wildlife towards what was sought for wildlife (Decker 

1992a; Decker et al. 1992b; Decker and Chase 1997). Although this shift could be 

traced to an earlier era (Gabrielson 1959 cited Decker et al 1992), wildlife management 

remains focused on biological variables of wildlife-as-product (Decker et al. 1992b; 

Decker et al. 2001). In the late 1970s wildlife management and wildlife problems were 

being described as “people problems” and subsequently the role of social sciences as 

a tool for wildlife management gained acceptance. These shifts in management 

philosophies did not, however, recognise a shift away from the dominant values of 

utility towards values based on intrinsic worth.  For some, recognising the human 

elements of wildlife management was about modelling supply and demand and this 

was often done in particularly mechanistic ways (Driver 1985, Driver et al 1992, Decker 

and Goff 1987).  

By the mid-1980s the rationale for managing wildlife was under examination and by the 

late 1980s wildlife was being conceptualised within social boundaries (Decker 1992). In 

the early 1990s one of the difficulties faced in developing a contemporary definition of 

wildlife management lay in the ever-increasing diversity of opinion towards wildlife and 

the influence it exerted on decision-making. In their analysis of wildlife management 

texts published in the US between 1978 and 1986, Decker et al. concluded that there 

were four differing objectives which reflected management expectations both for users 

and the wildlife resource.  

1) Producing wildlife 

2) Producing wildlife of recreational interest for recreational use 

3) Manipulating wildlife to meet the societal goals for the wildlife resource 

4) Manipulating wildlife and people to meet societal goals for the wildlife 

resource. (Decker et al. 1992: 37). 

 

The last three points indicate a growing legitimisation of managing wildlife for non-

game purposes. While Decker et al. (1992) described the shift in management 

approaches occurring from the mid-1970s onward as “revolutionary,” Kellert (1994) 

regarded the years after 1985 as being somewhat stagnant. Wildlife managers knew of 

this thing called “human dimensions” but in reality when conflicts over wildlife were 

values-based, wildlife managers still favoured biological resolution with little or no 

regard given to social diversity (Kellert 1995).  Decker et al (1992) gave two reasons for 

the slow shift in management paradigms: the first was that managers and the authors 
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of the then contemporary textbooks were of the wildlife-as-game school; and the 

second was that the tools to conceptualise and theorise management as a social 

construct were relatively new.  To effect changes in management practices embracing 

changing community values Kellert proposed a) acquiring knowledge for the purposes 

of management from multidisciplinary teams and b) more integrated approaches based 

on models of policy implementation that included “evaluation, change and termination” 

(Kellert 1995: 227). Managing for so called “sociological diversity” was problematic as 

agencies suffered from institutional conservatism and where there were strong value 

differences over a species, agencies tended to align with particular stakeholder groups, 

usually traditional user groups such as hunters (Kellert 1995). In addition, as 

community values shifted, the mandate to conserve (i.e., to manage biodiversity) 

seems to have fallen to people who were originally recruited as game managers. This 

implies changes not only in the duties of wildlife managers but the knowledge bases 

used in their decision making, namely from game management to ecology. In doing so, 

Kellert calls for a shift away from management based on predominantly utilitarian 

values typically associated with game management to those representative of growing 

societal diversity (Kellert 1995).  Managing for this diversity brought with it a need to 

understand the differing requirements of different populations. For obvious reasons, 

managing hunting in urban areas was not part of the wildlife manager’s brief but the 

desire to experience wildlife by city-dwellers was recognised as legitimate and meeting 

those expectations was a new challenge for managers. This meant coming to terms 

with the values urban residents placed on wildlife (Kellert 1995; 1996). 

 

While new approaches accepted the “what” of wildlife management, they also sought 

the “why.” In reality this meant examining the social, economic and environmental 

requirements of different wildlife “user” groups was now seen as part of what wildlife 

managers did – or at least should do. The caveat lay in the changing nature of the 

resource. Landscapes, habitats, wildlife and people were now increasingly becoming 

the “what” of wildlife management. In addition, wildlife managers often considered the 

majority of wildlife problems to be “people problems” (Manfredo et al. 1996:56). 

Traditionally resolving these problems may have been the “art” part of the “art and 

science of wildlife management” but with new models of resource allocation it was 

becoming more of the “science” (Decker 1992a; Decker et al. 1992b; Manfredo et al. 

2003; Manfredo et al. 2004).  
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When Decker et al (1992) critiqued US textbooks on wildlife management; they argued 

the dominant paradigm for the previous half-century was its use as game.  King (1947 

in Decker et al. 2001:13-8) developed a typology ascribing recreational, aesthetic, 

educational, biological, socio-cultural and commercial values to wildlife; however, as 

this typology was apparently not used in shaping wildlife management, it may only 

have applied to a paradigm of lesser weight at the time, namely that some people have 

always considered there were alternatives to valuing and managing wildlife as a 

resource.   

A resource by definition, supplies specific benefits to people. It is people, in other 
words, who decide what is a resource. Animals exist, with or without humans, but 
the wildlife resource is a human construct. (Giles 1978:14) 

 

Giles (1978) notes that the benefits accruing to different user groups differ according to 

the way wildlife is perceived and that to simply talk about wildlife as a single entity is 

meaningless. While publication of the book Game Management (Leopold 1933) is 

considered, at least in the US experience, to have been the beginning of “modern 

game management,” it is also criticised because it inculcated a “biological bias” in the 

field of wildlife management thereafter (Decker et al. 1992b). Their claim was that until 

the 1970s and 1980s little regard was paid to the demands of individuals and groups 

who sought to experience wildlife other than in a utilitarian fashion. Or, when wildlife 

conflicts emerged, they were resolved via the management of wildlife populations with 

little regard to the expectations of non-consumptive users of wildlife (Decker et al. 

1992).  

 

The first human dimension approaches to the management of wildlife are recorded as 

having occurred in the US in the 1930s and grew in frequency through the 1950s. They 

typically involved agencies mediating conflict arising from access to private property for 

the purpose of hunting (Short 1939 in Decker et al. 2001:24-5). Although human 

dimensions studies in the 1970s established that hunting satisfaction was not solely 

dependent on harvest, these investigations still focused on wildlife as game (Decker et 

al. 2001).  While Leopold claimed different groups sought different wildlife experiences, 

it was not until after Kellert (1980) published research on wildlife value orientations that 

conflicts with wildlife or conflicts over wildlife were assessed on a comprehension of the 

value orientations of different stakeholder groups. The change in the management 

approaches available to wildlife professionals saw an entire session of the 1969 North 

American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference dedicated to “Measuring Wildlife 
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Values – Quality and Quantity” (Decker et al. 2001: 25). The publication in 1987 of a 

volume of academic papers and workshop proceedings on the economic and social 

value of wildlife (Decker and Goff 1987) reflected not only a growing interest in the field 

but a recognition that managers had to base wildlife policy and decision making on 

economic and social research and modelling as well as game management theory.  

In spite of the apparent shift towards humans dimensions approaches, it is arguable 

that the initial efforts using social science methods to assess such variables as 

“tolerance to wildlife damage” (Brown and Decker 1979) reflected any change in 

underlying management philosophies. Information gained in these studies merely 

informed policies that set wildlife populations to meet human demands – a process 

according to Leopold (1933) already thousands of years old. What such studies 

accomplished was to recognise there was a diversity of values stakeholders ascribed 

to wildlife. 

Leopold and human dimensions 

Post hoc criticism of Leopold’s work (Decker et al. 1992b) does not acknowledge that 

at the time it was the only way wildlife could be managed. What appears to have been 

missed in their analysis was that Leopold saw controlling human behaviour as a critical 

component of wildlife management (1931:4). In the following passage Leopold 

summarises his criticism of those that seek but cannot grasp the essential experiences 

offered by the natural world. 

Let no man jump to the conclusion that Babbitt [the average person] must do his 
Ph.D in ecology before he can “see” his country. On the contrary, the Ph.D may 
become as calloused as an undertaker to the mysteries at which he officiates. 
Like all real treasures of the mind, perceptions can be split into infinitely small 
fractions without losing its quality… Perception, in short, cannot be purchased 
with either learned degrees or dollars; it grows at home as well as abroad, and 
he who has a little may use it to as good advantage as he who has much. As a 
search for perception, the recreational stampede is footless and unnecessary. 
(Leopold 1949: 174) 

 

The evolution of human dimensions as a theoretical framework for wildlife management 

grew from a recognised shift in community values that occurred in the US in the 1950s 

and 1960s (Conover 2002).  Criticisms of the biological bias in the management of 

wildlife by Decker et al (1992) appear valid but “human dimensions” (as opposed to 

managing hunting) as a facet of wildlife management is a comparatively recent 

phenomenon. Leopold had already displayed an apparent understanding that different 
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people used or experienced wildlife differently, though at the time of his writing there 

was no conceptual framework allowing for experiences of nature to be expressed in 

constructionist or purely relativistic terms. Leopold (1931) described how “biases” of 

different user groups, whether intended or not, shaped the landscape in different ways. 

At the very least this suggests Leopold comprehended that the values placed on 

wildlife were relative: that there was more than one way to appreciate nature. 

Underlying all this was more than a hint that there was a “right” and “wrong” way to do 

it. The existence of moral imperatives in wildlife/game management, in addition to its 

“science and art,” warrants further examination and this topic is explored at length in 

the studies presented in the following chapters. 
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Chapter 4   

Wildlife management in Australia  

The Australian attitude towards wildlife is less sophisticated than it is towards 
other resources. In some ways the outlook of the pioneers struggling to 
establish themselves persists. The idea is widespread that wild animals are 
either “vermin” and therefore worthy of destruction wherever they are found, or 
harmless and permitted to perish and disappear without notice. Animals that are 
“rare” deserve specially close protection from killing but not necessarily from 
destruction of their habitat. (Frith 1971:134) 

The postcolonial use and management of Australian fauna 

It is difficult to find any records pointing towards a cohesive policy regarding the 

management of wildlife in Australia in the years immediately after colonisation.  Early 

accounts of Australian wildlife are simply the records made by their European 

discoverers. At the same time, game laws in Britain were being rigidly enforced to the 

point that many poachers found themselves transported to the colonies – or worse 

(Rolls 1969:8;Bolton 1992:15). Commonly held attitudes among the British upper 

classes included government protection of rights to property but, 

Coercion by government was to be resisted even when it claimed to be acting in 
the interests of society. These attitudes ruled out much likelihood of effective 
government action towards environmental conservation…. (Bolton 1992:12)  

While there was no apparent sense of wise use prevailing in the management of 

wildlife in Britain, the maintenance of predominantly hereditary restrictions protecting 

exclusivity to game for comparatively few land owners ensured at least some species 

remained plentiful (Rolls 1974:8). When the colonists found Australia abundant with 

wildlife it was,  

…the mark of Australia’s standing as a democratic society that the poorest man 
had the right to kill as many animals as he liked without interference from the 
laws or from the power of the rich. (Bolton 1992:15) 

Quite possibly because the wildlife available to settlers was different to their prevailing 

notions of wildlife there appeared to be little impetus to manage or to protect Australian 

fauna (Bolton 1992:16). In addition, many early settlers found the Australian fauna 

aesthetically displeasing to the extent that acclimatization societies were established to 

propagate and disperse more favoured exotic species (Rolls 1969:23;Jenkins 

1977:92). Much of the indigenous fauna was perceived as “vermin and carnivores” and 
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were considered agricultural pests (Jenkins 1977:96, Rolls 1969:18-19, 453). It is likely 

indigenous wildlife first came to the attention of the early settlers as either food 

resources of a last resort (Bolton 1992:15), or as competitors with, or predators of, their 

livestock.  

The first settlers were enthusiastic poisoners. Everything that seemed at all likely 
to be troublesome was poisoned – the wombat, the rat kangaroo, the wedge-
tailed eagle, any species of hawk, the raven, the dingo (which certainly not could 
have been lived with), the native cat and the tiger-cat for poultry raiding and the 
goanna for egg-eating. The Aborigines were also nearly gone. (Rolls 1969: 18) 

Dingoes were destroyed because they preyed on livestock, however, legislation 

passed in 1880 in both NSW and Queensland attempted to control, or in the case of 

Queensland, to eradicate, the increasing populations of “marsupials,” most likely 

kangaroos (Rolls 1969 1974: 488).   

At the time of the first settlement, Britain was a powerful nation and according to 

Griffiths (1996) the British settlers saw themselves as the antithesis of the Aborigines 

and, oblivious to the evidence of existing land uses, believed their practices to be 

superior in every way to those of Indigenous Australians. Whereas hunting in England 

was a leisure pastime of the elite, in Australia, it was what its Indigenous people did to 

get by. Australian game was inferior, not just because it was too tame, lacked ferocity 

and offered little as a trophy but because it was not hunted by the right people for the 

right reasons (Griffiths 1996). While there are some records indicating indigenous 

wildlife was used as food and was considered good eating, its use as food appears to 

have dwindled due to overexploitation within the first quarter of a century after 

settlement and quite probably as a result of deliberate attempts at eradication (Bolton 

1992:15). However, there are no records pointing to the widespread use of indigenous 

wildlife as a food source for Europeans after the successful introduction of livestock. 

Even the abundant wild rabbit, prized as a delicacy in England, was not eaten as its 

“surprising fecundity debased its flesh for all time” (Rolls 1969:8).  

Early attempts at commercial exploitation of Australian fauna, as opposed to its 

destruction as pests, focused primarily on the export of fur, typically koala, possum and 

seal; other species such as platypus and “water rats” also had markets.7 Typically 

                                                

7 Although the skins and meats of some of the species regarded as agricultural pests had some 

commercial value, trappers, shooters and poisoners were generally only employed as pest 
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these operations began in the mid 1800s and followed a path of exploitation of a 

species to the point of near eradication and the collapse of the industry, although a 

small number of operations continued well into the Twentieth Century (Thomson et al. 

1987:229-33). Utilisation of Australian wildlife has an uneven history as it “…generally 

ended in disaster, both for the animal population and the industry” (Thomson et al 

1987: 229). An example of this approach to the use of indigenous fauna was the 

Queensland koala and possum harvest of 1927. In response to drought and low farm 

incomes the Queensland government declared an “open season” on the koala and 

possum. The reasons for doing this are unclear. While the furs were marketable, koala 

fur was not considered valuable.   

Support for the open season came mainly from settlers whose traditional 
insensitivity to ecological questions was notorious. Most farmers viewed the 
inoffensive animals as merely a source of additional income. Others claimed the 
koala population should be regularly thinned to prevent the spread of disease.8 
(Fitzgerald 1984:75) 

Although the above quote points to a utility associated with wildlife it appears 

harvesting was opportunistic, rather than being governed by principle of sustainability 

or wise use. Fitzgerald (1984) draws on newspaper articles of the time, possibly 

exaggerated, in which the open season was described as part of a policy of 

extermination. Such policies either point towards a negatively perceived resource, a 

pest by association with other Australian pest species, or one for which there is little 

interest in its continuance. The consequences of this policy were grim.  

In the month of August 1927, no fewer than 1,014,632 opossums and 584,738 
koalas were slain in a bloodbath of organised violence from which the 
Queensland koala population has never recovered. (Fitzgerald 1984:77)  

Fitzgerald concludes it was the outcry from a mainly urbanised public, arguing from a 

largely protectionist perspective, that brought about a reversal in government policy 

and the subsequent protection of koalas. Even prior to these “harvests,” there were 

other threats to the already diminishing wildlife populations – its growing rarity.  

                                                                                                                                          

exterminators. Rabbiters were less enthusiastic and less successful when they were only paid a 

wage. Those that prospered sold the skins and meat as well as collecting wages. (Rolls 1969: 

90) 

8 No mention was made of what diseases they might spread. 
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The rumour having gone forth that the Australian mammals, the most primitive in 
the world, are doomed to early extinction, the museums of the world are making 
special efforts to obtain specimens of Australian animals before it is too late. 
      Many scientific collecting expeditions have visited Australia in recent years. 
These must be controlled. Worse still, the prices of Australian birds have soared 
so high that the greed of private traders has been excited, and some big 
shipments have been sent from Australia for private gain. The mortality has been 
heavy, the cruelty involved great, but the high prices obtained for the remnant 
have yielded a handsome profit. (Leach 1925:125)  

Recreational use of wildlife 

As the colonies grew, a landholder class emerged seeking recreation in hunting and 

coursing. Although hunting of kangaroo and dingo appears to have provided sport for 

the early colonialists (Wentworth in Frith 1973:197), these game species were less 

valued than “traditional” game.  

The Victorian landholder was beginning to feel civilised. He had coursing of a 
kind, he had rabbit-shooting, he had great hopes for the partridge and pheasant. 
He could shoot as he had shot in England. The hunting of the dingo was hard 
work and a necessity to preserve his flocks. The preposterous kangaroo stood 
tall and turned to face the shooter as he fired and its big eyes were too accusing. 
The wallaby was unapproachable. “We are so destitute of the means of enjoying 
country life as to have no deer, pheasants, quail, partridges, and other creatures 
which afford so much enjoyment to gentleman elsewhere. There is nothing here 
in the way of game for people of sporting proclivities and I have always found 
these gentlemen to be a most desirable element in a community.” (Rolls 1969: 
23, quoting Cox 1883) 

The First Fleet introduced rabbits and deer to Australia as food and some straying 

domestic animals soon established wild populations beyond the boundaries of the new 

colonies (Rolls 1969: 7-13).9 However, this stock appeared to have survived in pockets 

rather than expanding its range. It was not until the formation of the Victorian 

Acclimatization Society in 1861 that exotics such as fox, deer, hares and rabbits were 

introduced specifically for game in a deliberate and organised fashion. 

                                                

9 It seems there were feral rabbit populations in the 1820s in both NSW and Tasmania but these 

were ‘domestic’ species and at this stage they were not considered an agricultural threat. The 

introduction of the strain of rabbits that spread throughout the colonies is attributed to Thomas 

Austin who imported 24 “wild” English rabbits.  (Rolls 1969: 3-27) 
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The histories of these societies is more a history of what might have been done; 
for there never was a body of eminent men so foolishly, so vigorously, and so 
disastrously wrong. (Rolls 1969:  270)  

In 1866, the South Australian Government enacted legislation to protect rabbit breeding 

but a mere six years later South Australian farmers were petitioning their government 

to make “the destruction of rabbits compulsory” (Rolls 1969: 39). 

What drove the introduction of so many species was the apparent desire by 

sentimental colonialists to have the Australian landscape resemble Europe. This 

“improvement” also included the introduction of some endemic Australian species to 

parts of the continent outside their original range (Frith 1973:137-7). The list of 

vertebrate introductions is long (see for example Thomson et al. 1987; Strahan et al. 

2002) and it seems much of wildlife management in the Australian context has focused 

on limiting the economic impacts of these species. With the exception of Western 

Australia, within ten years of the passing of the Tasmanian Rabbit Bill in 1876 all states 

had enacted legislation to control the spread of rabbits. The Pastures and Stock 

Protection Act (1902) was the first act requiring farmers to control a range of “noxious” 

pests and embedded in this legislation were provisions for the establishment of boards 

operating at district levels which were empowered to levy land owners for the purposes 

of inspection (Rolls 1969: 137-145).  The Act gave these boards power to both raise 

revenue and to direct actions in order to control pest species such as rabbits and 

dingoes and kangaroos (Fry 1994:111).  These efforts are probably the first systematic 

Australian attempts to manage wildlife and it was the management of pest species 

which appears to have set the tone for the wildlife management that followed. 

While there is considerable material describing efforts to introduce game species and 

to later control the ecological and environmental damage they caused, there is little to 

suggest the first generations of European Australians held strong values with regard to 

the intrinsic worth of indigenous fauna, or that they adopted policies of wise use in its 

taking.  Frith writes, 

This concept of a game animal is in some ways unfortunate. It is an English 
tradition moulded by the propaganda of North American hunting magazines and 
has little relevance to Australian conditions. In fact, if pursued too far it can lead 
to further acclimatization and greater harm to wildlife populations than would 
well-controlled hunting of properly managed populations of some species that 
are not considered game under most present legislation. (Frith 1973:197)  
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The Commonwealth Scientific Industrial and Research Organisation (CSIRO)  

In 1916, the Advisory Council of Science and Industry was established becoming the 

Commonwealth Institute of Science and Industry Council in 1920 and then in 1926 the 

Council for Scientific and Industrial Research. It identified five principal research fields, 

the first two of which were the management of animal and plant pests (Teakle and 

CSIRO 2005). The commissioning in 1929 of Francis Ratcliffe to investigate causes of 

fruit loss to flying-foxes (Ratcliffe 1931, 1947; Rolls 1969:174, 240) was Australia’s first 

effort to scientifically manage indigenous mammals. The management of rabbits as an 

agricultural pest had become a priority but there was some dispute about how best to 

do it. In 1925, the Royal Commission set up to investigate the rabbit problem 

concluded that control measures were ineffective as little was known about the life 

cycle of rabbits (Rolls1969: 124).  Ratcliffe worked with the CSIRO’s Wildlife Survey 

Section until 1961 and was involved with using  myxomatosis as a biological control for 

rabbits (Rolls 1969:230-59; Teakle and CSIRO 2005). These studies represented the 

first Australian wildlife management actions guided by scientific enquiry.  

Early recognition of declining biodiversity  

Australia’s declining wildlife had not gone unnoticed. In 1921, the American Natural 

History Museum Report commissioned the collection of Australian specimens “before it 

was too late” (Barrett 1925: 2-3).  Barrett wrote with undisguised disdain of the 

destruction of forests for timber and farming, the decline in wildlife populations across 

the continent as a result of over exploitation, habitat loss, competition with exotic 

animals, the spread of exotic plants, the loss of topsoil and the silting of waterways and 

dams. He stressed there were aesthetic values associated with wildlife and described a 

possum farm established in Western Australia as an example of commercialisation 

rather than mere exploitation of wildlife - and the need to establish forests that were 

protected from “predatory men” and fires (Barrett 1925:5). Others in the same volume 

described the decline in bird and animal populations as a result of trade in fur and 

feathers and the need to maintain a balance of nature to ensure its continuance (Gates 

1925); the decline of Australian flora and the uniqueness of many Australian flowers 

and grasses (Barrett 1925; Ewart 1925); and the loss of fresh water fishing 

opportunities caused by silting and increasing water temperatures due to vegetation 

removal from river banks (Lewis 1925). 
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There was also recognition that European forestry practices were unsuited to the 

Australian landscape and that there was a pressing need to secure future timber 

resources and better manage fires (Jones 1925). Water conservation was seen as a 

critical component of resource use (Ritchie 1925) and the spread of exotic plants had 

been identified as causing considerable economic losses (Audas 1925). Legislation 

was advocated as a means of protecting fauna and establishing reserves, sanctuaries 

and parks (Grasby 1925; Hall 1925; Latham 1925; White 1925).  The volume also 

described the intrinsic value of indigenous species as well as listing those mammals 

already extinct (Leach 1925). Legislation to regulate the taking of harvestable fauna 

was sought and a need was expressed for greater research into crop losses to birds 

(Nicholls 1925).  In fact, most environmental and ecological problems currently faced 

by Australia were recognised over eighty years ago. Most authors spoke of a variety of 

fauna and floral species already in decline and the pressing need for legislators to “do 

something” about it before it was too late.   

Amid the reported loss of biodiversity and the large scale changing of the landscape 

during the century after European settlement, there was an emerging subculture of 

naturalists, mainly urban, taking an interest in Australian fauna. The Field Naturalist 

Club of Victoria was established in 1880 and by 1891 there were chapters throughout 

mainland Australia as well as an ornithological association in Tasmania. A natural 

history association formed in Sydney in the 1890s and published weekly news articles. 

The Australian Ornithological Union formed in 1901 and the Wildlife Preservation 

Society in 1909 (Bolton 1992:96-9). Their observations of declines in some species and 

their advocacy for the establishment of nature reserves were not without effect.  In 

1903, the NSW government “protected” a number of species exploited by the fur trade 

and regulated the taking of others species and, between 1910 and 1920, other states 

rewrote their game laws (Bolton 1992:102-7).  At the same time there was growing 

concern that forests were being poorly administered. The move to managed forestry to 

ensure self-reliance led to agreements to set aside forests in perpetuity for the purpose 

of timber production. In spite of commissions of enquiry in three states in the early 20th 

century, policy did not always follow. In 1906, the Queensland government passed 

legislation to enable the protection of wilderness on the grounds of amenity alone. The 

founding of forestry schools in Victoria and South Australia in 1910 and 1911 occurred 

at a time when the prevailing wisdom in the colonies was to clear forests to make way 

for rural production (Bolton 1992: 37-48). The emergence of these schools could 



  Page 50 

arguably be seen as the product of the first policies reflecting wise use of Australia’s 

natural resources.  

While the states had been largely responsible for the management and conservation of 

wildlife, the Commonwealth exercised its constitutional powers in 1959 to limit the 

export of some species (Bolton 1992). In 1972, the Commonwealth Parliament 

received a report on wildlife conservation that shaped the Australian National Parks 

and Wildlife Conservation Act (1975). The federal and state governments’ wildlife 

“protection” legislation suggests Australians were increasingly ascribing intrinsic values 

to wildlife, given that there was only limited utility associated with Australian wildlife. 

However, only recently has there been any attempt to formulate overarching policy 

exploring the utility of Australian fauna (Australian Parliament Senate Rural and 

Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee and Woodley, 1999). 

A comparison of wildlife management approaches: Australia and the US 

A summary of the exploitation of American wildlife suggests it was used initially as a 

food resource then, as the trade in fur grew, both as a food and an economic resource. 

Later, as agriculture developed through the 19th century, wildlife was primarily utilised 

as a recreational resource. In addition, as agriculture developed, wildlife acquired 

negative associations when it conflicted with production (Conover 2002). Both the US 

and Australia share some wildlife management experiences including the attempts to 

eradicate a number of species and the overexploitation of others. Where the two 

countries differ are in their use of indigenous fauna. In America, from the time of the 

first European settlement, wildlife was valued to some extent as a resource and with 

minor exceptions, most notably the passing in 1850 of the first laws protecting non-

game birds (Leopold 1933), wildlife management in the US focused almost exclusively 

on game management (Leopold 1933 1969, Giles 1978, Decker et al 1992). The less 

dominant paradigm in the US, but with a long history nonetheless, appears to have 

been conservation of wildlife based on its intrinsic, or at the very least, its aesthetic 

value. 

Early in the twentieth century there was some recognition that Australian fauna was 

worthy of conservation (Barrett 1925, Bolton 1992: 102-5). It represented a departure 

from the negative (management as pests), and to a lesser extent its utilitarian value (as 

food and product), towards management cognisant of wildlife’s intrinsic values (Riney 

1981).    
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Land and the ownership of wildlife 

An alternative approach to understanding how wildlife has been managed is to 

understand the history of land use and the rights it gave to landowners and occupiers 

to exploit wildlife. Australia and the US inherited the British approach to the ownership 

of land (Linklater 2002:236) and parallels exist in their subsequent histories with regard 

to the “ownership” of wildlife (Leopold 1933:3-21; Conover 2002:13). Although not 

specifically a topic of investigation for this thesis, the link between land and wildlife, and 

issues surrounding the ownership of wildlife warrant mention here. There are two 

themes to investigate: the first is the use of wildlife and land as resources, and the 

second are the psychological associations made between the rights of land users to 

the enjoyment of their properties either with or without wildlife. The impetus to open 

examination of the latter is drawn from the statements made by participants in the 

studies covered in the following chapters. Participants’ understanding of the link 

between land and wildlife, and more importantly, the way they conceptualised it, tended 

to accord with the constructions they gave to wildlife. It is therefore appropriate to 

examine part of the history of land use that has shaped the way land is used (or 

consumed) in Australia. 

The right to exclude others from private lands had been asserted prior to 1538, it was 

with the publication of a manual by which English landowners could measure their land 

that the notion of land as property became firmly established (Linklater 2002:10). 

Linklater argues that prior to this land was measured not in size but in its ability to 

produce. When land became property and could effectively be bought, sold or leased, 

its value changed from what could be produced on it to what it could accrue from its 

use as rent10 (Bense 1535 in Linklater 2002:13). The rights of landholders over land 

granted under the English law are complex. While land can be bought, granted or gifted 

to a person or company it ultimately remains the property of the Crown. Possession of 

property gave rights to the soil, water, vegetation and to the minerals lying below as 

well as to “the sunlight and air” (Linklater 2002: 30). However, this seems not to have 

guaranteed the land occupier exclusive right to the wildlife on it (Leopold 1933, 

Conover 2002). In the 17th Century, with the expansion of the British colonies in North 

                                                

10 By charging rent based on the size of the property rather than a claiming a portion of its 

produce the landholder effectively transferred risk to the lessor.  
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America, vast amounts of money were spent on surveying and mapping “for without a 

survey, anyone could claim the land” (Linklater 2002: 33).  George Washington, himself 

a surveyor, was one of a new class of landowners: the land speculator. This type of 

landowner acquired land not merely to draw rent from it, nor to produce with it but to 

generate wealth simply by buying (or acquiring) and selling it. In England, where land 

speculation could not occur to the same extent as it did in America, what was produced 

on the land was still the primary means of generating wealth until the Industrial 

Revolution (Linklater 2002: 45, 207). These land uses, particularly those in the North 

American colonies are illustrative; they suggest that when land became a commodity 

the value of what grew on it, whether farmed or harvested, diminished. The 

fundamental value of land now lay in its potential. That potential was not only the 

promise of what it could produce, it now included the wealth it would generate through 

its economic appreciation.   

In Australia, land is typically owned, leased or occupied legally by an individual or state, 

although ultimately, as in England, its title reverts to the Crown. Persons in lawful 

possession of such property are protected from unfair disposition under Section 51 

(xxxi.) of the Constitution. The acquisition and use of land in America is similarly 

governed, “…nor [without due process of law] shall private property be taken for public 

use, without just compensation” (Fifth Amendment, The Constitution of the United 

States of America).  Recognition of such rights falls under Linklater’s categorisation of 

land as property, not merely as a common resource. 

Between Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United 
States, there is indeed a bond that arises from languages and form of 
government, but they share a third and perhaps more fundamental tie. One of 
the profoundest influences on their legal and democratic system has been that 
concept of private landed property… To protect what they had claimed as theirs 
against overly greedy rulers, landowners had struggled to establish a system of 
individual rights and a form of government in which their interests were 
represented. (Linklater 2002 236)  

Linklater argues that the desire to accumulate wealth through the acquisition, use and 

sale of land was what fuelled the expansion and settlement of America.  When settlers 

claimed the lands from Native Americans their first objectives were to tame and 

transform the lands. In common with Australia, the first settlers “declared war” on 

wildlife and placed bounties on animals that threatened their crops and flocks. The 

dominant philosophy in both countries was to create a better, more civilised, 

landscape. Wildlife was “good” if it aided this vision and “bad” if it hindered (Conover 

2002: 25-6).   
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In the years between European settlement of Australia and federation, land was often 

occupied without guaranteed tenure or title. This meant that many improvements on 

the land made by a land occupier would be lost without compensation should the land 

be resumed. When the spread of rabbits threatened pastoralists in the years between 

1860 and 1880, many chose to quit their properties rather than meet the cost of “net” 

fencing and culling that was required in order to stay on the land (Rolls 1969: 64). 

Whether intended or not, this lack of tenure meant that land occupiers had little interest 

in maintaining the land in what would now be called a sustainable fashion.  To some 

extent this was rectified when the Australian constitution was adopted in 1901 which 

guaranteed fair compensation for property and land acquired by the Commonwealth. 

Whether this resulted in any changes in land use ethics remains an open question.  

Who owns wildlife? 

Land, not just what it produced, had become a source of wealth and recognition of its 

value as such had profound implications for the management of the flora and fauna 

found on it.  Animals “wild by nature” (ferae naturae) were claimed as common (as 

opposed to private) property by the Romans and therefore were the possession of the 

State. Wildlife was thereby held in trust for the citizenry and Emperor Justinian 

“recognised the right of an owner of land to forbid another from killing game on his 

property” (Taverner 1931 in Leopold 1933: 409). However, Leopold notes this was an 

issue of trespass not one of game management; it was the Chinese to whom he credits 

the first game laws (see Table 4.1). The rights to wildlife and ownership of wildlife are 

complex but seem to have changed only in part since wildlife was first managed. In 

England, under Henry VII landowners were protected from trespass, thereby holding 

the right to exclude. Under James I this right was extended to allow landowners to 

prevent others from taking game on their property, becoming in essence the first 

“owner’s possession” (Leopold 1933:11). When the US was a colony of England, 

wildlife was owned by the Crown even when it was on private land. After the 

Revolutionary War this translated into ownership “by the people.”  The issuing of game 

permits in the US is recognition that the state, if not owning wildlife, accepts 

responsibility for its use and exercises powers with respect to its policing and taking 

(Leopold 1933: 409). 

In common with Australia, much of American wildlife exists on private lands meaning 

that access to wildlife is restricted and as a consequence management of wildlife, 

particularly in terms of its conservation, must address the rights of the landholder. 
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…[I]n North America, we have this interesting phenomenon in which society 
owns the wildlife, but private individuals own and manage the land and habitat on 
which wildlife depend. (Conover 2002:13) 

Generally, with the exception of taking fish, the hunting of wildlife (including pests) in 

national parks is prohibited. When I asked one wildlife manager whether he thought 

hunting pest species should be allowed in national parks, his response was, “That’s got 

too many hairs on it.”  In other words, “that’s too hard.” 

Summary 

The principle difference between wildlife management in Australia and the US appears 

to be the use of wildlife as a resource. Pest management has governed wildlife 

management in Australia while in the US wildlife has been valued as a food and 

recreational resource.  There appears no uniformity in the current management 

philosophies governing the taking of Australian wildlife as game, although the 

harvesting of kangaroos for meat and hide has been regulated (Sattler 1995; Olsen 

1998; Chapman 2003; KIAA 2005). However, even when utilised as a resource 

kangaroos are still harvested to reduce grazing pressure on pastoral properties or to 

assist in the conservation of sensitive habitats (Grigg 2002). As a protected species 

kangaroos are still shot on damage mitigation permits rather than on hunting licenses.  

In addition the states differ in their approaches to managing wildlife as game. For 

example, in Victoria many exotic species can only be hunted under state issued 

licences, while in Queensland licences are required to take native fauna but no such 

restrictions apply to “exotics” (Chapter 1).  
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Chapter 5 

Values-based management and the role of values in wildlife 

conflicts 

Human dimensions and wildlife conflicts 

Early Australian colonists saw indigenous fauna principally as agricultural pests – 

which the settlers attempted to eradicate – or as so aesthetically unappealing they 

sought to establish populations of exotic species (Rolls 1969:269-90; Jenkins 1977:12-

19). The management of Australian wildlife since then has focused primarily on 

mitigating the impact of overabundant species on agriculture.   

In North America, wildlife conflicts tend to follow two trends. The first involves a clash in 

values over the use of natural resources and rights to exploit. An example of this is 

seen in conflicts arising over access to private lands for the purpose of hunting or 

where the presence of rare and endangered species is threatened by logging (Decker 

et al. 2001:24-5). The second type of values-based conflict occurs when different 

societal groups place different values on particular species (Brown and Decker 1979; 

Craven et al. 1992). Such conflicts include disagreement surrounding the presence and 

behaviours of carnivores such as bears in urban and urbanising environments 

(Garshelis et al. 2005) and wolves in rural and pastoral areas (Wilson 1997). 

Wildlife Management in the 1980s, the proceedings of a Field and Game Federation of 

Australia Conference (Riney 1981) saw the vast majority of papers related to the 

pursuit of game in other countries and the management of pests in Australia. While no 

papers covered human dimensions research as such, there were also none that could 

be interpreted as touching on subjects commonly raised in the field of game 

management that were applicable to Australia. Although it is difficult to pinpoint when 

human dimensions work first started in Australia there is no evidence of any parallel to 

early works undertaken in the US by such authors as Gilies (1978) and Decker and 

Goff (1987). The human dimensions research undertaken in Australia is typically 

limited to post-graduate research assessing stakeholder preferences relating to the 

conservation of urban wildlife (Benzaken 1992; Miller 2000; Thomas 2000; Rollinson et 

al. 2003). There has also been criticism of Australian universities and their lack of 

commitment to teach wildlife management at undergraduate levels (Baxter et al. 1999). 
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Human dimension approaches in the US are most vigorous in relation to the 

management of game species (Conover 1998; Decker et al. 2001; Decker 1991; 

Decker 1992; Decker and Gavin 1997; Decker et al. 1996; Decker et al. 1987). There 

are exceptions: in the US overabundant populations of deer and geese, attributed to a 

decline in hunting, have caused conflicts with householders and urban residents.  

While these studies found limited support for lethal control, many residents recorded 

greater support if the meats from culled animals were put to good use (Coluccy et al. 

2001)   

There are common elements recognised as being central to any definition of human-

wildlife conflicts. Typically they are said to occur when: 

1) People negatively impact on wildlife,  

2) Wildlife negatively impact on people,  

3) Interactions between stakeholder groups deteriorate because of 

conflicting interests in wildlife (Decker and Chase 1997; Conover 2002), 

Knight (2000a:2-4) presents alternative definitions of wildlife conflicts encompassing 

the global experience of wildlife. These are described as:  

1) Competition with wildlife for food resources both in terms of grazing and 

predation on livestock, as well as predation on humans.  

2) Competition over wildlife including conflicts over alternative uses and 

access to wildlife as a resource as well as secondary conflicts generated 

over wildlife because of differing value orientations, a category of conflict 

similar to those commonly experienced in North American wildlife 

management. 

3) Conflicts attributed to wildlife. This category is dissimilar to 2) above 

because in such conflicts wildlife assumes symbolic status which becomes 

a source of conflict between different groups. Under this category is the 

example of a Pennsylvanian pigeon shoot in which the birds become a 

symbolic marker for historical and present class conflicts. In this case the 

pigeons are seen as a trigger for pre-existing animosities (Song 2000; 213-

238). Also within this category is the attribution of human crimes to animals. 

An example, drawn from the Republic of the Congo, is the attribution of 

wife-stealing and murder to shape-shifting elephants. These “crimes” were 

described as occurring between different ethnic groups at times when there 
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was a need for retribution or to redress perceived inequities. By ascribing 

these actions to powerful others, the different human groups were able to 

maintain a workable détente (Koehler 2000:50-77). 

The studies presented in this thesis focus on the latter definitions. That is, they explore 

conflicts over wildlife and conflicts ascribed to or triggered by wildlife. The choice to 

explore these subjects was taken when my observations of attempts to mediate wildlife 

conflicts saw wildlife managers embroiled in conflicts where there was poor 

understanding of the positions of other stakeholders and where some interpretive 

messages only served to inflame the conflict.   

Described another way, a wildlife damage manager is a professional 
"buffer" between wildlife and humans, protecting humans from animals 
while at the same time protecting wildlife from humans. The wildlife damage 
management professional needs to be able to understand humans as well 
as he or she understands wildlife. Ironically, this human element tends to be 
a weak link in our educational chain. Wildlife damage management 
professionals tend to be well trained in their technologies and in wildlife 
biology, and not well trained in sociology, anthropology, economics, history, 
psychology, or political science -- the "human dimension" fields. (Schmidt 
and Beach 1994) 

Although Australia’s population has increased fivefold in the past century, the patterns 

of settlement have remained fairly stable with most non-metropolitan settlements 

occurring along the coast and close to the state capitals. The total percentage of 

Australians living in centres of less than 3000 people increased by only 64 percent in 

the years between 1906 and1966; at the same time people living in towns with 

populations above 3000 increased by almost 600 percent. At the turn of the 20th 

century, 41.3 percent of Australians lived in rural areas compared to 14.0 percent in 

1996. While the proportion of people living in cities more than doubled in that period, 

considerable growth has been recorded in urbanised non-metropolitan areas (Hugo 

2001). Urbanisation occurred quickly in Australia with the proportion of people living in 

the major cities going from one in four in 1871 to one in three by 1901 (McCarty 1970). 

By the turn of the 20th century, Australia “… was the first nation of suburbanites” 

(Larson 1994:18). Along with its rapid urbanisation, Melbourne and other Australian 

cities modernised quickly, adopting much that was fashionable in Europe and England, 

swept along with many of the radical social changes occurring in Europe and 

elsewhere.  The most striking of these social changes was the near simultaneous 

decline in births which occurred in England, Europe, the US and Australia. So 

substantial was the drop that in 1903 a Royal Commission into the Decline of Birth 

Rates was established. The urbanising of the Australian population saw a disparity in 
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births between the cities and the bush; the Commission was told by doctors and 

chemists that differences in birth rates were due to the easy access to contraception 

and abortion in the cities. Other witnesses claimed the causes were economic: in the 

city the cost of living was higher whereas in the bush children were cheap to feed and a 

source of labour (Larson 1994:16-63).  

Family life is an important social structure and changes to it do not occur in a vacuum; 

Australian cities were modernising but the bush remained traditional. Irrespective of the 

causes of the decline in Australian fertility it was apparent people living in the cities 

began to hold fundamentally different values to those in the bush which continue to this 

day. The recent ABC listener survey of pest species records considerable differences 

between those species that are considered to be pests between people living in urban 

and non-urban areas. The city-country divide with respect to attitudes towards wildlife 

has been widely reported across the world. In particular, the reintroduction of 

carnivores into areas bordering on agricultural has been seen as an imposition of “city 

values” on country people (Pate et al. 1996; Wilson 1997; Smith 1999; Lindquist 2000; 

Kleese 2002; Skogen and Krange 2003). 

Animals and urbanisation / modernisation 

Kellert and Wilson (1993) proposed the Biophilia Hypotheses to explain what they saw 

as a deep-rooted need for humans to have an attachment to animals. Although critical, 

Franklin and White (2001) summarised Kellert and Wilson’s socio-biological position11 

as one in which the growth in pet ownership was a function of modernisation 

(urbanisation) following the industrial revolution. Thus, ownership of pets filled the 

human need for proximity to animals that was lost as people moved to cities. Franklin 

and White (2001) saw such an analysis as simplistic and under-theorised, arguing 

instead that the relationship between humans and animals is complex and changes in 

those relationships cannot be attributed to changes in individual values such as those 

described by Kellert. These shifts were described in the previous chapter as being from 

utility to intrinsic in the US and from pests to intrinsic in Australia. However, Franklin 

and White (2001) described these changes in terms of altered perceptions resulting 

from the “moral tensions” arising from a shift from anthropocentrism to zoocentrism 

                                                

11 Franklin and White attributed this position primarily to Kellert. 
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brought on by modernisation (Franklin 1999; Franklin and White 2001). Their 

postmodernist analysis saw humans acknowledging the right of animals to exist as 

morally correct.  This was in contrast to the commonly held position of animals having 

intrinsic value (see for example Naess and Rothenberg 1989). The differences 

between the two positions is not critical unless Franklin and White’s (2001: 223) 

clarification of zoocentrism as “recognition of animals as full or partial moral subjects” is 

interpreted to mean animals themselves have rights, rather than rights are ascribed to 

animals by humans.  Alternatively if “rights” and “values” are something attributed to 

animals by humans, then the positions remain similar although the explanations differ. 

Franklin and White (2001: 223) do not resolve this point but in general state that any 

claims of animals holding rights have been given an “uneven reception.”  

Whether as a result of urbanisation or modernisation, socio-biologists such as Kellert 

and postmodernists such as Franklin and others have described basic changes in the 

way animals have been portrayed. Additionally, these authors described these changes 

as occurring at much the same time – the period from the mid-nineteenth century to 

date.12 These changes also coincided with rapid urbanisation in Australia and 

elsewhere.  Whether or not this relationship is causal will not be covered here, what is 

important is the implication that wildlife may be constructed differently in the city and 

the bush and those differing constructions have management implications. 

Modernisation theory, as proposed by Karl Marx, has not predicted sociological change 

with any accuracy; major sociological changes have occurred but these are attributed 

to such things as rising levels of education and changes in gender roles (Inglehart  and 

Barker 2000). Modernisation theories predicted declines in religiosity but powerful 

industrialised societies have seen increases in faith-based policies – as exemplified in 

recent debates over abortion and euthanasia. One explanation given to these 

observations is that as people attain economic security, their values shift from 

“materialist” needs such as food and shelter to higher order psychological needs 

including “environmental protection” and “quality of life values.”  This has resulted in 

moves toward traditional values in many post-industrial societies (Inglehart  and Barker 

2000).  Manfredo et al. (2003) used Inglehart’s theoretical framework to structure a 

                                                

12 Franklin and White, however, suggest many contemporary perspectives on wildlife can be 

attributed to the impact of the media. In particular, they mention Disney’s portrayal of hunters as 

‘bad.’ 
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survey using a sample of residents from six western US states on a Materialist 

(utilitarian) / Post-Materialist (protectionist) value index.  Their findings suggest 

Materialist orientations are inversely correlated with income, urbanisation and 

education. Acknowledging the long timeframes in which value shifts occur, they 

conclude that wildlife managers may never fully attain comprehension of these 

changes and their attendant impacts.  

In addition to migration, population growth is a factor in urbanisation. This has seen the 

expansion of urban fringes in the US forcing managers to grapple with  increasingly 

protectionist attitudes held by city dwellers and the need to use novel techniques to 

manage populations of deer, bear and geese (Decker and Gavin 1987; Bryant and 

Ishmael 1991; Coluccy et al. 2001; Peine 2001; Teel et al. 2002; Lafon et al. 2004). 

Typical of some early US perspectives on the impact of urbanisation on wildlife 

management were complaints that urbanites had “lost touch” with animals and this 

resulted in a lack of sensitivity with regard to conservation (Johnsen and VanDuff 

1987). Other concerns were the growing potential for spreading zoonotic disease and 

the need to “educate” the public with regards to the “proper” ecological requirements of 

urban wildlife (Johnsen and VanDuff 1987), such as feeding (VanDuff 1991; Decker 

and Gavin 1997) and introduced “pest” species. The differences in the socio-

demographics and values of urbanites compared to those stakeholders with whom 

managers had traditionally worked has also been a challenge (Decker and Gavin 

1997). In some cases, this meant establishing theoretical boundaries of acceptance of 

nuisance behaviour or damage (Purdy 1987; Decker and Gavin 1997; Jonker et al. 

1998; Butler et al. 2003). In the UK, public concerns were expressed regarding the 

success of unwanted species in cities and disturbed habitats (Gilbert 1991).   

Management of wildlife in urban areas in the US meant that wildlife managers, who 

were traditionally seen as game managers, needed to adapt to wildlife being managed 

for non-consumptive purposes. Birdlife, in particular, is important to city dwellers but 

because it was not game it was not managed to meet the expectations of urbanites 

(Davey 1967). Not only did urbanisation in the US change what people wanted from 

wildlife, it also changed the way people wanted to interact with wildlife. Many sought to 

attract wildlife by means of feeding and the provision of nest boxes. In essence, this 

can be interpreted as people with interests in wildlife expressing their preferences for 

“good” and “bad” species. By feeding and providing nesting boxes, these same people 

have also claimed an ownership, of sorts, to wildlife. This at times led to public 

demands that “something must be done” to see their wildlife was managed the way 
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they wanted (Davey 1967). As managers became more adept at developing techniques 

for managing wildlife in urban and peri-urban settings the flow of knowledge appears to 

have moved both ways. For example, the lessons learned from the non-lethal 

management of nuisance bears in urban environments has been used to manage 

nuisance bears, belonging to already declining populations, within national parks 

(Garshelis et al. 2005).  

In the previous chapter, I argued that there were historical differences between the 

management of wildlife in Australia and North America. I also discussed Australia's 

early urbanisation and its influence on social values. Given that the history of Australian 

wildlife management has focused primarily on pest control (Chapter 4), the 

management of urban wildlife in accord with conservation and protectionist 

philosophies marks a shift away from traditional Australian wildlife management.  

Wildlife managers have in the last quarter of a century been forced to address a 

growing expectation that Australian fauna should be managed in a fashion that reflects 

the protectionist attitudes of a typically urban and growing constituency (Jones 1993; 

Australia Parliament Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References 

Committee and Woodley 1998; Woodley 1998). 

Initial Australian human dimensions approaches to wildlife management were 

exclusively in response to problems caused by wildlife in urban areas.  The biases of 

Australian managers were described as being similar to those of managers in the US, 

namely, a preference for biological approaches to wildlife management, and 

uncertainty as to the role of social sciences in wildlife management. The solution at the 

time was to, rightly or wrongly, redefine “wildlife problems” as “people problems” and to 

establish protocols as to how these “new” problems might be managed (Jones 1993; 

Jones et al. 1998).  Personal accounts of these approaches suggested interpretation 

and face to face contact enjoyed only mixed success in sensitising residents to the 

ecology of some “problem” species and in achieving attitudinal change (Jones and 

Everding 1991; Jones et al. 1993). In 2001, the Royal Zoological Society of NSW 

conducted a forum on urban wildlife with the stated objective of “…collect(ing) as much 

information as is currently available on managing urban wildlife” (Lunney and Burgin 

2004: vi). Of the 28 papers published in the resulting publication Urban Wildlife: more 

than meets the eye, the primary focus of the majority was ecology (16), with four on 

topics related to wildlife conflicts, five on planning and two on human aspects of wildlife 

management. This suggests the primary focus of Australian urban wildlife research 

remains biological. While the human dimensions approach to wildlife management 
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should reshape both management paradigms and the way in which wildlife in urban 

environments is viewed, the only apparent success to date has been the limited 

acceptance by ecologists of the concept of “urban ecology” (Low 2002; Lunney and 

Burgin 2004).   

One complication immediately apparent when managing wildlife in urban settings is the 

abundance of pest and nuisance species (or nuisance behaviours) associated with the 

wealth of anthropogenic food, either deliberately or inadvertently available in cities 

(Thomas 2000; Jones and Howard 2001; Howard and Jones 2004; Temby 2004). 

Because residents in these settings typically place high intrinsic values on wildlife, hold 

protectionist beliefs and see conservation as the ideal for Australian wildlife, managing 

some of these conflicts is complex with many becoming protracted.  

Summary – past and present wildlife management and its relevance in Australia   

Chapter 2 concluded with the observation that Australian wildlife, and biodiversity in 

general, was being poorly managed and that this was associated with the values 

ascribed to them.   In Chapter 3, the origins of wildlife and game management were 

examined. Although predated by Greco-Roman codes relating to game management, 

English laws established game reserves for the aristocracy and recognised the rights of 

landholders to hunt on their own land and to exclude others. Other than that, 

legislatures have considered the management of wildlife to be their responsibility. 

While Leopold considered the principal goal of conservation was to manage game 

populations, much of his writing included accounts of non-utilitarian values being 

assigned to wildlife. In effect this can be interpreted as recognition of the importance of 

conserving non-game species. These considerations point to conservation based on its 

intrinsic worth, not merely it’s utility.  

Although what is commonly understood as wildlife management grew from game 

management, the two concepts are not synonymous. Wildlife management could be 

said to include many aspects of fauna management – with game management, pest 

management and conservation subsets of the field. The human dimensions approach 

to the management of wildlife implicitly recognises the diversity of meanings, or values, 

ascribed to wildlife by different social groups. It also acknowledges that wildlife 

management at times has little to do with wildlife and everything to do with people.  

This movement away from the traditional approaches of wildlife management – that is, 

game management in the US and wildlife damage mitigation in Australia – towards 
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more protectionist approaches parallels a shift away from utilitarian, consumptive and 

antagonistic values towards a management paradigm embracing a diversity of values. 

In Australia, historical “management” of wildlife has included introduction of exotic 

species which almost immediately saw the nation’s first significant agency-based 

management; namely attempts to mitigate the damage suffered by pastoralists caused 

by rabbits and to a lesser extent, kangaroos (Chapters 2 and 3). In this regard it is 

reasonable to describe Australian wildlife management as being more ad hoc than 

strategic.  In US, with the formation of The Wildlife Society and the publication of a 

journal specifically for wildlife professionals, it could be argued that managers had, if 

not a strategic vision for the management of wildlife, then at least a forum for 

articulating philosophies and beliefs regarding wildlife and its management. It is telling 

that until recently there has been no similar Australian forum or organisation – with the 

possible exception of the CSIRO’s wildlife focused publications – or textbooks 

describing techniques for the management, utilisation or conservation of Australian 

fauna. In general, Australian studies reflecting the human dimensions approaches have 

been limited to investigations measuring attitudes and values ascribed to wildlife and 

more recently their social determinants.  

In 1916 the Advisory Council of Science and Industry was established and later 

became the CSIRO (Chapter 5). This agency was responsible for the first systematic 

evidence-based approach taken to managing wildlife in Australia. Although (native) 

wildlife appreciation societies existed in Australia at that time, and had some influence 

in shaping legislation, the passing of the Australian National Parks and Wildlife 

Conservation Act (1975) was arguably the first federal initiative that reflected a shift 

towards conservation based on wildlife being intrinsically valued. 

Materials presented in the previous chapter suggest there is no clearly defined 

philosophy guiding management of Australian fauna, nor does there even appear to be 

widespread consensus on what constitutes “wildlife” and “pest” species. The 

consequence of this is that there is no agreement on how best to manage Australian 

biodiversity. It is therefore timely to look anew at the phenomena of wildlife in Australia, 

its differing constructions, and the values ascribed to it. At this point it is also 

appropriate to not only open investigation into stakeholder perceptions of wildlife 

emerging during wildlife conflicts but to look more widely at how wildlife is represented 

in the media and elsewhere. The observations made in the previous sections also 

underlie the importance of looking at Australian wildlife in a purely Australian context. 
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To do this, it is critical to adopt a methodology that will give a fresh start and, if 

possible, strip away some philosophies with regard to wildlife management imported 

from elsewhere.  Such an approach is offered via the use of methodologies more 

common outside the field of wildlife management. The methodological approach best 

suited to a bottom up investigation into perceptions of wildlife and its management is 

Grounded Theory Methodology. It is also the aim of this thesis to remain relevant to the 

field of wildlife management. What is novel in this approach is the focus on locating 

wildlife in social rather than in purely physical landscapes. 
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Chapter 6 

Reassessing values-based approaches to wildlife management 

Differing meanings of values 

A concept frequently discussed in human dimensions research and throughout this 

thesis is that of “value” or “values.” Describing and measuring “values” associated with 

wildlife is a key component in the works such researchers as Kellert (1977b;1985; 

1996;1997) and Decker (1991;1992;Decker et al. 1987).  “Values” was also a term 

frequently raised by informants participating in the studies described in the later 

chapters.  The use of the term by the different stakeholder groups and its use in the 

literature indicated that there were at least three separate meanings commonly 

associated with “values.”  Its use by social scientists has a set of precise meanings that 

are specific to the discipline, and often to particular theories. Typically these refer to 

deeply rooted beliefs that are generally shared either by an entire culture or by 

significant groups within that culture (see for example Worsley 1970: 497-8, 520-2). 

It is now common, particularly among planning or wildlife management professionals, 

to express items of importance as having particular values. For instance, old buildings 

are often described as having “heritage values”; or remnant vegetation as having 

“ecological values,” or the presence of wildlife as having “aesthetic” (Rolston 1987), 

“recreational” (Shaw 1987) and “educational” values (Peyton 2000).  The use of “value” 

in this sense seems synonymous with an object or phenomena being of importance.  

Its use in this way often does not define to whom it is of importance nor does it suggest 

how important it may be: it merely recognises that for some of the population these 

things are important. The final layer of meaning commonly ascribed to “value” is its 

worth – often expressed in monetary terms.  Typically this meaning was used by lay 

groups and some professionals interviewed in the case studies to express the 

monetary worth of wildlife or the damage it caused or what it costs to manage. The 

monetary value of wildlife appears to be the common interpretation used by wildlife 

professionals in the recent past (see below for a discussion of Decker and Goff 1987).  

In Chapters 8, 10, 12 and 13 of this thesis instances are given where the “value” of 

wildlife was negative because it threatened personal safety, commercial interests or 

caused property damage. For others, the presence of wildlife was positive where it 

attracted tourists to particular locations or tours, or promoted the sale of wildlife-themed 
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merchandise (Fraser Island Dingo Study), or where food for feeding wildlife was sold 

(Feeding Study).  In this sense, the sociological meanings associated with “value” 

mutually exclude those that would hold an object or phenomena as holding a negative 

“value.” The use of the term, layers and its users are set out in Table 6.1.13 

 

Application 

 

 

Characteristic 

 

Use 

Sociological Strict definitions – a core concept 
in many social theories 

Academic 

Professional  Limited, typically associated with 
the assignment of monetary value 
and non-monetary importance to 
objects and phenomena 

Wildlife managers and 
planners  

Lay or common Broadly associated with worth and 
monetary benefits and costs 
accruing to wildlife 

General public, wildlife based 
tour operators, tourist venue 
owners/ managers.  

NB the use values in this sense 
showed little overlap in 
meaning with its sociological 
and professional uses. 

 

Table 6.1 - Meanings associated with “values” 

An additional complication is that in some uses, “value” can have specific meanings 

that are either exclusive or have meanings exhibiting considerable overlap. Ascribing 

intrinsic values to wildlife (that is, wildlife is “good”) may overlap with other meanings 

commonly associated with “values.” For example, using Kellert’s (1977) value typology, 

the intrinsic values of wildlife would overlap with values associated with its utility, 

educative, scientific, ecological and commercial functions - but would be incompatible 

with its negativistic and possibly neutralistic and dominionistic values (Kellert 1996). 

Applying the commonly held meaning to “value,” that is, wildlife is worth something, 

may in some circumstances fulfil all three definitions.   

                                                

13 Even when the commercial utilisation of wildlife is discussed at length the dichotomy between 

value and price is neither addressed nor resolved (Australian Parliament Senate Rural and 

Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee and Woodley1998). 
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Exploration of values – the sociological approach  

One sociology textbook written in the 1980s defines values as “socially shared ideas 

about what is good, right, and desirable” (Robertson 1987: 663). The study of values 

and value systems has been a key issue in sociology but contemporary texts tend 

towards more relativistic definitions. The Dictionary of Critical Sociology (Mazur 2005) 

merely defines values in the context of its use by the various schools of sociological 

thought, rather assigning any specific meaning.   

Early sociologists used the concept of values to describe a universal and common 

agreement between members of a society on those things that were “good.”  Rankin (in 

Worsley 1971: 444) argues “dominant values tend to set the standards for what is 

considered objectively right”.  

 

The more completely the subordinate classes endorse or internalise the dominant 

value system the less serious will be the conflicts arising from existing inequalities 

(Worsley 1970: 488-94). For example, in western countries the Protestant Work Ethic 

places a value on hard work and the expected reward for hard work is wealth and 

status (Haralambos and Holborn 1995: 25, 178).  

In Australia, “mateship” could be viewed as a commonly held value that finds 

expression when people “lend a hand,” “pass the hat around,” or “chip in.” The 

following excerpt is a letter to the editor of the Weekend Australian (4/6/05) where the 

author, extremely critical of the relationship between Australia and Indonesia, claims 

the two countries are neighbours as an “accident of geography” and uses the analogy,  

… if we were talking about people who lived in our street, (they) would be the 
sort of neighbours you’d nod politely to, and give a hand to if they needed it, but 
not pretend you had much interest in being best friends. (Weekend Australian 
4/6/05)   

The above quote succinctly states the obligations the value “mateship” confers on the 

average person. Importantly, common interest and friendship are not prerequisites for 

the expectation of “lending a hand.”   

The Marxist interpretation of the “Protestant Work Ethic” was that hard work and 

industry among the working classes only made those owning the means of production 

richer; when the working classes became conscious of this inequity it would inevitably 

lead to revolution (Worsley 1970: 489-91; Giddens and Cassell 1993: 38-87). Although 
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still regarded as insightful, Marx’s predictions did not eventuate as no revolution has 

occurred in an industrialised country although these inequities still exist. This led later 

sociologists like Max Weber to argue that while hard work and industry are valued, the 

opportunities to participate in a capitalist economy were limited. That is, while the core 

agreement on what was “good” remained intact, both access and means were 

restricted according to class (Giddens 2001b: 284-6).  For the disenfranchised classes, 

rather than turn to revolution these inequities could be reconciled by the development 

of a sub-dominant set of values accommodating the disparity between the benefits 

supposed to accrue from hard work and the realisation that hard work in itself was not 

always rewarded with wealth. This realisation led to the development of 

“accommodating” values which could find expression in such phrases as “no use 

complaining” or “not much you can do about it” (Worsley 1970:147; Giddens and 

Cassell 1993). Others argue the working and capital classes in England went to 

different churches, were taught in different schools and to a lesser extent used different 

languages. Their values, which differed markedly, were those of ostensibly different 

cultures (Abercrombie and Turner 1978).  

The problem with “traditional” values  

In sociology the study of values has always been problematic because many important 

values are not always apparent and more frustratingly, as they are explored they often 

tend to fragment.  Using the family and so called “family values” as an example, 

Giddens (2001a: 173) argues that what is generally meant by “nuclear family” is a 

socially sanctioned (married) male and female living together in a monogamous sexual 

relationship with their biological children. In reality, he argues, such a family may be 

common but it is certainly not universal. The old norm in western societies whereby 

families were supported by a single income has been replaced by the new norm of 

families dependent on dual incomes (Economist 2001a: 135-50; Giddens 2001b: Ch 7). 

By the 1990s, the US, Canada, the UK and France recorded on average 30% of births 

occurring outside of marriage and other first world countries reported similar increases 

(Caplow 1998). These changes in what were previously class-based values cannot be 

attributed to greater equities in income, which Caplow argues have shifted little if at all, 

but to greater equity in education, better employment opportunities and diminution of 

racial barriers. In this context the issues that cut across social barriers like abortion, 

feminism, consumerism and environmentalism are determined less by class and more 

by individual ideologies. Under these analyses, when terms like “family values” are 
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used they may only refer to what some people wished were once true.  Unlike the early 

sociologists who believed that values were the bedrock of society’s social structure, 

values are now seen as relative and reflect the culturally informed perspectives of 

different individuals and groups (Worsley 1970: 173; Giddens 2001b).  

The belief in a morally correct ideal has led to societal conflicts that are generated 

when societal groups believe these are being ignored. Anxiety and conflict over 

“slipping standards” are essential components of what has been termed “moral panic” 

(Cohen 1972, 2002), and it is a theoretical perspective of some currency in the 

explanation of aspects of conflict described in later chapters. In the studies which 

follow, evidence of “slipping standards” is seen when participants reflect “its worse now 

than before,” “there’s less wildlife/habitat than before” or when there is a call to “do 

something” (before its gets worse). 

It is debatable whether many of the values commonly ascribed to wildlife hold the same 

sociological meaning as those used by the authors cited above. That is not to deny that 

wildlife is valued, or that those values have changed or are in the process of change: 

what is being questioned is whether the use of “values” in the field of wildlife 

management refers to the deep-rooted psychological influences on human behaviour 

which sociologists see as shaping society. At this point there is little written in the field 

of wildlife management that attempts to articulate the various uses of values.  

Recognising the previously stated limitations, if there is a widespread “value” 

associated with wildlife in Australia it is that it holds an intrinsic value.  The Federal 

Government articulates this as the prevailing value although in its expression there is a 

diversity of associated values ranging from utility to aesthetic and even spiritual 

(Australia Parliament Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References 

Committee and Woodley 1998: 3).  Interviewees in the present research (Chapters 8 

and 10) stated that the presence of wildlife was for the most part good, that is, wildlife 

is intrinsically good or intrinsically valued.  Even when the behaviours of wildlife caused 

nuisance, few wanted to see animals destroyed. What this indicated was that many of 

those adversely affected by wildlife still felt it was good even when it behaved badly.   

In developing the argument for conservation of the Australian environment, Burgman 

and Lindenmayer (1998: 2-9) propose two key values categories and a set of sub 

categories with regard to natural resources. They are: 
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1) Utilitarian – noting that such an approach implies, with all its limitations, 

that wildlife be assigned economic values and that the allocation and 

regulation of natural resources are primarily political issues.  

a. Consumptive value – this includes the use of plants and animals as 

food, medicine and as building materials. 

b. Productive use – the commercial use of plant and animal products. 

c. Service values – this value recognises that the actions of plants and 

animal not directly harvested are crucial to the commercial 

production of other materials (the authors cite as examples 

photosynthesis and microbial soil activities in the production of 

crops). 

d. Scientific and educational values – recognition that some relatively 

undisturbed areas offer research and educational opportunities. 

e. Cultural, spiritual experiential and existence values – recognition that 

many areas may hold sacred meanings to Indigenous Australians. 

The authors also state that places that allow solitude or places of 

scenic amenity are important to humans.  

f. Aesthetic, recreational and tourist use – included in this are the 

needs of Australians to enjoy the natural environment through such 

activities as bush walking and bird watching. The authors also list as 

recreational uses activities such as fishing, hunting and four-wheel 

driving and note that many of these activities impact on the 

environment and in themselves have a cost. Similarly, wildlife-based 

on “eco-tourism” is seen as a consumptive use of the environment. 

2) Intrinsic value – in developing the case that the environment holds intrinsic 

values the authors are less lucid in giving examples but instead cite two 

ethics commonly invoked.  

a. The ecocentric ethic – which in part states that humans are part of 

nature and that all nature, irrespective of its use to humans, is to be 

valued. 
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b.  The biocentric ethic – this represents a shift away from 

anthropocentric perspectives usually taken when viewing nature, 

towards a more radical and problematic approach in which rights are 

proscribed to non-human species. 

Many interviewees struggled when asked to state what they thought the value of 

wildlife was. Most gave replies associating wildlife with its monetary worth, either as a 

product or as a marketable phenomenon or in terms of the costs associated with 

damage caused by wildlife. Traditional approaches to economic valuation are 

underscored by the assumption that for an object to hold an economic value it must 

have both a market and a buyer. In terms of the economic valuation of wildlife this is 

most easily demonstrated in the prices people will pay to hunt (McDivitt 1987; Shelton 

1987) or watch wildlife (Tisdell et al. 2000; Tisdell et al. 2003; Tisdell et al. 2004). This 

approach is not effective when particular species have no apparent economic value but 

their continuance is deemed to be of intrinsic importance. An example of this would be 

the conservation of critically endangered species. Values assigned to endangered 

species tend to focus either on the cost of recovery of a species or in contingency 

valuations - which either assume there is a market or where estimates are made of 

what people believe they are worth (Grace and Victoria Dept. of Conservation Forests 

and Lands 1988; Hanley and Spash 1993; Rietbetgen-McCracken and Abaza 2000; 

Bandara and Tisdell 2002; Tisdell et al. 2004).14 Studies using these methodologies 

calculate what people will pay for the continuance of a species, or will pay to simply 

know that a species continues to exist. 

An attempted synthesis of meaning 

These separations in meanings generate confusion between those approaches viewing 

natural phenomena or objects as holding inherent worth and those assigning economic 

and/or social values to them. An attempt to resolve this separation was through a 

framework that located value orientations on a continuum between held values and 

assigned values (Brown 1984). Brown and Manfredo (1987) identified a similar 

confusion in the field of wildlife management and sought a partial resolution by 

                                                

14 Contingency valuation and cost benefit analysis and their relationship to wildlife and policy 

are outside the scope of this thesis.  
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distinguishing between the different classes of values, and via the development of a 

partial definition of social values. Their stated objective, however, was to attain 

economic valuations for wildlife while recognising that “the array of held values is not 

for many commonly revealed in economic valuation.” Under these constraints their 

partial description of a social value was:   

The social values that concern us here – cultural, societal, psychological and 
physiological values can be both held and assigned. They are revealed when we 
consider the consumer, individual, and societal outputs… They are revealed in 
the kind of outcomes and experiences that are realized by users of wildlife and in 
the kinds of individual and societal benefits obtained from engagement with 
wildlife (Brown and Manfredo 1987:20). 

Some early human dimensions commentators (Teague and Colorado State University 

Wildlife Conservation Manual Committee 1971) noted that although there have been 

increases in the “social values” associated with wildlife, managers had failed to keep 

abreast of these changes. Others complained that economists and sociologists were 

“overly academic” and had failed to engage in the management of wildlife (Berryman 

1987:7). Jacobson (1998) criticises conservation biologists for their lack of insight in not 

adopting multidisciplinary approaches. Getting biologists to embrace human 

dimensions methods she likens to training “idiot savants” (1998: 263). 

The effect of values and attitudes on behaviour 

There is some doubt that predispositions – whether they are values, attitudes or beliefs 

– held towards a particular object or phenomena actually predict behaviour (Anderson 

et al. 2004). The Theory of Reasoned Action was first developed by Ajzen and Fishbein 

(1975; 1977). It has been applied to a diversity of social research fields that include 

public health (Fishbein et al. 2002), home owners intention regarding fuel management 

(Vogt et al. 2005), organizational change (Bock et al. 2005; Lee and Kim 2005) and the 

management of deer populations (Fulton et al. 2004; Lauber and Knuth 2004). These 

studies tend to be characterised by the limits their authors place on any findings linking 

public education with modifying behaviours. For example, in evaluating anti-drug 

messages, Fishbein et al. (2002) argue that if the contexts in which messages are 

delivered are poorly understood the outcomes may be opposite to those intended. In 

these cases the impact of such messages will be negligible, or worse, provoke 

increases in anti-social behaviours – what Fishbein calls the “boomerang effect.” In the 

field of wildlife management, a number of models describe different values typologies 

and value orientations (see for example Kellert 1985; Brown and Manfredo 1987; 
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Decker et al. 1987; Kellert 1987; Steinhoff 1987; Kellert 1995; Kellert 1997) but the 

implicit assumption in these studies are the values they identify and measure will in fact 

predict particular behaviour.  

Values based research in wildlife management - conclusions 

Many of the papers cited above come from the 1987 proceedings of a symposium titled 

the Valuing Wildlife: Economic and Social Perspectives (Decker and Goff 1987). It 

contained 45 academic papers, case studies and summaries on topics related to the 

valuing of wildlife. The vast majority of these articles interpreted wildlife as having 

economic values or the economic value as a subset of its “social” value. Even those 

papers describing the ecological importance of wildlife still attached monetary values to 

many processes. For example Talbot (1987) costed such functions as pollination, seed 

dispersal, predation and germination. The less common approach taken by some 

authors covered aesthetics (Rolston 1987), quality of life (Kellert 1987), and 

educational opportunities and philosophical perspectives on wildlife (Callicott 1987). 

These latter papers are particularly informative because they attempt to identify values 

ascribed to wildlife in purely non-monetary terms. The exception, and it is minor, is 

Kellert’s (1987) value typology, which identified “material values” under the category of 

utilitarian values. The other theme in the collection was the assessment and 

incorporation of “public” or “wildlife values” in decision-making. The latter categorisation 

is problematic because it assumes rather than defines the values it uses, for example: 

Policy makers need to integrate wildlife values information with biological 
considerations early in the formulation of priority decisions and policy judgements 
(Doig 1987: 306).    

The papers from this symposium represent the first attempt to describe the influence 

and significance of underlying preferences (sociological values) and importance 

(professional values) and worth (common or lay value) in day-to-day and strategic 

management of wildlife.  

It is apparent that values-based approaches form a large part of the “human 

dimensions” aspect in the management of wildlife. A common theme in the wildlife 

management literature emanating from North America is that considerable attention is 

given to the utility value of wildlife. In Australia, however, the values ascribed to wildlife 

are poorly defined. Recreation hunting, the most common utilisation of wildlife 
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elsewhere, is limited in Australia and where (recreational) shooting does occur it 

typically coincides with pest management. 
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Chapter 7 

Developing a theoretical framework  

What is real? How is one to know? (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 13) 

Few of us will ever really know for sure if the fridge light really goes out when you 
close the door. (Anon) 

Reality versus realities 

A critical element of social constructionist theory is the premise that different people 

see the world differently. This immediately questions the existence of an external, 

objective and knowable reality. The question is not new and for the most part remains 

unresolved. It is raised here because it is a core element in the both the theory and 

methods used in this thesis.  

Moore’s twentieth century refutation of Descartes’ eighteenth century treatise on doubt 

looked to be a sound platform on which to build systems of knowledge based on 

external, objective and quantifiable reality (Moore 1959). Moore argued that for 

sceptics to claim there was no evidence of an external world, they had to accept a 

“philosophical reality” that was less evident than the external reality they rejected. If 

sceptics chose to doubt the existence of an external reality then the burden of proof 

rested with them, not with those who took the commonsense view that the world was 

real.  However, that “victory” was illusory. Philosopher/sociologists such as Berger and 

Luckmann (1966) and Blumer (1969) argued that our perceptions of reality are relative. 

The question of whether or not there is an external and knowable reality is irrelevant 

because, they argued, whatever it was that was “out there,” there was no consensus as 

to what it was. Communications between individuals, while based on common symbols 

(words, phrases, gestures), are often misunderstood or mis-communicated because 

the meanings individuals attach to those symbols differ (Blumer 1969). When an 

individual associates meanings with particular symbols they do so based on their 

experience, which in turn is shaped by such social determinants as culture, race, 

ethnicity, class and gender (Berger and Luckmann 1966:36). The genie was out of the 

bottle again – if in fact it was ever successfully contained. Those studying social 

phenomena had to come to terms with internal and external realities and more 

importantly, accommodate this dichotomy into theory.  Berger and Luckmann argued 

that many aspects of reality were socially constructed,  
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… “constructed” because it was construed from perceptions and previously 
acquired knowledge. (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 36)  

While there is “common sense” agreement enabling day-to-day interactions, the 

knowledge a person uses to comprehend the social world is entirely subjective, based 

on little more than their own experiences. Using Berger and Luckmann’s example, the 

owner of a car might know enough to drive it and know when to have it serviced but 

has no knowledge of what a service entails or how to use the tools needed for 

servicing. The knowledge of servicing and tools resides with the mechanic.  The 

relationship to the objects in the lives of the owner and the mechanic are expressed in 

terms of the proximity of the objects to the actors. There is a sense of here which 

dissipates as the objects become more distant and more part of the lives of others, 

giving a sense of there. Or, as they put it, “My ‘here’ is their ‘there,’ my ‘now’ does not 

fully overlap with theirs” (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 37).  The everyday knowledge 

enabling individuals to “get about” is taken for granted and is believed to be self-evident 

or based on what is assumed to be a shared reality.  This causes no difficulties while 

actors function according to their shared (or overlapping) reality but is threatened when 

actors or objects behave in novel ways. Berger and Luckmann (1967: 149) argue that 

society is both subjective and objective; to make sense of it a theoretician must 

incorporate elements of both into their analysis. To properly “unpick” the relationship 

between the object and its perceiver, the researcher must “bracket” or suspend their 

worldviews (Janesick 2000: 390-1). 

Evidence and analysis presented in the following chapters challenge some of the 

underlying assumptions made in the field of wildlife management. An approach is 

therefore sought whereby objective and subjective phenomena can be examined in a 

formalised fashion.  

Theoretical perspective 

Social Construction – definition and examples 

Studies of the attitudes, perceptions and values of different societal groups make up a 

considerable proportion of research in the field of human dimensions. It is therefore 
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reasonable to explore the adoption of value orientations of particular groups from a 

social constructionist15 perspective.  

Definition: 

Social constructionism is a critical perspective in which its principal underlying 

assumption is that all knowledge is subjective.  

In a fairly unremarkable sense we are all social constructivists if we believe that 
the mind is active in the construction of knowledge. Most of us would agree that 
knowing is not passive – a simple imprinting of sense data on the mind – but 
active; that is, the mind does something with these impressions, at the very least 
forming abstractions concepts. … [K]nowledge is not disinterested, apolitical and 
exclusive of effective and embodied aspects of human experience (Schwandt 
2000: 197-8). 

There is no single complete definition of social construction. There are, however, two 

commonly recognised interpretations of social construction: the “weak” and the 

“strong.” The weak form sees the intertwining social phenomena and scientific 

knowledge as an integral part of theory generation. In essence, it is a position which 

rejects extreme relativism. In contrast, the strong form is closely related to the 

phenomenological and symbolic integrationist positions that hold there is no knowledge 

beyond personal experience (Schwandt 2000).  

The following studies are drawn from the field of wildlife management. Although neither 

took a purely constructivist perspective these studies readily lend themselves to 

constructionist interpretation:16 

1) Kellert (1976) described nine separate value orientations from which 

Americans viewed wildlife. In addition, he reported that many of the values 

were socially determined and that there were significant differences in value 

scores recorded for rural and urban residents.  The study also reported that 

sub-groups of hunters (nature hunters, meat hunters, sport hunters) 

                                                

15 The terms ‘constructionist’ and ‘constructivist’ are used synonymously in most of the 
literature. The apparently minor theoretical differences are not discussed here. 
16 There are other studies that could be similarly interpreted, for example, Burns and Howard 
(2003); Butler et al (2003),  Chase et al. (2004); Ericsson et al. (2004); Lafon et al. (2004); 
Layden et al. (2003); Miller (2003); Nie (2004); Weladji et al. (2003). 
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displayed significant differences in value scores – as well as recording 

differences between other groups such as vegetarians, trappers and 

farmers. Kellert claimed many of the differences were profound and that the 

groups tended to “talk about one another not to one another” (Kellert 1976 

445). 

2) Champ (2002) attributes the shift from utilitarian to protectionist values in 

the USA and other Western countries to the role of “wildlife media.” Using 

grounded theory methods and a symbolic interactionist framework, the 

study interviewed 60 families on topics regarding wildlife.  Champ concluded 

that the growth of the wildlife media from the late nineteenth century has 

added an additional utility to wildlife, namely education and entertainment.  

Although not adopting a social constructionist viewpoint his analysis is 

relativist and looks to enculturation as the source of differing wildlife 

perspectives.   

From these examples comes the simple observation that different groups of people 

perceive value or construct wildlife, differently. And, these differences are socially 

determined or are traceable to differing value orientations or belief systems.  The 

theoretical orientation for this thesis is that of social construction and the method 

adopted for its investigation is grounded theory methodology – commonly referred to as 

“grounded theory.” 

Methodological approach 

Grounded theory 

The grounded theory approach evolved in the Chicago school of sociology and was an 

attempt to rectify what was observed as the divide between sociological theory and 

empirical data (Glaser and Strauss 1967). The correct naming of the methodology and 

used as the title of their initial text was Discovering Grounded Theory, so named 

because practitioners would use empirical data to develop theory. A key element of 

grounded theory, in spite of the name, is that it is a method (Bernard 2000: 443). In its 

original form (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 1990), a researcher would 

immediately commence fieldwork to gather the first hand knowledge required to 

explore their subject. As a method it seeks the systematic discovery of social theory 

from data rather than attempting to impose existing theory on observed social 
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phenomena.  In its application researchers seek to denude themselves of 

preconceptions and prejudices when examining new phenomena or revisiting old.  A 

Grounded Theory methodology is a bottom-up, data driven approach used in the 

examination of social phenomena (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Glaser 1993, 1994; 

Bernard 2000: 433-4).  Charmez (2000:509) gives a sound explanation of the 

approach.   

Essentially, grounded theory methods consist of methods of systematic inductive 
guidelines for collecting and analysing data to build middle-range theoretical 
frameworks that explain the collected data.  

Charmez (2000: 509) argues that data is used to generate theory, and that theory can 

be used to “bridge” between observed phenomena and meta-theory.17 The method, 

while essentially qualitative, is considered positivist in its orientation because it 

assumes an external reality, a neutral observer and is reductionist in its rendering of 

data. It is the objectivist and reductionist strategies embedded in its method rather than 

its compliance with more contemporary approaches employing subjective and reflexive 

methods of analysis which postmodernists claim is its weakness (Charmez 2000: 510). 

As Glaser and Strauss diverged in their approach to grounded theory, the field 

expanded and subsequent researchers have since employed a variety of strategies 

including objectivist, reflexive analysis and symbolic interactionism (Charmez 2000: 

510). In spite of Glaser’s (1994) strident criticisms of the later interpretations of 

grounded theory offered by Strauss and Corbin (1990), it is now apparent that studies 

incorporating a diverse range of theoretical frameworks use grounded theory methods 

to collect, code and categorise data but do not always use the methodology to conduct 

final analysis.  Constructionist approaches building on grounded theory methodologies 

such as those described by Charmez are widely used and accepted but still attract 

fierce debate (see for example commentary by Bryant 2003).   

For Bernard (2000), grounded theory is a method of particular value when doing textual 

analysis – and under his definition “texts” can be almost anything. With the advent of 

electronic archives, such things as legal and newspaper databases, religious texts, 

modern and ancient literature are all ideal for analysis. In the same vein, Bernard 

                                                

17 This point is hotly contested. Although Glaser (1994) argues there is no theory other than that 

gleaned from data, later theorists use the method to uncover themes in the data to generate 

new theory or where applicable to employ old (Charmez 2000). 
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proposes that sitcoms, country music and comics can be explored for their thematic 

content. In particular, he notes the controversy surrounding Lucille Ball’s choice to 

appear in I Love Lucy while pregnant and compares that with more contemporary 

shows such as Seinfeld (Bernard 2001: 439).  By analysing the content in these shows, 

as well as language used and the roles of the actors – in particular the portrayal of 

women – researchers can examine and comment on social trends.  

There are two important facets of this type of research: the first is that it is probably the 

only way to study content which is either difficult to quantify or is richly detailed but 

often presents relatively few cases; the second is that it allows researchers to 

systematically study some social trends that began before their study commenced and 

in some cases before they were born. This point is of particular relevance when 

examining the aetiology of a wildlife dispute, a topic covered in later chapters. 

Differing approaches to doing grounded theory research 

In reality, it is impossible to strip a person of their preconceptions. At best what 

researchers in these fields can do is examine and challenge those they hold. 

Nonetheless, grounded theory approaches enable researchers to learn what they do 

not know and to design studies to fill those gaps. In advocating this approach, Glaser 

and Strauss (1967) argued that traditional study methodologies, with their reliance on 

literature searches and the application of existing theory, have the potential to bias 

research. Where the literature and existing theory was of greatest value, they argued, 

was in the contextualisation of emergent theory. More recently, “grounded” approaches 

are integrated with study designs incorporating mixed-methodologies.  In such studies, 

researchers undertake an initial, or exploratory, phase as a means of developing and 

pre-testing survey instruments to be used in a larger quantitative study (see for 

example Larson et al. 1997; Larson et al. 1998).  

A third approach, and it is the one used here, is to commence with an exploratory 

phase of data collection. These data inform not only the structuring of subsequent 

research but direct the literature review. The advantage of this approach is that it 

avoids some of the negatives associated with theory driven research and avoids some 

of the criticisms of grounded theory research expressed in the adage, “a good six 

months in the field will often save ten minutes in the library.” 
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The structure of Grounded Theory Research 

Irrespective of how theoretical analysis will be undertaken, Charmez (2000: 514-9) 

argues that the essential components of the approach are: 

1) The systematic collection of data, 

2) The simultaneous collection and analysis of data. 

3) The coding and categorisation of data. 

4) The critical analysis of data via memo-ing and vevo-ing. 

Vevo-ing and memo-ing are a means of analysing and re-analysing the data until it has 

been taken to it highest level of abstraction. The object of this part of the process is to 

give the emerging categories and the theories they inform greater explanatory power.  

The hard part of grounded theory research is the time and effort required by the 

researcher to become first immersed in the data and then to make sense of it. Bernard 

(2001:445) gives two tips for this part of the analysis. The first is to give all data what 

he calls the “ocular scan” (eyeballing). In short he advises the researcher to use any 

means at hand to become familiar with the data. This may include multiple readings of 

the texts, bundling notes and texts together, pinning notes to bulletin boards, using 

pieces of string to link related texts, card indexes and so on – all are techniques 

recognised as falling within the process of “immersion.” 

The second tip relates to the process by which patterns emerge and categories meld 

into themes. This is the analytical phase where having absorbed the data researchers 

are advised to use the “interocular percussive test which is where you wait for patterns 

to hit you between the eyes” (Bernard 2001: 445). Bernard is not being flippant, he 

argues in essence this is what all good researchers, be they qualitative or quantitative, 

use when they do science (2001: 419). These approaches to handling and processing 

data are not new although their use as a formal research tool has been associated with 

the growth of the theoretical social research approaches discussed above.  

A six step approach to doing Grounded Theory research  

Grounded theory is an iterative process by which you, the analyst, become 
more and more grounded in the data. During the process you come to 
understand more and more deeply how whatever you’re studying really works. 
(Bernard 2001, 444) 
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Bernard (2001)18 describes grounded theory as progressing through six stages. In the 

later stages as the researcher moves from the manipulation of data to the formulation 

of theory some of the boundaries between the stages blur. 

1) The production or collection of texts. A preliminary reading of a small 

sample of these texts immediately follows this stage. (The texts used in this 

thesis include interview and focus groups transcripts, field notes, flyers, 

minutes of meetings, documents obtained under FOI requests, postcards, 

advertising and promotional materials and descriptions of radio programs.) 

2) Identification of analytic categories. A common practice is to develop a 

codebook from the initial perusal of texts; less common is to use a 

codebook developed elsewhere. The codebook contains a brief description 

of the category and easy to use code name. For example MagAgg would be 

straightforward, easy way to remember a code for the category, magpie 

aggression. A codebook might contain categories and their subcategories 

and a number code. This approach is still valid and was used as the basis 

for the NUD*IST software package. Its successor, N-VIVO, allows the 

“codebook” to be stored within the program. Both systems use powerful 

relational databases to index texts and model concepts. A feature of N-

VIVO is its ability to import previously coded texts, complete with links from 

NUD*IST. Some early data for this thesis was entered and analysed using 

NUD*IST but was stored within the N-VIVO package. All references to 

coding, unless otherwise stated, relate to the use of N-VIVO.  

Most of these categories are uncovered during the preliminary reading and 

coding of texts. Typically they are of a lower order and are used as to assist 

later abstractions.   

3) Categories compared and contrasted. During this stage categories and 

sub categories may be further broken down or, as patterns begin to emerge 

they might be collapsed or joined with other categories. For example, a 

component of the category Snakes as a problem species might be a fear of 

being bitten. Under the category Flying-foxes as a problem species, is the 

                                                

18 The following section draws heavily on Bernard (2001, Chapter 12, Qualitative Data Analysis: 

Text analysis 437-468).  



  Page 83 

fear they might pass on a serious disease and similarly Magpies as a 

problem species, may have the subcategory fear of being swooped. The 

question arises; is fear a component of being a “problem species?” What 

about Brush turkeys in gardens and possums in the roof space? Are they a 

problem species because people fear them digging up their yard or crawling 

around in their ceilings? There is ample evidence to suggest some people 

fear crows because of what they might do to other species, not to mention 

their peace of mind, but is it the same as fearing a lethal snakebite? Should 

these species be categorised under a higher order category called fear in 

which they are separated under categories of species that cause fear and 

species that don’t cause fear or even species that cause annoyance? 

Answering these questions and reordering and recoding these thematic 

categories becomes a critical part of this process.  

4) Conceptualisation. This is an extension of the process described above 

and commonly requires researchers to distance themselves from the data 

and from individual texts appearing under the various categories. This 

enables examination of emerging patterns and linkages. It is at this stage of 

analysis that the focus changes from what is in the categories to what’s 

happening between them.  The process is dynamic and often time-

consuming. During this and the next stage the researcher will use various 

techniques involving memo-ing to assist development of theory.  Textbook 

approaches suggest writing memos (usually to oneself)19 to both chart and 

assist the progress from data to theory.  Using N-Vivo, this can be done 

using some of the automated functions or the researcher may choose to 

write on the relationships between the categories and these texts may in 

turn be further analysed as theory begins to coalesce.  

5) Developing theoretical models.  The relations between the different 

categories are used to develop conceptual models involving continued 

checking and re-checking against the data. Because Glaser and Strauss 

(1996) sought to better link theory with observed data, they advocated this 

step be undertaken with extreme rigour. It entails trawling the data for cases 

                                                

19 Charmez (2001:217-8) describes the development of the ‘dual’ or ‘dialectal’ self. 
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supporting the emerging theory and, just as importantly, for those cases 

which did not. 

6) The write-up. The theory is developed and written up with the use of 

exemplars. Sometimes interviewees make their points in convoluted ways. 

Some researchers choose to “tidy up” what their participants say while 

others choose to have their subjects “speak for themselves.” Others leave in 

the pauses, false starts and “umms” and “ahs” and still others try to present 

the texts in the way they (the researcher) understood it.  Bernard cautions 

against over analysis – if what is observed has a simple explanation then it 

should be simply explained.  

The use of data 

The approaches described by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and Strauss and Corbin 

(1990) focuses on how to do analysis rather than how to collect data (Charmez 2000, 

514). In later writings, Glasser (1994) proposed in the search for patterns and themes 

to explain particular social phenomena where all relevant information is considered, 

that is, “all is data.” This approach sees all sources of information including scholarly 

works and refereed journal articles combined into a single dataset with interview 

transcripts and field notes (Glaser 1993, Bernard 2000, Charmez 2001). However, this 

opens an epistemological debate over the relative weight given to opinions expressed 

in interviews, and the presentation of study findings appearing in journals.    

Saturation 

In gathering data, the rule of thumb is for collection to continue until no new information 

is uncovered, i.e. to the point of saturation. In grounded theory this occurs when all new 

data falls under existing analytical categories (Charmez 2001 501). Depending on the 

phenomena under investigation this can be done with a surprisingly small number of 

observations (Howard 2005)20 or the phenomena may be so complex that categories 

are never closed (Charmez 2001). As a corollary, Bernard advises that in qualitative 

research it is still good practice to strive for representative sampling if the population 

                                                

20 Griffith University management was given novel insights into issues relating to the cleanliness 

and perceived cleanliness of university amenities based on interviews with three people. 
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under investigation is sufficiently large, if the situation allows and where it adds validity 

to the investigation (Bernard 2000).  

Sampling  

The positivist approach to sampling is to attempt wherever possible to get a 

representative subset of the population under investigation. In contrast, qualitative 

approaches in general, seek exhaustive representation of the concepts under 

investigation. A study of risk factors associated with the transmission of Ross River 

virus in Brisbane and Cairns used a series of focus groups to establish among other 

things how residents avoided being bitten by mosquitoes. Responses ranged from the 

obvious “Aerogard,” “mozzie coils,” “long pants and long sleeves” through to responses 

such as “I never worry if I’m out with my wife, they always bite her.” For the purpose of 

informing that study, the frequency of those responses was less important than their 

diversity. As unlikely as some of the responses seemed, saturation was obtained after 

relatively few focus groups.  Although eight focus groups were run in all, no new 

insights were uncovered after the first six (Larson et al 2000). That said, Bernard 

(2000) recommends when selecting interviewees, unless there is cause to do 

otherwise, all efforts should be made to ensure representativeness and in this respect 

random sampling strategies are as good as any. 

Theoretical Sensitivity 

For this type of research, it is not a prerequisite for the researcher to be versed in 

existing theory; what is required is for the researcher to be “theoretically sensitised.”  

That is, in the continual process of collection, coding and analysis the researcher is 

open to emergent theory and adept in its use. The loss of theoretical sensitivity occurs 

when theory is developed too early and subsequent data are a forced fit. Strauss and 

Corbin (1990 42-44) describe a four step process by which researchers acquire 

sensitivity. They are: 

1) Literature. This is wider than just academic and peer reviewed sources 

but includes all texts related to the topic. In the field of wildlife 

management in Australia, a considerable volume of texts exists only as 

“grey literature” such as unpublished reports, fact sheets and 

departmental and NGO files. Some of the materials used in one of the 

studies described here were acquired via a FOI request. Talking to 

insiders can augment this backgrounding. I have found simply engaging in 
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conversations in the initial phase of the project, rather than formal 

interviews, to be a very powerful investigative tool. Initially, it was a quick 

way to identify different stakeholder groups and to acquire some of the 

jargon they used as well as identifying what they thought were the major 

issues. Just as importantly, when I came to the interview phase I had a 

network of people who knew me and what I was studying. From there it 

was easy to arrange formal interviews, and through those contacts to seek 

other stakeholders of interest to the study.  

2) Professional experience. Strauss and Corbin (1990, 42) suggest that the 

longer a person works in the field the better equipped they are to explore 

many of its subtleties. They use the example of nurses studying hospital 

practices needing less time in the field to become familiar with their topic. 

They also warn that familiarity may “block” the observers from picking up 

the behaviours that have become “obvious or routine.” In 2004, I 

interviewed nurses on topics related to evidence-based practice. Because 

the investigators wanted novel insights into the development of nursing 

protocols (codified methods of treatment) it was important to the principal 

investigators I went into the project naïve. This approach worked to my 

advantage: when I told my interviewees I was not a nurse they explained 

in greater detail many of the elements we wished to study. As jargon gave 

way to everyday language, it emerged that many of the participants were 

able to articulate the key concepts of evidence-based practice but often 

did so with only limited comprehension of what they meant and how to 

incorporate best available evidence into practice (Howard and Ellis 2004 

unpublished report ; Ellis et al. 2005).    

3) Personal experience. By way of example, Corbin and Strauss (1990: 42) 

suggest a personal experience of divorce may aid a researcher studying 

marriage breakdown or the loss of a partner. These experiences aid in 

building the comparisons and contrasts that will inform the development of 

the concepts and theory. However, they caution that another threat to 

theoretical sensitivity is assuming one’s personal experiences are the 

same as others.  

4) Analytical processing. Interacting with the data is in itself a form of 

personal experience on which the researcher is encouraged to draw. The 

process is iterative: the more the researcher learns the more they see.  
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Theoretical sampling  

Under a grounded theory framework the collection of new data is directed by what has 

emerged from previously collected, manipulated and analysed data. The initial start 

point can be drawn from existing theoretical perspectives or from the simple recognition 

that a problem or phenomena needs examination (Glaser and Strauss1967).  Using a 

Grounded Theory Methodology and a social constructionist framework to study cultural 

perspectives of hedgerows in the English landscape, researchers first identified the 

different stakeholder positions then sought saturation in the data they collected for 

each those groups (Oreszczyn 2000; Oreszczyn and Lane 2000).  

Validity  

Validity refers to the accuracy and trustworthiness of instruments, data and 
findings in research. Nothing in research is more important than validity (Bernard 
2000: 46).  

 

Those arguing from the positivist tradition propose validity can be achieved via different 

forms of triangulation. Janesick (2000) describes the four most common forms of 

triangulation as: 

1) Data, where the same phenomena is found in different forms of data; 

2) Investigator, where there is agreement between different researchers;  

3) Theoretical, where the same results can be demonstrated using differing 

philosophical perspectives; and 

4) Methodological, where different methods of study achieve the same 

results.  

In light of the debates between the objectivist and constructivist approaches validity is a 

thorny issue. If researchers sharing common enculturation and making the same 

observations come to the same conclusions then those findings could reasonably be 

said to be validated. However, if there is an acceptance of relativist approaches in the 

interpretation of social phenomena, the counter argument is that this type of validity is 

circular.   

Valid measurements make valid data, but validity itself depends on the collective 
opinion of researchers (Bernard 2000: 158).   



  Page 88 

Grounded theory as an appropriate method to study wildlife management 

Although the management of people has always been a principal component of 

traditional wildlife management (Leopold and Brooks 1961), social science 

methodologies such as those described above have been slow to find their way into 

wildlife research. Decker and colleagues (1992), in their analysis of wildlife 

management texts of the 1970s and 1980s, attribute this to an inherent “biological bias” 

in wildlife management. It does not explain why in the subsequent years there has 

been so little research done using these types of methods. In a field claimed to be 

devoid of a coherent paradigm (Decker et al. 1992b; Decker et al. 1996; Riley et al. 

2002), grounded theory is a particularly powerful tool for reshaping management to 

meet the emerging demands of its clients and stakeholders. 

Methods used in the studies 

The overall theoretical approach used in this thesis is as discussed above. The studies 

presented in the following chapters differ slightly in their context and the specifics of the 

methods used in the collection and analysis of the data will be explained in the relevant 

chapters.  A summary of each study, its data collection methods, analysis and 

progression to the next phase of study is set out in Table 7.1. 
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Study Principle 

data 

Method Outcomes Commentary 

Chapter 8 
Grounding 
Studies: 
Examination of 
11 wildlife 
conflicts 
 

Interviews 
Grey 
literature 
Field notes 
Personal 
observations 
 

Textual Analysis Development of thematic 
categories. 
Identification of nuisance 
species. 
Development of a model 
detailing the aetiology of a 
wildlife conflict (WCT).  

Thematic categories are 
opened that will be used in 
this and subsequent 
chapters. 
Six species of wildlife are 
identified as being 
responsible for most 
wildlife-related complaints. 
This result informs a 
newspaper database 
search (Chapter 9). 

Chapter 9  
Newspaper 
Study: Analysis 
of a newspaper 
texts 
 

Newspaper 
texts 

Textual analysis 
Statistical 
analysis 
 

Identification of novel 
thematic categories.  
Previously identified 
thematic categories 
(Chapter 8) present in the 
data.   

The study identifies existing 
and novel thematic 
categories. 

Chapter 10  
Feeding Study 

Interviews  
Mailed 
survey – 
open-ended 
questions 

Textual analysis 
Statistical 
analysis 

Identification of novel 
thematic categories. 
Clear evidence that 
differently constructed 
wildlife impacts on 
management. 
Previously identified 
thematic categories  
(Chapters 8 & 9) present 
in the data.  

Textual materials are 
assessed against thematic 
categories uncovered in 
Chapters 8 & 9. 

Chapter 11 
Development 
of theory 

NA Higher order 
abstractions 
drawn from 
thematic 
materials 
(Grounded 
Theory) 

A model is developed 
describing differing 
constructions of wildlife. 

A theoretical framework 
emerges that allows 
predictions to be made with 
regard to human wildlife 
conflicts. 

Chapter 12 
Application of 
theory 1: 
Analysis of 
news texts 
(Fraser Island 
dingoes) 

Newspaper 
texts 
Interviews 

Textual Analysis 
Application of 
previously 
developed model 
(WCT) 

Type of dispute identified. The complexity of the 
dispute suggests there is a 
diversity of tensions, not all 
of which relate to the 
management of dingoes.  

Chapter 13 
Application of 
theory 2: 
Analysis of 
interviews 
(Fraser Island 
dingoes) 

Newspaper 
texts 
Interviews  
Personal 
Observations 

Textual Analysis 
Application of 
emergent theory 

The enmeshing of issues 
beyond wildlife 
management and 
concomitant difficulties in 
resolving wildlife disputes 
are predicted by the 
emergent theory.  

With minor exceptions the 
model can be used to 
explore differing 
constructions of wildlife and 
allows for identifying and 
separating issues and 
emotions that are present 
in higher order wildlife 
disputes. 

Table 7.1 -  Summary of methods used in the specific studies 
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Chapter 8 

Preliminary investigations and Grounding studies  

 

The use of wildlife conflicts as an entry point for the study of values ascribed to 

wildlife 

The human dimensions approach in wildlife management has developed in recognition 

that wildlife managers must cater to a diverse range of stakeholders. To date, 

explanations for differing expectations with regard to wildlife have been attributed to the 

differing value orientations of stakeholder groups (see for example Kellert 1977b, 1983; 

Kellert and Wilson 1993; Kellert 1996, 1997). Australian human dimensions studies 

have typically addressed human-wildlife conflicts in urban areas (Miller and McGee 

2000; Miller 2000; Thomas 2000; Howard and Jones 2004; Moriarty 2004). It is critical 

to restate the distinction between traditional approaches to wildlife management in 

which problem species are “managed” and those that attempt to resolve conflicts via 

mediation and interpretation. Conventional paradigms describe the management of 

human wildlife conflicts involved in managing wildlife populations and/or working with 

people adversely affected by wildlife behaviours. Alternatively, human-wildlife conflicts 

can be described as predominantly social phenomena (Knight 2000b; Herda-Rapp and 

Goedeke 2005). Traditionally a wildlife conflict was seen when the behaviours of 

wildlife impacted on the quality of life of humans. A contemporary definition is that a 

wildlife conflict occurs when the presence, welfare or behaviours of wildlife causes a 

deterioration in relations between different societal groups with interests in that wildlife 

(Howard and Jones 1998).  

Because the approach taken here is primarily “people-based,” I developed a network of 

informants including professional wildlife managers, wildlife advocates, other 

researchers and people negatively affected by the behaviours of wildlife. The study 

presented in this chapter is an exploration of 11 wildlife conflicts of varying intensity. I 

had access to some of these conflicts because of the work being done by other 

postgraduate students with interests in urban ecology at the time of my 

commencement (Wong 1999; Thomas 2000).   
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It is the nature of wildlife conflicts that some are seasonal (eg. Magpies Brush-turkeys, 

snakes), some are perennial (eg. possums in roof spaces, presence of crows) and 

others are irregular (eg. flying-foxes).  This study opportunistically investigated a 

number of conflicts and used as data from sources including key informant interviews, 

focus groups, textual analysis of newspaper stories and other texts, such as flyers and 

agency fact sheets and participant observations. These data were gathered by me 

while: a) participating in or moderating community group meetings; b) attending 

meetings called for the purpose of wildlife interpretation and; c) participating as a 

member of two flying-fox management advisory boards (Ipswich City Council and 

Logan City Council).  

Context - the research question and objectives for the grounding studies 

I could not claim to be a naïve observer when I commenced these studies and, as 

fieldwork progressed, I became further acquainted with issues surrounding wildlife 

conflicts. What remained novel in my approach was that these events were being 

observed from the perspective of a social scientist with generalist knowledge of wildlife 

management rather than as biologist/ecologist.  I accepted that many of the managers, 

and policy makers in the field had come from such backgrounds and their description of 

many of the “wildlife problems” they encountered were described either in terms of the 

ecology of the problem species, or as a “people problem” with little explanation of the 

interaction between the two. 

Aims 

The principal aim of this study is to examine the social dimensions of a series of wildlife 

conflicts occurring principally in urban areas. In Chapter 5, the contemporary view of 

wildlife conflicts was presented as being more than just the adverse impact of wildlife 

behaviours on humans. A wildlife conflict can be expanded to include elements of 

conflict that are attributable to the beliefs, attitudes and values of differing stakeholder 

groups. This prompts a re-examination of  wildlife conflicts, and in this respect four 

questions are asked: 

1) What is a wildlife conflict in an urban environment? 

2) How does an interaction between humans and wildlife become a conflict 

between humans? 
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3) How are wildlife conflicts currently managed, and what part does that 

management play in the conflict? 

4) What are the specifics of urban wildlife conflict? That is, 

a.  what species are involved, 

b.  are there common patterns found in their development and 

management? 

Specific Objectives 

The findings of this study will be used to develop an analytical framework for the 

studies presented in Chapters 9, 10, 12 and 13. A grounded theory methodology 

requires coding categories to be opened that both describe the thematic material in the 

data as well as other observed patterns such as the identification of key issues and 

stakeholder groups. For example, observations regarding appropriate and 

inappropriate interactions between humans and wildlife could be coded under a 

thematic category called “good vs. bad.” Observation that “experts” were only called in 

to deliver interpretive messages after a wildlife conflict had become protracted would 

assist in describing the aetiology of a conflict.  

In this regard the specific objectives of this chapter are to develop a coding framework 

and to collate observations from a range of wildlife related conflicts. Simply stated, they 

are to: 

1) Identify coding categories from the data; 

2) Identify key themes in these datasets; 

3) Describe the anatomy of an urban wildlife conflict. 

Design 

The study is a qualitative investigation using grounded theory methods of textual 

analysis of materials gathered via conversations, interviews, observations and 

participant observations. Interviews, conversations and participant observations were 

either recorded electronically and later transcribed, or as notes. Validity was sought via 

iteration. 
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Key informant interviews and discussions  

A series of interviews were conducted with Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service 

(QPWS) officers; these included wildlife rangers (3), regional managers (2) and senior 

managers whose roles included policy-making (2). Contact with these officers typically 

involved formal face-to-face, in-depth interviews followed by conversations built upon 

the information they, and other informants, had given. I informed them of my interests 

in the management of wildlife related conflicts and requested that I be allowed, as an 

observer, to visit “hot” sites with them and to attend related community meetings.  Visits 

to some of the sites listed below are as a result of these contacts. 

Ethics 

Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Griffith University Ethics Committee 

allowing for data to be collected via interviews, focus group discussions, and 

questionnaires. All interview and focus participants were read variants of the following 

statement: 

My ethics committee requires me to inform you the following things: 
Firstly, any information you give me will be held in strict confidence and will not 
be used for any other purpose than my studies, associated publications and 
teaching. 
Secondly, you don’t have to answer any question you don’t want to, and you can 
terminate this conversation (or leave the focus group) at any time.,  
Do you have any questions? (Questions were answered if they did not prejudice 
data collection). 
Do you agree to being interviewed (participating)? 
(Where appropriate) Do you agree to have this interview taped? 
If at any time you want to tell me something and you don’t want it recorded just 
turn the machine off.21 

At the end of the interview participants were warmly thanked. 

Additionally some participants asked questions of me during the interview. So as not to 

bias any of the information they were giving, I noted their question and told them I 

would answer it at the end of the interview.  It was usual to give a short debriefing and 

to answer questions raised during the interview / focus group. 

                                                

21 A technique often employed is to hand the recorder to the participant and instruct them on its 

use. This can often relax a person initially uncomfortable about being interviewed on tape.  
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Where interviews / focus groups were being recorded, a brief description of the study 

was given and the tape recorder turned on and the above statement read. In practice I 

had contacted most participants over the phone prior to meeting and none declined to 

be interviewed once an appointment was made – although in two cases two senior 

wildlife officers declined to be recorded on tape but allowed note taking.  

The information given by all participants was de-identified to assure confidentiality and 

to guarantee anonymity. On occasions, there were only small number key informants in 

a particular field; for instance there were only a few senior wildlife managers in 

Brisbane. This meant it was possible for some participants to be identified because of 

context of the materials they discussed. In a small number of cases these contexts 

were altered when excerpts of those interviews were used as exemplars.  

In general, observations made of people performing official functions in public, for 

example, a wildlife officer presenting interpretive materials to a public meeting, were 

not asked for their consent. In reality the wildlife professionals in those situations were 

fully aware of my presence and purpose.  Because I was known to many wildlife 

professionals (possibly considered by some participants as one myself), I was given an 

“insider’s view” on some issues covered in this thesis. This meant that on occasions 

the distinction between a “personal communication” and an “informant’s comments” 

blurred. In presenting data, I have adopted a conservative approach and reported any 

conversations I considered the least bit sensitive as “(name withheld, personal 

communication, date).” 

Conversations and observations were recorded as notes and where possible all in-

depth interviews were tape-recorded. In those cases where tape recording was not 

possible interviews were recorded as notes and later transcribed. It was common for 

wildlife managers and others to distribute interpretive materials (fact sheets, flyers, etc.) 

at community meetings and, on occasions, members brought and distributed materials 

of their own.  These were gathered and added to the dataset. An example of such a 

document is Killing Fields of the Sky presented below.  All materials were analysed for 

content and theme using those methods described in the previous chapter. 

The grounding studies 

In the following section, 11 wildlife-related conflicts and events such as public meetings 

are described. Some of these cases involved field trips, in-depth interviewing and 



  Page 96 

focused groups discussions (Ipswich and Maclean studies, see below) while others 

consisted of a single observation. The analysis which follows draws together common 

issues and themes observed in this set of wildlife conflicts.   

 

Location:  Gladstone 

Data collection: Field trip, April 1997 

Complaint:   Presence of a flying-fox colony close to homes  

An influx of flying-foxes created a new colony in an area of mangrove growing as a 

result of a waterways restoration project. A roadway ran along the waterfront and, on 

the other side, was a row of houses whose occupants had complained about the noise, 

odour, vegetation damage and possible damage to car duco and corrugated iron roofs 

as a result of faecal deposits. An existing colony lay approximately 1.5 kilometres from 

the new colony. The old colony was well away from housing and had a viewing area 

and interpretative signage. Some residents expressed annoyance with the existing 

colony and believed that it had attracted flying-foxes and these had “overflowed” to the 

present site. I was an observer at public meetings, and had private discussions with 

QPWS staff and with the Gladstone mayor. During meetings, residents were told the 

flying-foxes would leave of their own accord, and that unless they wanted the 

mangroves removed the bats would have to stay. One expert also told residents the 

“bats were here first” and that they should be accommodated. Interpretation efforts had 

failed to resolve the dispute and other agencies were being drawn in to the conflict. 

In a wider context, the city of Gladstone had undergone considerable social change as 

a result of the privatisation of the power stations which had provided much of the 

employment in the region. It was also in a key marginal electorate at a politically 

turbulent time. In 1995, the Queensland Government held power by one seat and the 

disqualification of the sitting member for Gladstone resulted in the independent 

candidate, Liz Cunningham, being elected mid-term.  A subsequent parliamentary no-

confidence motion saw the Opposition form government. At the time of the flying-fox 

influx the seat was still considered marginal and there appeared to be a heightened 

impetus to ensure residents' concerns were being met, although wildlife managers did 

not want to attempt relocation because of the potential for other wildlife interest groups 

to be drawn into the conflict. 
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Location:  Redland Bay, Queensland 

Data collection: Public meeting, August 1997 

Complaint:   Presence of crows and noise   

In August 1997, I was a participant observer at a workshop organised by Griffith 

University’s Suburban Wildlife Research Group. The history of the complaint was that 

there was a population of crows resident in the area that were disturbing people. The 

meeting was organised by the local state member of parliament and drew together 

many residents who had complaints about a large number of crows roosting in trees in 

the area. At the meeting residents raised concerns that crows woke them up early in 

the morning and were responsible for the decline of other species of wildlife. There 

were also complaints that some people deliberately fed them. At the meeting a resident 

distributed a document she had written called the Killing Fields of the Sky, a text which 

is analysed in detail in the following section. 

A principal concern was that in spite of the longstanding nature of the complaint 

nothing had been done. 22 An expert in wildlife ecology discussed the life cycle of the 

crows, attempted to dispel some of the myths surrounding the species and concluded 

that the only way to get rid of the problem was to “cut down every tree in the shire.” The 

take home message was that there was little that could be done about the crows’ 

presence and, with regard to predation, they were not nearly as bad as they were 

portrayed.  

Location:  Maclean, Northern NSW 

Data collection: Flying-fox Symposium and field trips, June 1997 and 
August, 1998  

Complaint:   Flying-fox colony close to school 

The “symposium” was called because of the presence of a flying-fox colony close to 

the Maclean High School. The meeting was told flying-foxes had been recorded in the 

area since 1887 and had been at the site since before the school was built. The 

                                                

22 In addition, I was a field assistant for Ms Leonie Thomas, a PhD student (Thomas 2002), on 

visits to various sites where magpies and crows were perceived as a nuisance. 
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symposium was also told that the school was built on a site originally declared a public 

reserve over seven hectares but when, in 1959, the school was planned, the reserve 

was reduced to an area of less than a hectare (960m2).  

The remnant was believed to be the last example of lowland rainforest in the Clarence 

Valley. The Maclean Rainforest Park in which the flying-foxes were roosting was 

established in 1893. As early as 1890, local residents had been shooting flying-foxes in 

an attempt to remove them from the park, although there were periods during the 

1960s and 1980s in which there were no flying-foxes recorded in the reserve.  In 

August 1995, an influx of little red flying-foxes was believed to have been the point at 

which the conflict escalated and the continued presence of black and grey-headed 

flying-foxes was a source of ongoing discord in the community. It also coincided with 

plans to erect a food sciences building within meters of the colony and that there was a 

fear that the odour would disturb classes. The odour was also associated with the 

animals being “unclean” and which led to the belief that their presence posed a health 

risk.23  In addition, outdoor furniture was being soiled by bat droppings, and play 

activities during recess periods often disturbed the colony which in turn exacerbated 

the problem. A further complaint was that the movement of flying-foxes in trees in the 

rainforest had resulted in the denuding of vegetation giving the school grounds a 

shabby look. 

At the time the symposium was called, several government agencies, state and local 

representatives and community groups were engaged in discussions. These groups 

included the Departments of Education, Environment, Health, Local Planning and Land 

and Water management, as well as elected local, state and federal representatives, the 

Maclean Rainforest Trust, the Clarence Valley Conservation Coalition and the Maclean 

High School Parents and Teachers Association. A panel of “experts” addressed the 

symposium. The panel consisted of an ecologist, a zoologist with expertise in bats and 

flying-foxes, a past president of the Australasian Bat Society, a conservation 

consultant, a member of a rainforest regeneration group, a veterinarian from the 

Queensland Department of Primary Industry with expertise in the transmission of 

diseases via bats and flying-foxes and the area director for the Department of 

                                                

23 There is no evidence that proximity to a flying-fox colony alters the extremely low risks 

associated with the spread of diseases found in flying-foxes. 
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Education. Students, parents, conservationists and “concerned citizens” also 

addressed the meeting. The room in which the meeting was held was adorned with 

artwork from the school associated with the presence of the flying-foxes.  

The issues raised at the meeting included the health risks associated with the presence 

of the colony, the odour of the colony, impacts on staff and students trying to study, 

faecal deposits soiling the area, the image of the school and the possibilities of using 

the colony as a tourist attraction, the damage to remnant vegetation in the rainforest 

and its conservation, the ecological importance of flying-foxes and the loss of 

biodiversity in general.  Although the meeting was told relocating a flying-fox was 

virtually impossible many at the meeting wanted the option of relocation explored. The 

local council was preparing a precinct plan for the area but funding an environmental 

impact statement (EIS) for relocating the colony was an issue.  

There was considerable friction between some of the participant groups at this 

workshop. Some participants claimed there was substantial disharmony among 

teachers and there were issues surrounding staff management.  Others complained 

that any attempt to promote conservation in the school was actively discouraged. The 

school was built in the early 1960s in part on a disused dump and access to the school 

was through the local cemetery. The presence of the bats and its close proximity to the 

cemetery earned the school the nickname “Gotham City.”  A “strike” or student walkout 

occurred supposedly because of dissatisfaction with the bat colony, although some 

said it was promoted by parents or staff. The strike and growing calls to “do something” 

attracted national press coverage and was the point at which a greater effort was made 

to “manage” the colony.  

In the wider context, the region recorded the second lowest annual incomes in the state 

and had one of the highest levels of complaints against their local councils. In addition, 

Maclean was in a marginal seat in the NSW State Government. An election was due 

within a year and polls suggested the incumbent Carr Government trailed the 

opposition. The Carr Government was returned with a bare majority in 1995 and that 

majority increased with a narrow win in the 1996 by-election in the seat of Clarence 

(Maclean).  Issues associated with the colony had featured heavily in local and state 

press and received electronic media coverage nationally and internationally. As the 

school was poorly situated and in need of considerable refurbishment to meet the 

needs of an expanding region, there had been calls for a new school to be built in a 

better location but this was widely acknowledged as being too expensive. The 
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Department of Premier and Cabinet became directly involved in the conflict. The 

opposition, voiced by the Maclean Rainforest Trust, was identified as a key impediment 

to the dispersal of the colony. As a consequence the Trust was sacked and excluded 

from further involvement in the decision-making process. A decision was then taken to 

contract a wildlife expert to systematically disturb the colony. The dispersal achieved 

removal of the colony from the site although some participants claimed that all it 

accomplished was that the flying-foxes shifted into a gully a short distance from the 

school, where they became a nuisance to other residents. The top down management 

of the conflict angered many who had been involved in promoting flying-fox 

conservation. In particular, those who had been on the Rainforest Trust felt greatly 

betrayed and expressed animosity towards other members of the community who had 

supported calls for the removal of the colony. In the subsequent election the 

government was returned with an increased majority, with the seat of Clarence held. 

Some who opposed relocation believed the government had acted illegally in relocating 

the colony and that their actions were driven by the need to win the seat of Clarence 

without having to go to the expense of building a new school. 

Current situation 2006 

The colony was dispersed on several occasions after the initial relocation. At present 

there is a colony on Iluka Island not far from Maclean and members of the community 

are seeking to have that colony relocated. Some believe the Iluka colony is the same  

one dispersed from Maclean. A new conflict has emerged over the presence of the 

colony and a committee is being formed to include representatives of various 

government departments. A key informant used in the Maclean study is leading a 

ratepayer’s association calling for the relocation of the colony. She has taken on the 

role of community leader because she claims “to have experience in getting people to 

move the bats” (B. Gordon, personal communication, 9/03/2006). The same “bat 

expert” responsible for relocating the Maclean colony and who has specialised in 

developing techniques for managing species perceived as problematic in urban areas 

is advising the community colony. The patterns of complaint (public safety, noise, 

odour) are the same as elsewhere, however, the desire to have the colony removed 

appears to be based on the “success” of the relocation of the Maclean colonies. The 

Iluka colony is in close proximity to only three residential properties and it appears 

some of the concern regarding the colony is either unfounded or exaggerated. The bat 

expert advising the community advocates a “zero tolerance” approach to the presence 

of flying-foxes (The Grafton Daily Examiner, 24/02/06). 
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Location:  Sandgate, Queensland 

Data collection: Meeting of residents and informant interviews, field trips 
June and July 1997, documents supplied to me by the local 
MLA 

Complaint:   Presence of a flying-fox colony close to homes  

A permanent colony of flying-foxes had become established in a reserve behind 

houses in the Brisbane suburb of Sandgate.  Residents complained of the odour and 

noise, and one resident said she was fearful of the flying-foxes. One informant said a 

wildlife manager had told her “she wasn’t very nice” for wanting to have the flying-foxes 

removed.  Members of the community called a meeting which I moderated and 

recorded. Key issues were the noise and odour although some residents were also 

upset that their local, state and federal representatives had ignored them in their 

attempts to have the colony “relocated.” The colony was established in a reserve on a 

waterway supporting mangroves. In the past council contractors had regularly slashed 

the area, however with the changing values placed on mangroves the area had been 

allowed to re-establish. The regrowth was associated with the establishment of the 

colony. 

In the wider context, the person responsible for raising community concern over the 

issue was well known and respected and had lived in the same house for 47 years. 

Two years prior to the flying-fox colony becoming a community concern, the participant 

was the victim of a serious assault which occurred during a home invasion and had 

suffered ongoing poor health as a result – and many linked her assault with “slipping 

standards” in the community. Not removing the colony and putting the interests of bats 

before people was seen in this light.   

 

Location:  Small town outside of Brisbane Gladstone 

Data collection: Interview with residents, field trip, January 1998 

Complaint:  Presence of a flying-fox colony close to homes and a 
business  

In November 1997, an influx of little red flying-foxes roosted in trees close to the home 

and café of two long term residents. The residents complained of the odour and noise, 
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and claimed the presence of flying-foxes drove customers away. Their property 

consisted of a novelty store and café close to the roadside road with detached 

residential quarters on the back of the block. The flying flying-foxes were roosting in 

trees on the property. One of the owners had taken to using a bullwhip which he said 

he used to call his wife when he needed help in the shop. He told me his wife was a 

little deaf and that she could no longer hear him when he whistled. The QPWS claimed 

he had only taken to communicating in this way since the arrival of the flying-foxes and 

that his real purpose was to disturb the colony in the hope they would disperse. 

Officers also stated that he was “known to them” for his actions towards colonies that 

had established on his property in the past and that he was a “local character.”  Wildlife 

officers told the residents that the influx was temporary and that “they would be gone in 

as little as a month.” 

I was told by wildlife officers that his actions were probably illegal but no action would 

be taken because there was no political will to make the issue any bigger than it was.  

It was also suggested there were some issues surrounding the legality of the café, but 

again lack of will prevented any action being taken. Shortly after the interview the 

colony left the site.  

 

Location:  Camira, Queensland 

Data collection: Discussions with residents, key informant interviews, field 
trip, August 1998 

Complaint:   Presence of a flying-fox colony close to homes  

A small colony of little red flying-foxes began roosting in trees along a watercourse 

behind houses in the outer Brisbane suburb of Camera. I visited the site with a wildlife 

ranger and was able to speak to some residents either face-to-face or by telephone. 

Residents were disturbed by the odour and noise and were concerned that flying-foxes 

would transmit rabies to their pets and that their pets could potentially pass the virus on 

to the family. 

Again wildlife officers told the residents that the influx was temporary and they should 

do nothing, as the colony would move of its own accord.  
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Location:  Tin Can Bay, Queensland 

Data collection: Personal observations and key informant interviews, Field 
trips, September 1998 and February 1999 

Complaint:   Ad hoc  dolphin feeding 

According to some residents, ad hoc feeding of dolphins at Tin Can Bay had occurred 

for 30 years or longer. The dolphin being fed, an Indo-Pacific Humpbacked dolphin 

named “Scarry” and her daughter “Mystique,” had a long association with the area. A 

claim was made that Scarry was found injured by a fisherman in the early 1950s, was 

nursed back to health and has been fed continually since then. There is little 

information on the life expectancy of the Indo-pacific humped backed dolphin although 

a subspecies, the Chinese White Dolphin, is believed to live as long as 40 years – with 

one record of an individual believed to have been 33 years at the time of death. There 

is also little information with regard to the length of fertility in adult females (Ross 

1998). Scarry has not visited the feeding site since 2002 and is believed to have died. 

Mystique was born in the early 1990s and has been regularly fed since then. There 

was a counter claim that “Scarry was a bit like grandfather’s axe.” That is, there have 

been a succession of dolphins called Scarry, or that any dolphin regularly fed there has 

been called Scarry. 

The principal issue was the conflict between the users of a boat ramp and tourists who 

often assembled on the foreshore of Snapper Creek, thereby blocking access to the 

ramp. Interviewees said there had been fights between boat users and tourists, and 

abusive verbal exchanges were common. Tour buses regularly stopped to allow 

tourists to feed the dolphins but it was a common complaint among locals that such 

tours never stayed for meals or refuelled in the area. Better management, they 

claimed, would see regular feeding taking place closer to human (human) mealtimes.  

There were, however, many in the township who claimed to benefit from tourists who 

did not belong to organised groups. This group opposed any attempts to have feeding 

curtailed.  A visitor book logged testimonies from visitors who had travelled vast 

distances to partake in feeding the dolphins.  

There was a small café and bait shop within 20 meters of the feeding site. The shop 

sold “bait” (whole fish) to visitors. Although it was common knowledge all bait was fed 

to the dolphins (or scavenged by birds) the owner claimed he just sold bait, “what 

people do with it is their business.” 
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Some wildlife managers stated the area was designated as a marine park. Others 

claimed the area was a designated area for boats and that people were not supposed 

to be in the water under any circumstances. One senior wildlife manager said feeding 

the dolphins was “interfering with wildlife and illegal under at least two acts” although at 

that time no action had been taken. Wildlife managers claimed that there were animal 

welfare issues associated with the feeding of the dolphins although they could not 

specify what they were. One wildlife manager raised concerns over the quality of the 

fish used but concluded by saying that feeding wildlife was “just wrong.” 

For the most part, feeding was unmanaged except for the work of a small group of 

volunteers and little was being done to mitigate the negative and occasionally cruel 

behaviour of some tourists.  One volunteer had become a self appointed guardian of 

the dolphins and her actions had alienated some visitors and locals.  In addition, a 

population of seabirds including darters and pelicans had become desensitised to the 

presence of humans. These birds often harassed feeders into relinquishing fish bought 

for the dolphins (I witnessed a child injured by the beak of a lunging darter). Also of 

concern were a number of issues relating to public liability. The owner of the bait shop 

and café claimed he saw the potential to develop the business around dolphin feeding 

when he bought the business but was unwilling to commit resources because he was 

not sure whether QPWS would ban him from selling “bait.” Some considered the café 

to be an eyesore, and the shoreline legally accessible to feeders was pitifully 

inadequate.  The township is on a waterway adjoining a marine park and is popular for 

boating and fishing. It is also popular among retirees and the constant traffic resulting 

from tourists visiting the feeding site was also a source of complaint. 

The dispute became protracted and there was conflict between community groups and 

government agencies. These groups included the volunteer coast guard, the Tin Can 

Bay Dolphin Association, the local business council, boat owners, the owner of the bait 

shop supplying fish, the Department of Heritage and the Environment, the Department 

of Transport and the Coolah Shire Council.  

In the wider context, many felt that with proper management the activity had enormous 

tourist potential. I was also told that an international investor had expressed an interest 

in developing a project around feeding dolphins.  At a departmental level, the economic 

potential of dolphin feeding was weighed against animal welfare issues and those 

officers I spoke to suggested that if it came to “jobs versus the dolphins in the present 
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climate, jobs would win.”  This was at a time when the Queensland Premier claimed the 

focus of his government was “jobs, jobs, jobs.” 

Current situation 2006 

In 2004, the Queensland Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) signed an agreement 

with the owners of the bait shop and café to the effect that feeding would continue until 

the two dolphins currently being fed ceased coming. In March 2005, the business 

changed hands and the EPA sought a court order preventing the new owner from 

feeding on grounds that the previously issued permit was not transferable. This was 

after the Minister for the Environment, Desley Boyle, ordered feeding to stop. Tourists 

who fed dolphins were threatened with $250 fines and wildlife officers had been 

instructed to film people feeding. The public backlash at the prospect of losing tourist 

revenue saw the government acquiesce.  Minister Desley Boyle said, "I made a 

mistake and I admit it. I thought I was doing the right thing by the dolphins… but the 

public spoke, they told me I was wrong and I accept that" (ABC Online News 

15/02/2005). 

 

Location:  Indooroopilly, Queensland 

Data collection: interview conducted January 1998 

Complaint:   Proximity to the flying-fox colony on Indooroopilly Island 

 

An attempt was made to interview a small number of Chelmer residents in proximity to 

a colony of flying-foxes on Indooroopilly Island. The Brisbane River separates the 

houses in Chelmer from the colony and the nearest point to the colony was estimated 

as being no closer than 100 metres. Wildlife managers said they did not know of any 

complaints made regarding this colony and the residents I spoke with had little to say 

about the colony except on occasions, particularly after rain, they noted an odour. I 

contacted one resident who had lived in the area most of his life who expressed a 

dislike of living so close to a colony (>200 metres approx), although he had never 

made a complaint. He was the only person interviewed from Chelmer.  

Although this is one of the largest colonies in SEQ, it appears the distance of more 

than 100m between residents and the colony was sufficient for the colony not to cause 
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genuine complaint. This observation raised the possibility that there was a “critical 

distance” beyond which the presence of flying-foxes would be tolerated. The presence 

of flying-foxes in urban areas is a wildlife management issue of growing concern, due 

in part to the fragmentation of larger colonies attributed to land clearing. At that time 

there were no management initiatives which sought to establish buffer zones around 

colonies nor had any efforts been made to ensure that future development would not 

encroach on existing colonies.   

 

Location:  Various locations in Brisbane, Queensland 

Data collection: Magpie workshops, September-October 1998 

Complaint:  Seasonal magpie aggression 

The Griffith University Suburban Wildlife Research Group ran community workshops in 

order to gather data on the nature of magpie complaints and to advise how to best to 

live with swooping magpies. An expert in this field presented participants with data on 

the ecology of magpies. The intent of these workshops was to gather data from 

participants on magpie behaviour and to deliver interpretive messages. I attended as 

an observer (two workshops) and as a mediator (one workshop). 

 

Location:  Woodend flying-fox colony, Ipswich, Queensland 

Data collection: Participant on the Woodend Flying-fox Advisory Committee. 
Meetings ran from June 1998 through June 1999, interviews, 
two focus groups 

Complaint:   Flying-foxes close to residential properties 

A colony had established itself on a 15 ha nature reserve on the Bremer River in the 

residential suburb of Woodend in Ipswich. The Department of Environment and 

Heritage acquired this property including a house for the purpose of establishing the 

Woodend Nature Reserve. The house was refurbished and the nature reserve was 

created in 1994 and administered by the Ipswich City Council (ICC). Residents 

remembered a time when the site had been used for grazing horses and there had 

been little vegetation. Management of the colony was a hot issue and received 

considerable coverage in local and state press.  
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Council established an advisory committee that included local councillors, council 

officers and representatives from resident groups. The “experts” on the committee were 

employees from the Departments of Primary industries and Environment and Heritage 

and ecologists from Queensland University. Because there was a recognised “social 

dimension” to the conflict, I was invited to participate.  

The colony population peaked with influxes of little red flying-foxes in the summer 

months of 1996 although there had been smaller influxes in 1997 and 1998. Resident 

concerns were based on the odour, noise and disease risks including Lyssa virus and 

Equine Morbilli virus (Hendra virus). A number of community meetings had been held 

with little being resolved. Bat and flying-fox researchers explained on a number of 

occasions the life cycle of the three species at the site and attempted to alleviate some 

of the concerns many residents had regarding the colony. The committee also 

addressed such issues as: demands to relocate the colony; harvesting bats and 

exporting them as meat and medicinal products as a means of reducing numbers; and 

threats to aircraft movements as a result of flying-foxes strikes. Residents were 

angered because little had been done to alleviate their concerns.  The advisory 

committee resolved to conduct a number of public information lectures and to produce 

a series of fact sheets to help residents live with bats. 

To inform the committee, I conducted five in-depth interviews with residents close to 

the colony and ran two focus groups. Participants for the first focus group were drawn 

from residents close to the colony and the other was from residents living in the general 

proximity to the colony but beyond 100 meters. Some felt rehabilitation of the land as a 

nature reserve had “just encouraged the bats.” The primary concern was the odour 

associated with the colony. Flying-foxes were variously described as “stinking,” “filthy,” 

“disease ridden” and as “vermin.” The odour associated with the colony was believed to 

be due to the “mountains of shit” that had accumulated under the colony and, like 

Maclean, the odour was linked in the minds of the participants with the animals being 

unclean and carrying disease. Other issues were damage to paintwork caused by 

faecal deposits, loss of other fauna, damage to trees, fruit being taken from backyard 

trees and falling values of houses close to the colony. There was a generalised fear of 

the colony with one participant expressing reluctance to visit her chook pen because it 

was close to where flying-foxes were roosting. The nature centre was opposed by 

some participants because it brought visitors into the area and made it harder for them 

to raise complaints in the face of the perceived popularity of the centre. In addition, 

increased traffic, including buses on the narrow streets close to the colony and the 
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limited parking available, were a source of growing annoyance.  Opposition to the 

management of the colony appeared widespread in the community irrespective of 

proximity. 

In the wider context the region was politically sensitised as a result of the then recent 

election of the controversial, neo-conservative politician Pauline Hanson from the 

electorate in which much of Ipswich fell. There was a feeling among some participants 

that controversy surrounding her policies reflected poorly on the people of Ipswich.  In 

the recent past, proposals to establish “green zones” to protect some of the regions’ 

biodiversity had met hostile opposition. Green issues in the region were complex 

because of the nature of ICC’s constituency. The area covered a number of 

demographically distinct zones that included city residents who had historically worked 

as miners, pastoralists and graziers and the “newer” hobby farmers (Yap et al. 1999). A 

councillor, elected on the basis of his opposition to “green zones,” kept the issue of the 

colony in the local press with what were regarded by others as “uninformed 

commentary” or “stunts.” There was also the feeling that the presence of the colony 

brought the neighbourhood into disrepute. 

P3: We are a laughing stock in this area because we live in the bat country.  You 
get a cab home and the cab driver will always have a dig at you, you know 
coming into bat territory now. 
P6: Cab drivers will do that, if it’s not Pauline Hanson it’s something else. (ICC 
FG 1) 

The rehabilitation of the site as a nature reserve was associated in the minds of some 

longer-term residents with the growth of the flying-fox colony. The problem was 

depicted as being “worse now than before” because “they were no longer being culled,” 

although in general the lethal control of the colony was not favoured.  

P2:  I have to admit I have prayed for a bushfire. 
P3: I have too. 
P6: That too. I think would be very cruel, the babies would not get away, I don’t 
think I could listen or know about that.  I don’t really wish them harm, I just wish 
they would realise what they are doing to us. (ICC FG 1) 

The conflict had brought some residents into conflict with others in the community and 

the local council was generally perceived as having responsibility for the management 

of the colony, although in reality any management actions had to be approved at a 

state level.  
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Current situation (2006) 

In February 2006, there was a report that many trees in which flying-foxes were 

roosting had been poisoned. This had apparently been systematic as it involved drilling 

holes in the trunks of trees and pouring in of herbicide (Queensland Times, 

21/02/2006). 

 

Location:  Logan City, Queensland 

Data collection: Member of the Paradise Rd Flying-fox Colony Advisory 
Committee, Interviews, field trips 

Complaint:   The presence of a flying-fox colony in parkland   

There was a well established flying-fox colony in parkland adjacent to Paradise Road in 

Logan, a city on the outskirts of Brisbane. A complaint was made in the press and later 

covered on radio and television, that the presence of the colony was a health hazard. 

Logan City Council responded by establishing an advisory committee along similar 

lines to the Ipswich committee. The committee consisted of council officers, a member 

of a wildlife rescue organisation, “experts” from Griffith and Queensland universities, 

bushland regeneration volunteers and QPWS officers. One member of the committee 

referred to its members as the “usual suspects.” Those convening the committee 

wanted to avoid “what happened in Ipswich and Maclean." This they hoped to do by 

addressing community concerns before they became a problem. At first it appeared 

that the complaints were similar to those associated with other colonies near residential 

areas, namely odour, noise, faecal deposits, health risks, etc. However, the colony was 

approximately 300 meters from the nearest residential property and the complaint was 

raised by a resident who lived a considerable distance from the colony and could not 

reasonably claim to have been effected by factors normally associated with proximity to 

a colony.  The council had only one complaint regarding the colony and the 

complainant was put in touch with me.  We spoke at length over the phone and at the 

core of his complaint were concerns that flying-foxes were vectors of disease. 

Specifically his concern was that faecal materials deposited under the colony had the 

potential to infect people who entered the area and that infected materials would wash 

into the creek under the colony and in turn find its way into Moreton Bay. He felt this 

had the potential to infect fish stocks.  “Expert” explanations emphasised “there was no 

evidence that diseases in flying-foxes could be spread this way” but the complainant 
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was not mollified. He countered, somewhat correctly, that this was because there had 

been no studies done to see if flying-foxes diseases could infect fish.  

I met with the complainant and we visited the site where he observed that there were 

no mountains of excrement under the colony and later over coffee he conceded that 

the risk of the colony spreading disease in the way he imagined was extremely small. I 

was later informed by council officers that he considered the matter closed but had 

begun campaigning to upgrade the roads in his neighbourhood, many of which he said 

were potholed.  The council remained committed to its public education program and 

ran an “information day” at which zoologists presented information on the life cycle and 

ecology of bats as well as drafting a series fact sheets.    

This was the first instance in which I observed that the presentation or the mere 

wording of interpretive messages had the potential to exacerbate a conflict. It was also 

the first time an observation was made that media coverage of conflicts over colonies 

elsewhere in Australia (Maclean, Ipswich and the Melbourne Botanic Gardens) may 

have played a role in escalating an existing conflict. Council officers informed me that 

the complainant was retired and often contacted the council with other problems. 

Comment was made at the time that this was a “classic people problem” rather than a 

wildlife problem. Even though the colony was not close to residential buildings and 

there had been little concern expressed over the presence of the colony, the local 

council wanted to avoid any conflicts similar to those that had occurred in Maclean and 

Woodend. The information day was poorly attended and received some media 

coverage which tended to overly focus on the possible risks associated with flying-

foxes. By drawing attention to a colony which was of little concern to the wider public, 

this approach to the management of the colony had the opposite effect of what was 

intended.  

 

Analysis 

To enable the opening of coding categories, field notes, collected documents, 

correspondence, newspaper articles and transcribed materials from interviews and 

focus groups were collated, read and coded. Coding with regard to content and theme 

followed the grounded theory protocols described in Chapter 7.  
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A worked example of a coded text  

The following example was a flyer prepared by a participant at a community workshop 

on crows that took place in the Redland Shire in September 1997. It is coded using 

thematic categories emerging from initial readings of the text. What is important is not 

the relative truths of the statements but the meanings the author ascribes to crows. The 

sections following are illustrative of the process of analysis used to categorise the texts 

used in this and following studies. No claim is made that this point of view is typical of 

those who have problems with crows. In reality it was rare to analyse text with such 

thematic richness, however, all of the themes present in this text were found in data 

collected elsewhere. The following text is presented verbatim. 

THE KILLING FIELDS OF THE SKY 

 

There are no signs here that crows are eating toads at all. 

We don’t wish to kill all the crows, that must be clear but “maybe” one; to 
hang on a big tree to so it would be a “safe tree” where tiny birds could have a 
safe place. 
     The reason I wish to speak is to represent the little birds who cannot speak 
for themselves or protect themselves. It is certainly not a selfish need to be rid 
of the noise. We don’t complain of parties or children screaming; dogs barking 
or planes; as there is not sinister murder involved there. To go and look where 
the crows are screaming in a tree you will see frozen in fear some tiny birds; it 
was the tiny coloured parrots I saw, just waiting for the other crows to come 
and attack them. What we have here are rogue crows. 
     The nests are raided, eggs and baby birds eaten; the victims are our 
workers who pollinate the blossoms and flowers. The tiny silver eye birds 
clean out the insects and grubs from our gum trees. These insects could kill 
these trees. The birds are working in our gardens and parks to keep them 
healthy. The farmer will tell you there is not so many birds because of poison 
sprays and cane toads eat the bees. It seems the crows will be here in force 
as in the law of the jungle: The weak plundered and murdered: Our tiny happy 
workers will be extinct. What chance have they with up to 20 huge crows 
attacking at one time as we have observed here. 
     The laugh of the kookaburra is pleasant. We all know they kill snakes and 
mice. They may plunder some but not in packs of 50 spread out over a couple 
of trees. 
      God said to the first man and woman “and have dominion over the sea 
and over the fowl of the air.” Dominion is to rule and I feel he meant to rule 
with commonsense. 

(Anonymous 1997) 
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Category Name: Good versus Bad 

There are no signs here that crows are eating toads at all. 

The opening statement refutes the interpretive messages that wildlife managers had 

been using at the time; namely, crows were “good” because they had been seen eating 

cane toads. This message is based on reports that crows had acquired the behaviour 

of turning cane toads onto their backs and were eating those parts of the toad not 

poisonous and although there is some evidence to support this (Natrass 1995; 

Vanderduys and Wilson 2000; Donato and Potts 2004), it is unlikely that predation has 

the impact on cane toad populations such messages imply. 

The interest in this comment lies in the author’s assertion that cane toads were not 

seen acting as good wildlife as some wildlife managers had proposed, and therefore 

had to be “managed.” 

The laugh of the kookaburra is pleasant. We all know they kill snakes and mice. 
They may plunder some but not in packs of 50 spread out over a couple of trees. 

This passage again reflects the apparent anthropomorphised worldview of the author 

but the content allows two possible readings. The first suggests that unlike the crow, 

the kookaburra’s laugh is pleasant but like the crow it plunders wildlife. As a predator it 

is portrayed as being fairer because it does not hunt in large packs and “better” 

because it preys on wildlife commonly perceived as bad (snakes) or vermin (mice). In 

this reading, the bad behaviour of the kookaburra is only bad-ish. The second reading 

sees the kookaburra as all good. They have a pleasant call, they harvest snakes and 

mice – i.e. the bad wildlife – and they are “fair” in their “plundering” of other species. 

Category Name: Anthropomorphised 

We don’t wish to kill all the crows, that must be clear but “maybe” one; to hang 
on a big tree so it would be a “safe tree” where tiny birds could have a safe 
place. 

Embedded in this statement is the myth that crows would be scared off by killing one 

member of a group and displaying it as a warning to others.  It has been difficult to 

trace the origin of this belief but it appears common throughout Australia. Probably 

more so in the past, it was common practice to see wildlife such as wedge-tailed 

eagles, foxes and dogs hung along fences in rural Australia presumably as deterrents 

to others of the species.  More recently, in her judgement of an application before the 

Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (2002) made under freedom of information 
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legislation, Senior Member Preuss accepted evidence that grey-headed flying-foxes 

were expected to leave the Melbourne Botanic Gardens “of their own free will”, 

presumably in response to seeing others in the colony shot.  

During cross-examination, when asked how many bats were to be killed under 
the authorisation he24 said that "we were going to be advised as to what that 
number could be, depending on the behaviour of the bats" once the culling 
commenced… The purpose of the exercise was to conduct a controlled cull and 
to keep the culled numbers to an absolute minimum in order to achieve the 
removing of the other bats from the RMG of their own free will. (paragraph 42 
[2002] VCAT 1051, emphasis mine) 

These beliefs reveal the pervasiveness of anthropomorphised understandings of 

wildlife and would not generally be shared by wildlife managers who would claim they 

misrepresent the ecology of these species and as a consequence make it harder for 

managers to get their interpretive messages across.  

The notion of there being a safe haven for “tiny birds” reinforces the 

anthropomorphised accounts of crow behaviour and reintroduces the theme of good 

versus bad wildlife. The statement presents the idea that there are proper ways for 

wildlife to behave and if that does not occur compassionate human intervention is 

required. 

The reason I wish to speak is to represent the little birds who cannot speak for 
themselves or protect themselves.  

This passage is informative because when the author describes the smaller birds as 

not being able to speak or defend themselves, the immediate question is: from what?  

It appears it is not just the threat to “good” wildlife posed by crows. What is inferred 

here, and more strongly in the subsequent sections, are that threats come from the 

world “out there”; a world that is unfair, unjust and cruel. It is a world in which crows are 

allowed to thrive and where “innocents” are in need of protection.  

The nests are raided, eggs and baby birds eaten; the victims are our workers 
who pollinate the blossoms and flowers. The tiny silver eye birds clean out the 
insects and grubs from our gum trees. These insects could kill these trees. The 
birds are working in our gardens and parks to keep them healthy. The farmer will 
tell you there is not so many birds because of poison sprays and cane toads eat 
the bees. It seems the crows will be here in force as in the law of the jungle: The 
weak plundered and murdered: Our tiny happy workers will be extinct. What 

                                                

24 The witness ran Wildpro, a wildlife and pest management company. 
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chance have they with up to 20 huge crows attacking at one time as we have 
observed here. 

This section reinforces the anthropomorphised view held by the author of the ecological 

links between a range of species. It also draws attention to the “the law of the jungle” 

which the author believes to be wrong and because it allows murder, extinctions and 

unfair contests, is inherently unjust. 

Issue: The role of “expert opinion” and the failure of interpretive messages 

It is certainly not a selfish need to be rid of the noise. We don’t complain of 
parties or children screaming; dogs barking or planes; as there is not sinister 
murder involved there. To go and look where the crows are screaming in a tree 
you will see frozen in fear some tiny birds; it was the tiny coloured parrots I saw, 
just waiting for the other crows to come and attack them.  

Earlier in this chapter an example was given of a Sandgate resident being told by a 

wildlife manager that she “wasn’t very nice” for wanting flying-foxes dispersed from 

behind her property. Similarly, it was alleged some residents were told, either by 

wildlife managers or others involved in the dispute, that they were being selfish in 

wanting the crows removed. The author’s response was again denial: other noises 

were tolerated but it was the cruelty of crows she found unacceptable. In the text the 

author refutes the common interpretive message that crows kill cane toads. What is 

presented instead is an argument which supports her constructions of wildlife.  

Category Name: Rogues 

What we have here are rogue crows. 

According to this construction, being cruel to other wildlife is not the nature of all crows. 

It suggests that not only are there boundaries between good and bad wildlife but even 

within a species there are good and bad individuals.  While this obviously accords with 

the anthropomorphised accounts expressed elsewhere in the text it also points to a 

deeper worldview, one that sees a moral order in nature. 

Category Name: Something’s got to be done  

(This is also expressed as “do something.” This category includes 

statements reflecting the problem is worse now than before, that is, “now do 

something.”)  
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With the phrase, “our tiny happy workers,” the issue of ownership of wildlife is raised.  

The author lays claim to good wildlife but the bad wildlife belongs to the Other. The 

underlying tone of the piece, and the context in which it was distributed (a public 

meeting), is that the author is calling for “something to be done.”  The author claims 

ownership of those unable to defend themselves (“our happy workers”), but ascribes 

ownership of the problem – crows or more specifically rogue crows – to wildlife 

managers.  Whether or not there is intended irony, it seems management of these 

crows has an element of us-against-them: the little people (residents) against the 

amorphous “they” (government / bureaucracy). 

The passage reflects on the loss of avian life to poisons and a spray used by “the 

farmer” but does so in a way suggesting it is inevitable. This contrasts with the killing 

attributed to crows which is not.  Cane toads killing and eating bees, a food source for 

good wildlife, and their loss as pollinators reinforces the good versus bad dichotomy. 

Category Name: Spiritual 

Also 

Category Name: Right and Wrong.  

(That is, there is a right and wrong way to manage wildlife) 

God said to the first man and woman “and have dominion over the sea and over 
the fowl of the air.” Dominion is to rule and I feel He meant to rule with 
commonsense. 

This passage is critical; in it the author makes it clear there is a right and wrong way to 

manage wildlife. In fact it is stronger than that: not only do humans have dominance 

over wildlife, they also have an obligation to exercise it.  From the text above, the 

message is plain; the author insists that order and fairness be restored among the 

wildlife in the neighbourhood – mandated by none other than God. 

An internally consistent construction of wildlife 

In a sense it does not matter that anthropomorphised accounts of interactions between 

the species may be inaccurate or that the author’s knowledge regarding the behaviours 

of birds might be poor. What is important is that the author has constructed the wildlife 

in her environment as good and bad and subject to the same moral authority as 

humans. In addition to this the author employs an apparently internally consistent 

worldview of Nature, one encompassing the interactions between species and one 
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which places obligations on humans to manage it properly (i.e. right).  Although this 

worldview would not be shared by wildlife managers as a group, and while those views 

expressed may not be mainstream, when this text was shown to wildlife managers 

there was nothing in it they found novel. In fact, it justified their claim that many of the 

people with whom they had to deal “just didn’t understand wildlife.”  

Results – the emergence of patterns in wildlife conflicts 

1. Wildlife conflicts followed a particular course in their reporting and 

management  

The most common way wildlife complaints were registered was for a member of the 

public to call the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service and for that complaint to be 

handled by a wildlife ranger. Usually the caller was able to identify the species causing 

concern and, as most complaints were similar, the ranger would attempt to interpret the 

behaviour in accordance with existing policy and interpretive messages. This included 

suggestions as to how the impact of some wildlife behaviours might be mitigated. 

Those rangers interviewed seemed realistic about the limited success of their “pep 

talks” in altering the attitude and behaviours of callers. In some cases where 

interpretation was ineffective and the complaints were from the wider community, 

rather than from an individual, public meetings were held. A common response from 

the wildlife management agency was to call in “experts,” frequently university 

researchers, or people with ecological expertise specific to the species at the heart of 

the complaint. Typically, at such meetings, interpretive messages were restated and 

specific concerns of stakeholder groups were addressed. If the complainants had 

previously heard these interpretive messages, and where those messages were 

ineffective in altering the complainant’s positions, those positions would harden and a 

counter argument to the interpretive messages would often evolve.  

When a conflict reached this stage, frustration with the inaction of wildlife managers 

often became an element of the dispute and other societal groups, often called 

“stakeholders,” commonly were drawn into the dispute. These stakeholder groups 

might include animal welfare groups, local and state government representatives 

including elected officials and land management agencies. Public meetings over 

wildlife conflicts usually attracted media attention.  Some managers said that when a 

wildlife conflict was given media attention, elected representatives often became 

involved in the dispute. One wildlife manager described such a dispute as “going 
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political.” All managers were able to give examples of where, having gone political, a 

wildlife conflict was resolved out of expedience and without due regard to the longer-

term social and ecological consequences.  

2. The majority of wildlife conflicts are attributable to six species  

Six common species are associated with the majority of all wildlife complaints and 

while there was a range of management options available to managers most of the 

approaches taken to resolve disputes followed similar patterns. The following sections 

briefly describe common characteristics of the majority of human wildlife conflicts 

encountered by managers in Brisbane. The six species involved in the majority of 

complaints reported by managers were; magpies, brush-turkeys, possums, crows, 

snakes and flying-foxes. 

3. There were identifiable patterns in the way interactions were described   

Thematic patterns were identified in the texts which were then used to open a set of 

coding categories. They are set out in the following sections along with their category 

name. 

i) Wildlife could add and detract from a person’s quality of life 

(Category name: quality of life, measured as positive and negative) 

Both wildlife managers and complainants tend to appreciate and value wildlife. Very 

few from the complainant groups wanted to see the wildlife they were in conflict with 

destroyed. A commonly made statement was along the lines of “I’d be happy if they just 

went somewhere else,” and managers saw the destruction of problem wildlife as a last 

resort although culling was still considered an integral part of the wildlife manager’s 

toolbox. In addition, some of interviewees spoke of the enjoyment “their” wildlife gave 

them and were concerned when the actions of other people or other species of wildlife 

threatened that enjoyment. For them the job of the wildlife manager was to moderate 

the actions of others who threatened wildlife and to control the behaviours of “pests.” 

ii) Rogues and aberrant behaviours (Category name: rogues) 

The word “rogue” arose in conversations when some interviewees described the 

behaviours of “problem wildlife.” With regard to magpie swooping it was seen as the 

behaviour of individuals, sometimes called “rogues,” and not as being within the 
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parameters of normal magpie behaviour.  Wildlife managers often heard the term used 

regarding magpies as well as other species. One wildlife manager said he went to a 

dictionary and found two explanations. “In the classical sense it’s when an elephant 

went berserk and trampled over a village.” In the second sense, he said, it was when 

the aggression of animals was “deliberately” directed towards humans with obvious 

“intent.” His statement, “you never hear people talk about rogue brown snakes,” 

suggests rogue behaviour was what occurred when “good” or at least tolerable wildlife 

went “bad.”  Being poisonous and dangerous to humans was not “rogue” behaviour but 

merely what snakes did, a sound reason why the public perception of snakes was as 

“bad” wildlife.  

Few people wanted to see wildlife, even so called problem wildlife, destroyed. Yet 

those troubled by the behaviours of wildlife wanted their problem “managed.” There 

exists a dissonance between the wholesale destruction of wildlife and the tolerance of 

problem behaviours. By claiming that behaviours are aberrant and attributable to 

individual rogues, a complainant was able to justify relocation or destruction.  Blaming 

individuals rather than populations or entire species, resolves the dissonance between 

believing wildlife is inherently good and the observation to the contrary. Identification 

and “management” of rogues returns a neighbourhood and the wildlife occurring in it to 

a tolerable equilibrium.  

The belief that aberrant behaviour is attributable to rogues also suggests there is an 

expectation that wildlife should behave in certain (acceptable) ways, and to be 

accepted or tolerated, wildlife behaviour must fall within certain boundaries.  What 

makes those boundaries acceptable to the individual appears to be socially 

determined.  

iii) Good and bad wildlife (Category name:  good vs. bad)  

For many, there was a clear division between good and bad wildlife. However, there 

was no general agreement on which species were “good” and which were “bad.” Put 

simply, the good wildlife are the species whose presence and behaviours are 
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encouraged, valued or tolerated.25  This dichotomy and the confusion over what 

animals are good or bad is the quintessential expression of socially constructed wildlife.  

Managers often saw exotic species such as cats, foxes and cane toads as “bad” 

however where native wildlife conflicted with humans, it was often described as a 

“people problem.” For complainants, the difference between good and bad species was 

blurred by what may have been pre-existing misconceptions. It was frequently stated 

that exotics were bad, a construction shared by managers, but in addition, some 

believed crows and flying-foxes were exotics presumably just because they were bad. 

Crows had another strike against them: they were perceived as predators of “good” 

wildlife such as small birds and possums.  

From a complainant’s perspective it was not only the aggressive or predatory 

behaviours which made them bad. Species that were greedy in the way they used the 

environment, or “took over” from other species were also seen as bad.  Managers 

constructed the presence of wildlife in large numbers as “overabundance,” commonly 

attributed to easy access to anthropogenic foods sources. Feeding wildlife either 

deliberately, or through poor management of refuse lay at the heart of the “people 

problem.”  

Some wildlife behaviours challenged householders to examine their notions of order 

and to some extent confront what rights the ownership of their land gave them. For a 

landholder to be told wildlife is protected and that they have only limited rights to 

intercede when some behaviours are destructive, is often at odds with what owners 

believe their rights to be.   

When wildlife goes bad it can do so in three ways. Firstly, it can be simply be when 

wildlife is bothersome to humans. Examples include crows, brush-turkeys, possums 

and flying-foxes. In the second instance it is when the behaviours, or the presence of 

an animal is seen as dangerous or threatening; in this category are such species as 

snakes, magpies and flying-foxes. The third instance is broader and may be a 

component in all wildlife conflicts, occurring when wildlife challenges perceptions of 

                                                

25 Data presented in Chapter 10 suggests there is considerable overlap in the species seen as 

good and bad. For many, crows, possums, magpies and snakes were valued visitors to 

backyards. 
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what wildlife should and shouldn’t be.  It is where an animal crosses the boundary from 

being good – intrinsically valued because it is Australian – to being a pest, something 

that is bad and without value or holding a negative value. In this sense the good/bad 

dichotomy has much in common with the perceptions of “rogues” discussed above. 

iv) Something’s got to be done (Category name: do something) 

Frequently complainants called on authorities, be they managers or other government 

agencies, “to do something.” This was frequently seen in the media coverage of wildlife 

conflicts and usually followed a particular triggering event. It was common to see this 

theme emerge along with the belief that a particular problem was “worse now than 

before.” 

There was a general awareness that all native fauna was protected and that penalties 

existed for harming or interfering with wildlife. In this respect many complainants felt 

powerless to manage wildlife as they saw fit. It was therefore the duty of others to “do 

something” about their problem. As in The Killing Fields of the Sky ownership was 

claimed of the good species but control of the bad was the responsibility of wildlife 

managers.   

v) Accounts of wildlife behaviour are anthropomorphised (Category 

name: anthropomorphised) 

Wildlife managers spoke of the difficulties arising when members of the public 

humanised wildlife. At a public meeting one participant humanised her observations of 

the magpies she fed. She described the magpies in the group as “the husband and 

wife” and “all the babies.” When the wildlife expert addressing the meeting interpreted 

these same behaviours, she used such terms as “breeding pair,” “dominant” or “alpha 

male,” “dominant” and “alpha female” and “juveniles.” In another instance a senior 

manager attempting to moderate the feeding of wildlife was told by a member of the 

public that “steak has got to be better for birds than worms.” For him it illuminated the 

stark contrast between what others thought was true and what he knew to be true. 

Though these descriptions seem innocuous when assessed alongside other common 

notions that include protecting weaker animals from the strong and translocating 

problem wildlife to the “bush,” it suggests the ecological requirements of wildlife are 

poorly understood. It also suggests there are at least two differing paradigms used to 
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ascribe meaning to the behaviours of wildlife. These observations point to an apparent 

lack of understanding regarding the link between land and the wildlife on it.  

vi) There was an association between wildlife and spirituality 

(Category name: spirituality) 

In some descriptions interviewees gave of their associations with wildlife it was 

apparent there was a spiritual dimension. This varied from notions of stewardship, 

including moderating the impact of bad wildlife on the good, interactions with wildlife 

being an uplifting experience, to wildlife holding elements of the sacred.  In terms of 

management these associations brought into focus another complication for managers, 

namely that if wildlife were to contain elements of the Divine then the behaviour of 

some people towards wildlife was a matter of conscience and not necessarily 

something governed by agency policy. There were examples of complainants invoking 

God’s will as a means of restoring justice and order in a world of brutality and chaos. 

The spiritual associations others had with wildlife were often less prescriptive. One 

interviewee described the sense of extreme wellbeing they enjoyed in the early 

morning as they drank their tea and observed the birds feeding on her veranda.  

vii) The feeding of wildlife (Category name: feeding) 

Early in the study it became apparent that the issue of feeding wildlife was a core 

component of many wildlife conflicts. Most, but not all, wildlife managers opposed the 

feeding of wildlife. They were able to give a range of reasons but there was an 

underlying current suggesting that the proper way to appreciate wildlife was to do so 

without any interaction at all.  Managers often saw the ready availability of human 

foods, whether its provision was intentional or not, as a factor in many of the human-

wildlife conflicts.  The overabundance of some bird species, such as ibis and crows, 

was seen as a result of access to human foods, usually refuse.  One manager linked 

the poisoning of crows in particular areas where they had become abundant with 

proximity to places where they were being fed. In the cases where overabundance of a 

particular species, such as crows, was the source of a complaint, it seemed feeding 

was typically of an unintentional nature although some managers did point out that 

crows were deliberately fed by some householders.  

Although widespread, it was not fully understood what it was people sought when they 

fed wildlife.  It was a divisive issue, managers tended to feel it was either simply 
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“wrong” or that it caused other problems, and those who fed wildlife thought they were 

assisting or at the very least demonstrating their empathy for wildlife.  

viii) There was a belief in a “right” and “wrong” way to 

appreciate/manage wildlife (Category name: right / wrong) 

Wildlife managers claimed that many attempts by members of the public to interact with 

wildlife were inappropriate and would do harm. One conservation ranger stated when 

referring to the issue of feeding, “if only they knew what I know about wildlife then there 

really wouldn’t be a problem at all.” Conversely, complainants thought that wildlife was 

poorly managed if it was allowed to cause problems in cities, or as one meeting 

participant said, “bush turkeys (sic) belong in the bush, not my garden.” From this 

perspective, the place for wildlife was in the “wild” and their presence in the suburbs 

(where they were now a problem) was a case of improper management. When a 

colony of bats wasn’t removed as requested one resident said of managers “they’ve 

taken the side of the bats,” and, further that managers were more interested in the 

interests of wildlife than people, “who’s more important, people or the bats?” 

An added dimension was when human-wildlife conflicts arose, managers often felt 

there were other factors at work. For instance, it was common to see the presence of 

crows in large numbers, and some possum complaints, because of the ready 

availability of food - or the growing number of urban colonies of flying-foxes as due to 

the dwindling of food resources through land clearing. For managers, properly 

managing wildlife was not just about wildlife, it was about comprehending and 

ameliorating some of the negative behaviours of humans. 

Discussion and conclusions 

Identification of thematic categories and issues in wildlife management 

Although there were a number of themes common across the wildlife conflicts, there 

were noticeably different levels of intensity, as well as issues specific to the individual 

conflicts.   

Many of these categorisations overlap. Issues such as perceptions of ownership and its 

management appeared linked, and those two themes are associated with whether 

wildlife is perceived as good or bad.  The good wildlife is there for the enjoyment of all 

but the bad wildlife is the responsibility of others. The spiritual and anthropomorphic 
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elements ascribed to wildlife seem linked to notions of order in nature, and to feeding. 

At this stage of the analysis it was intended to only recognise these categories and to 

ascertain their effectiveness as a means of guiding further study and assessing further 

data.  These findings also suggest that while there is a diversity of situations and 

species involved in wildlife conflicts there are relatively few conflicts that take up the 

majority of a wildlife manager’s time.  In the following chapters these categories will be 

further refined with the inclusion of sub categories. 

Emergence of theory - categorisation of wildlife conflicts and the 

development of a theoretical model – a Wildlife Conflict Typology (WCT) 

These data suggest that not all wildlife conflicts are the same. Some are of relatively 

short duration and involve no issues other than (perceived) problem behaviours of a 

single species. Others are more protracted and occur within a wider community or 

social context and involve larger numbers of stakeholders. What is important are the 

observations that wildlife conflicts follow patterns in the way they evolve, the species 

involved and the ways in which they are managed.  

Level I conflict – individual  

This was the most common form of conflict observed during these studies. The most 

frequently applied approach to resolving these conflicts was to attempt to deliver 

interpretive messages to complainants. This was usually done over the phone or on 

occasions involved wildlife managers talking to small groups of people affected by 

some wildlife behaviours. Associated factors were: 

1 The conflict typically involved an individual or a small number of people.  

2 The number of animals involved in the disputes was often small, or could be 

attributed to individuals of a species and these were often termed “rogues.” 

3 The conflict is localised. 

4 The conflict can be resolved quickly and without intervention or of its own 

accord. 

5 Interpretation messages were often successful. 

6 Conflict attracts little or no media interest. 

Level II conflict – community level 
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At this level of conflict it was common for there to have been a triggering point at which 

the problem became “worse now than before” and calls to “do something intensified. 

The influx of little red flying-foxes to existing colonies of grey-headed or black flying-

foxes provides a good example. At this level it was common for a conflict to involve: 

1 A larger number of people 

2 Larger numbers of animals – typically the problem generalises to a species 

3 More stakeholder groups become involved 

4 “Experts” called in to present the “science” of animal behaviour 

5 Management of the problem by senior managers 

6 Elected representatives in mediation 

7 Some management actions adding to the conflict  

8 The conflict broadening to include wider issues 

9 Growing media interest 

10 Public meetings called as a result of the conflict 

11 Committees formed to engage stakeholder groups and to develop 

management strategies 

Level III conflict – social  

At this level the conflict broadens and includes extraneous conflicts being drawn into a 

wildlife conflict. Because many wildlife conflicts were pre-existing when included in 

these studies, it was difficult to ascertain if a single event was sufficient to trigger 

escalation to a Level 3 conflict. 

1 The conflict is debated in a broader societal context (eg., conservation status 

of the species, legal framework for managing the species, etc) . 

2 The number of stakeholder groups involved in the dispute diminishes but 

those remaining tend to be peak bodies, (RSPCA, Animals Australia, 

QPWS). 

3 Executive level of government involved sometimes with ministerial 

representation at meetings 

4 Considerable media attention  

5 Mounting pressure to “do something” 
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6 Management decisions taken out of expedience rather than for longer-term 

social or ecological benefits. 

Conclusions 

In the Greater Brisbane area there were six species of wildlife identified by wildlife 

managers as those commonly at the centre of human wildlife conflicts. These were 

magpies, crows, snakes, possums, brush-turkeys and flying-foxes. Some conflicts 

followed seasonal cycles (magpie swooping, mound building by brush-turkeys). 

However observations made in this study also suggest that in some cases a conflict 

has a long a history and will cycle through acute phases, often seasonal, without being 

permanently resolved.  

In general, the complexity of a wildlife dispute is determined not by what is required to 

manage the problem species but by the number of stakeholder groups involved. When 

these conflicts occurred in communities or in situations where people were already 

politically sensitised, these factors appeared to influence escalation of the conflict. It is 

not clear from these data whether this relationship is causal. It raises the question of 

whether the stakeholder and consensus driven-models of community-based wildlife 

management are always beneficial.   

These data suggest that there are a number of dualities present in the way different 

groups relate to wildlife. These are present as notions of good and bad wildlife; in the 

belief that there are right and wrong ways to appreciate or manage wildlife; and in the 

quality of life issues associated with the presence of wildlife. It is also apparent that 

different societal groups value and interpret the behaviours of wildlife differently and 

that the actions, or inactions, of wildlife managers have the potential to increase 

disharmony between stakeholder groups. 
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Chapter 9 

Development and application of thematic categories: an 

analysis of newspaper texts  

 

Introduction 

The grounding studies presented in the previous chapter examined a series of wildlife 

conflicts in order to identify points of similarity between conflicts with different species 

and to describe aetiology and the anatomy of a wildlife conflict. A number of thematic 

categories emerged which, although giving some insight could not be assumed to 

present a complete understanding of how wildlife was perceived in the wider 

community. 

In Chapter 5, the role of values-based approaches, typified by Kellert’s value typologies 

(1997, 1985, 1996, 1997) were discussed. An argument was presented in Chapter 6 to 

the effect that the concept of “values” itself was ambiguous and in need of re-

evaluation. Examination of the thematic categories emerging from the worked example, 

Killing Fields of the Sky, was informative because it uncovered a set of beliefs 

commonly encountered by wildlife managers. In the grounding studies (Chapter 8), I 

concluded that there were patterns associated with wildlife conflicts which were 

beyond, or in addition to, existing values-based descriptions. In this chapter I argue that 

while Kellert’s values typologies can be applied to Australian experiences of wildlife to 

do so would miss much of its thematic richness. For example, the assertion by the 

author that there was a need to manage wildlife on God’s behalf could fall under 

Kellert’s humanistic category or may not be picked up at all. Yet it may also point to 

belief systems in which humans are seen as above nature rather than being part of 

nature.  For wildlife managers with backgrounds in the biological sciences such beliefs 

may become obstacles to the effective communication of interpretative or conservation 

messages, particularly to clients whose beliefs systems are not based on knowledge of 

the ecological requirements of wildlife. Conversely clients will remain frustrated when 

managers are unable to restore order to what they perceive as a disordered nature 

(Howard and Jones 2004).  
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Other themes emerging from the grounding studies also pointed to the existence of 

fundamental differences between managers and client groups in their constructions 

wildlife. These findings justify a further examination of the Australian experience of 

wildlife. In this chapter I explore, through the use of an extensive set of newspaper 

articles, the extent to which those themes identified in the grounding studies are 

present in other descriptions of Australians’ experience of wildlife. Additionally, other 

thematic categories not previously identified emerge from the newspaper data and are 

coded. In this regard GTM is used to identify and code new categories. The use of 

statistical methods to describe the presence of the identified thematic categories  

marks a departure from  a strict GTM study - and is adopted here because of the large 

dataset and the high number of thematic categories that were either identified in the 

previous chapter, adapted from Kellert’s values typologies or  were identified in the 

dataset.   

Review of previous work using textual analysis of the media 

Textual analysis has been used across a wide range of social situations (see Chapter 

7), of which a sizeable proportion of these works examined health, human 

reproduction, sexuality and gender roles. The method has considerable flexibility and 

has been used in studies covering such topics as: architecture and art in public space 

(Warnke 2003); sexual objectification of women in sport (Messner et al. 2003, 2003; 

Vincent 2004); xenophobia in the  reporting of “white slavery” by the New York Times 

between 1907 and 1910 (Soderlund 2002); the role of editorials in the success and 

failure of anti-smoking campaigns (Smith and Wakefield 2005); nationalism in the 

reporting of the Royal Jubilee (Wardle and West 2004); and, the over-depiction of 

veiled women as representative of Iranian  women in the US press (Roushanzamir 

2004).   

The use of textual analysis methods to generate quantitative data  

A series of studies in fields unrelated to wildlife management use textual analysis to 

derive quantitative datasets as comparators with a range of social and economic 

indicators. Of these studies possibly the most cited and intriguing was Mabry’s analysis 

of women’s magazines from 1921 through 1970 which found economic activity as 

measured by the Dow Jones Index displayed correlations to the length of women’s 

dresses (Mabry 1971 in Barber 1999) Although initially dismissed, later studies looked 
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at similar data and found relationships between marital variables (sex ratio, availability, 

divorce rates etc.), participation in the work force, GDP and male perceptions of 

attractiveness correlated with dress length, necklines and body shape (Barber 1999) 

and that men’s preferences in general were for more curvaceous women’s body 

shapes than those represented in women’s magazines. A study of the proposed 1997 

Australian Capital Territory heroin trial used content analysis to score 231 newspaper 

stories related to prescribing heroin to addicted users. The authors developed 

categories for principal content, orientation (whether the article was positive, negative 

or neutral) and subtext (Lawrence et al. 2000). Although the methods used in the 

development of these indices are of particular relevance to the present study there is a 

critical difference. The studies described above used existing theory to derive 

categories from their data which was then used to examine associations between 

different social variables. In the present study, with the exception of categories derived 

from Kellert’s values typologies, all categories have been taken from either the 

grounding studies or are derived from preliminary analysis of the newspaper texts 

analysed here. This means categories used in this study remain purely descriptive. 

In the absence of a recognised theory describing exclusively Australian attitudes, 

values and expectations towards wildlife, the present study seeks to develop a 

quantitative dataset to firstly describe aspects of the Australian experience of wildlife 

and secondly to enable a comparison with Kellert’s values typology.  

Studies using textual analysis of wildlife and nature  

Textual analysis of media representations of nature is scarce in the literature. Steele 

(1996) undertook an analysis of the 1832 book by Washington Irving, A Tour on the 

Prairies, in which the mythology and romance of the American West was separated 

from descriptions of wilderness - enabling comment on, among other things, aspects of 

self, nationalism and the spoiling of the plains environment. A further study (Chris 

2002) examined the historical portrayal of wildlife in television and film and the shift in 

focus from adventures and travelogues towards richer more complex themes in which 

these representations of wildlife become metaphors, reflecting the changing social 

constructions of gender, race, sexuality and power. 

Representations of wildlife, as opposed to those of nature, in media analysis are also 

limited. Mitman (1999) analysed representations and constructions of wildlife and 

nature in cinema. However, with the exceptions of Kellert (1985a) and Franklin and 
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White (2001), few studies have attempted textual analysis specifically of the 

representations of wildlife in newspapers.  Kellert’s study supported his earlier 

observations that a relatively small number of value orientations underpinned much of 

the North American experience of wildlife (Kellert 1985a). Although Franklin and White 

(2001) remained critical of the reductionist approach to content analysis and the biases 

inherent in its methods, the authors saw as its strength its ability to find evidence of 

“large scale processes” in “the most banal items in a newspaper.” Their textual analysis 

of a single Australian newspaper, The Mercury, sought evidence in support of a series 

of theoretical perspectives linking aspects of human recreational activities including 

animal sports such as angling and hunting and cross-national comparisons of animal 

rights with modernisation developed in earlier and related works (Franklin 1996; 

Franklin 1999; Franklin and White 2001; Franklin 2001a; Franklin 2002b). Newspapers 

and other textual materials such as shire and library records were used to develop a 

timeline for the loss of habitats suited to koalas in the Port Stephens region of coastal 

NSW. The authors concluded from these data that the comparatively slow loss of 

habitat was the reason why koalas still existed in the region but fragmentation and poor 

planning threatened their long term survival (Knott et al. 1998). An examination of 

newspapers published between 1890 and 1920 in the city of Turku, Finland gave 

sufficient detail for the authors to develop detailed historical species lists. The 

newspapers used in the study also gave accounts of feeding practices, advice on nest 

building and, through the condemnation of certain trapping practices, the authors 

gained insight into values towards wildlife that were held a century ago (Vuorisalo et al. 

2001). In their use of the method they argued that: 

Due to their wide audience newspapers are an attractive potential source of 
biological data especially in areas with a long tradition of public interest in natural 
history. … Local newspapers may also be the best surviving source of 
information on past local attitudes towards urban wildlife. Such attitudes can both 
directly and indirectly influence urban biodiversity. (Vuorisalo et al. 2001: 1740) 

Rationale for the study  

In Chapter 4, the case was argued that the Australian and US approaches to the 

management of wildlife and community expectations differed fundamentally. The 

present study is novel in that it attempts an analysis of Australian perceptions towards 

wildlife using a set of thematic categories derived solely from descriptions of Australian 

wildlife. The categories and theoretical framework developed in this chapter are used in 

the analysis of the wildlife conflicts presented in subsequent chapters.  
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Although the overall nature of the studies presented in this thesis are qualitative, for the 

purposes of completeness and to validate the thematic and theoretical framework the 

presentation of these data is both qualitative – in that novel thematic categories are 

extracted via those methods described in Chapters 7 and 8 – and quantitative in that 

the presence and strength of particular thematic categories are measured.  

Rationale for the method 

The diversity of studies described in the literature suggests textual analysis may be 

adapted with some confidence to the topic under investigation here. In considering 

textual analysis of newspapers as a means of assessing Australian’s constructions of 

wildlife a number of advantages were immediately apparent.  While the grounding 

studies produced a rich array of thematic categories there was a need to further 

develop theory by using data gathered elsewhere. It was reasoned a broad set of 

descriptions of wildlife experiences were to be found in newspapers. The Queensland 

Newspaper Information Service (QNIS) was chosen as a source because the texts 

were readily available, electronically stored, easily manipulated, and relatively 

inexpensive. The other advantages lay in its size: it was sufficiently large to enable 

even less commonly occurring themes to surface for qualitative analysis, as well as 

providing sufficient data points to allow meaningful statistical investigation. Because the 

dataset drew on newspapers published both in urban and rural regions and, if 

newspapers reflect the views of the community in which they circulate, some claim can 

be made that a broader spectrum of opinion might surface that would not otherwise be 

extracted from a regional study.  

The principal disadvantage of such an approach is that there is no reason to believe, 

nor is it easy to prove, stories appearing in the media are representative of the views of 

the wider community.  This criticism can be partially met by acknowledging the 

methodological approach adopted here seeks only to identify common patterns in the 

way Australians relate to wildlife, not the veracity of statements made in this regard nor 

their pervasiveness. It is the presence of these themes alone that remains the principal 

focus of the study. 

Aims  

The examination of the conflicts in the grounding studies represented only a small part 

of the way humans and wildlife interacted; in fact only a small part of what is 
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understood as human-wildlife conflicts. For this reason there was a need to explore 

wider contexts of human-wildlife interactions. To do this the following research 

questions were set: 

1) Are the themes uncovered in the grounding studies common to other 

Australian experiences of wildlife?  The thematic categories 

emerging from the grounding studies were identified as belonging to 

either wildlife managers or to individuals and community groups 

adversely affected by wildlife. In attempting validation of these 

findings a broader set of descriptions of human-wildlife interactions 

needed investigation. If these investigations uncovered the same 

themes their validity as descriptors of Australian experiences of 

wildlife could be supported; 

2) Are there other descriptors of the Australian experience of wildlife 

that were not uncovered in the grounding studies? 

3) How do these categorisations compare with other theoretical 

examinations of human-animal interactions? In particular, what 

comparisons can be made between the framework developed here 

and Kellert’s commonly used value typology? 

Layout of the chapter  

The methodology section describes the acquisition, cleaning and sampling of the texts 

used in the study. The development of the categories used in the study is first 

described and subsequently extended via the use of exemplars drawn from the texts. 

The results are presented using descriptive statistics, with the conclusion and 

discussion drawing on commonalities to assist in developing an approach for collapsing 

these categories into higher order themes, an operation to be undertaken in the 

following chapter. 

Study design 

The study used a two-stage mixed method (qualitative/quantitative) design with validity 

sought via methodological triangulation.  The development of thematic categories was 

in accord with the grounded theory methodologies described in Chapter 7 and was 

similar in approach to that used by Lawrence et al (2000).  
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The study presented here uses three category groups to analyse a sample of 

newspaper texts. The category groups are: 1) the eight thematic categories identified in 

the grounding studies, 2) fourteen thematic categories derived from a preliminary 

reading of the newspaper texts, and 3) eleven thematic categories derived from 

Kellert’s value typology (Kellert 1987, 1996). 

Data  

The texts were gathered via an exhaustive search of the Queensland Newspaper 

Information Service (QNIS), and an electronic newspaper database for the years 1984 

to 1998 covering the city and country editions of the Courier Mail, Sunday Telegraph 

and Sunday Mail. The search was informed by the findings of Chapter 2 which 

identified six indigenous species of fauna (henceforth referred to as keyword species) 

at the centre of most wildlife disputes occurring in and around SEQ. The QNIS 

database was stored as indexed texts in a similar fashion to electronic journals. That is, 

for any given text there were fields for:  headline, newspaper, edition, day, date, page 

number, by-line (author), keyword hit and story text. Although these fields could be 

interrogated separately there were no insights into how the print media treated wildlife 

that would allow the search to be further narrowed. For this reason the search was 

structured to interrogate all fields rather than being limited to searches of headline or 

keywords fields.  This ensured all references to the specified species were collected. In 

reality this meant many of the texts contained only brief or passing mentions of these 

species necessitating considerable cleaning of the dataset.  

A Courier Mail librarian was contracted to undertake the search and all captured texts 

were stored electronically and forwarded to me on disc. The search strategy was: 

magpie/s (NOT football) OR crow/s (NOT football) OR possum/s OR snake/s 

OR brush turkey/s OR bush turkey/s OR scrub turkey/s OR flying-fox/es OR 

bat/s (NOT cricket OR softball OR baseball) 

Cleaning the dataset 

While the search followed the strategy set out above the practicalities of using the 

database saw the search broken into smaller parts using fewer search terms, typically 

individual species. This resulted in a dataset split by species rather than by date, 

newspaper or author. In addition, many of the texts contained references to more than 
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one keyword species and as a consequence the same texts were picked up in each 

successive search. The search returned in excess of 5000 texts (the raw dataset), 

although in this form it was unwieldy and contained many duplicated texts. Using 

Microsoft Word global functions, and by writing Visual Basic macros, the dataset was 

transformed into 15 separate tables corresponding to the year in which the text was 

published, sorted by date and given a unique identifier. Duplicate texts, where the 

same text was picked up more than once because they contained more than one 

keyword species, were then deleted. The search also picked up some keywords used 

in ways that were beyond the scope of the study. For example, “Possums” was the 

name of a restaurant and “Possum Bourne” was the name of the late New Zealand-

based rally driver. Articles containing keywords used in this way were deleted from the 

dataset. 

The sample  

A further perusal of the data indicated there was a seasonal aspect to some stories and 

particular writers tended to contribute more frequently on topics related to wildlife. In 

addition there was a large variation in the numbers of stories occurring by year. These 

observations justified the use of a random sampling of the dataset, stratified by year.   

The cleaned dataset contained 2567 texts from which a sample equal to 10 percent (n 

= 257) was drawn.26  To do this the dataset was manipulated to ensure each text 

started on a new page. Using the Excel random number generation function, 15 

sequences corresponding to the number of years covered by the search, were drawn 

from the range of page numbers corresponding to the number of pages of texts 

covering that year.  A text corresponding to the randomly selected page number was 

thus drawn from the dataset. On reading these texts fifteen were immediately excluded 

because they were unsuitable for analysis. These texts were typically only one or two 

sentences long and contained insufficient textual material for analysis. Replacement 

texts were randomly drawn from the dataset according to the year of the original. Of 

these a further two cases were unsuitable and the process was repeated. In addition a 

small number of texts included in the final sample were excluded because they 

                                                

26 Because statistical analysis was primarily intended to be descriptive rather than inferential or 

predictive, no power analysis was undertaken.  
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contained insufficient material to enable meaningful coding (see Table 9.1). Because 

these were excluded during the coding and analysis phases, these were not replaced 

and appeared in the dataset as missing data. 

Year Frequency Percent Sample from 
each year 

Actual sample 
used 

Percent 

1984 113 4.4 11 11 5.0 

1985 114 4.4 11 14 6.4 

1986 299 11.6 30 26 11.9 

1987 102 4.0 10 13 6.0 

1988 108 4.2 11 7 3.2 

1989 110 4.3 11 8 3.7 

1990 121 4.7 12 12 5.5 

1991 141 5.5 14 8 3.7 

1992 157 6.1 16 9 4.1 

1993 224 8.7 22 8 3.7 

1994 259 10.1 26 23 10.6 

1995 194 7.6 19 15 6.9 

1996 299 11.6 30 28 12.8 

1997 256 10.0 26 27 12.4 

1998 70 2.7 7 9 4.1 

Total 2567 100.0 257 218 100.0 

 

Table 9.1 - Total number of texts, sample and sample actually used by year 

Preliminary reading of the texts and the development of coding categories 

Thirty randomly selected texts were drawn from the dataset and read in depth and 

coded in a similar way to the worked example, The Killing Fields of the Sky, presented 

in the Chapter 8. Copies of these texts were annotated and comments were logged in a 

notebook. Fourteen additional thematic categories emerged during this process and 

were added to those described in the grounding studies. These observations were 

used to write the data entry pro forma (see Appendix 1) and to code and score the 

strength and presence of elements in the texts. To record variations in both the 

presence and the strength of that presence in the thematic categories, i.e. those 
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categories derived from the grounding studies, the newspaper dataset and Kellert’s 

values typology, themes were coded against the following scale: 1) the theme was not 

present at all, 2) the theme was mildly present, 3) the theme was strongly present, 4) 

the theme was the focus of the article. 

Coding the dataset 

The four separate strategies used in coding the texts are set out in the following 

sections:   

Section 1 provides general descriptors of the texts used in the sample. These 

include codes for the type of text (article, news, letter to the editor etc.), whether the 

story was positive or negative, emotive in tone, reflected people or wildlife problems, 

was informative or whether the author appeared knowledgeable about their subject. 

Section 2 gives examples of thematic categories identified in the grounding study.  

Section 3 gives examples of thematic categories uncovered in the analysis of the 

newspaper dataset. 

Section 4 gives examples of thematic categories based on Kellert’s typologies. (A 

description of how these categories were developed appears below.) 

The scoring of texts was non-exclusive, that is, most texts were scored against a 

number of thematic categories.  It was not considered critical at this stage of the 

analysis to develop closed categories as many of the categories are to be 

concatenated as the theoretical model evolves. The exception was the use of 

categories based on Kellert’s value typology; as such these categories were by their 

nature closed and designed to measure previously identified psychological orientations.  

Section 1 - General descriptors of the texts 

In measuring the strength of general descriptors in the sample the number of points on 

the relevant scale was limited by what distinctions could be practically made.  For 

example, whether a story was positive or negative could be rated on a five-point Likert 

scale. Alternatively texts were scored dichotomously with regard to their content being 

either a “wildlife problem” or a “people problem.” This method of scoring enabled all 
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text in the sample to be indexed in terms of its content, orientation, and the presence of 

thematic materials.  

1. Type of text 

Keywords appeared in five different types of texts. These were: features (defined as an 

article of interest but not a news item); letters to the editor; opinion pieces (these 

included editorials and regular columns); articles or stories (reporting of a current event 

such as a magpie injury or snake bite); and travel articles (included as a separate 

category because wildlife appeared to be strongly associated with the recreational, 

outdoors and tourist experience). 

2. Stories could be emotive in tone 

There was considerable variation in the tone of the articles.  Some of these reflected 

anger and frustration or joy and elation in descriptions of interactions with wildlife. 

Stories were rated against a four point scale - “not emotive,” “mildly emotive,” “strongly 

emotive,” and “very strongly emotive.” 

3. Texts could be positive or negative in their coverage of wildlife 

In many texts wildlife was portrayed in ways that could be interpreted as being positive 

or negative.  Texts were rated against a four-point Likert scale from “very negative” 

through to “very positive.” There was an advantage in using such a scaling over 

Kellert’s Negativistic value in that the scale registered stories that were also positive. It 

was noted that some texts contained materials that were both positive and negative. In 

these cases assessment was determined on balance as to whether it was positive or 

negative, and for this reason the scale against which texts were assessed contained a 

mid-point.   

4. Texts describing conflicts assessed as “people” or “wildlife” problems  

Texts involving wildlife problems were scored dichotomously as either “people” (1) or 

“wildlife” (0) problems.  The category was deemed present when descriptions of human 

behaviours indicated those behaviours were more problematic than the behaviours of 

animals. For example, the wounding of two guests by ricocheting bullets at a party 

when the host attempted to shoot a snake on a cement floor (Courier Mail 09/04/94) 

would, not surprisingly, be coded as a “people problem.” 
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5. Stories relating to wildlife could be informative 

Initial readings suggested some texts were informative in their coverage of wildlife. 

Informative articles were those in which some mention of the presence of fauna was 

associated with the ecological requirements of wildlife or where the texts reflected an 

understanding of the life cycles of the species under discussion.  Texts were rated as 

“not informative,” “a little informative,” “reasonably informative” and “very informative.”  

6. Different levels of knowledge expressed by the authors 

Many texts in the sample were written as part of regular features on wildlife by authors 

displaying apparent expertise, one such example was the regular contributions of 

naturalist David Fleay in the Courier Mail.  In some cases this included descriptions of 

field work associated with wildlife surveying. Conversely many articles were apparently 

poorly informed. Because many of the accounts were written in the first person, coding 

was attempted against the author’s level of knowledge: this was a distinction between 

ratings of informative-ness, covered in the category above.  The writer’s knowledge 

was coded 1-4 (“poor,” “fair,” “good” and “very good”)27 . The first example, provided 

below, would score four and the second, one. 

Example 1 
 
Fifty years ago, throughout a freezing night in the month of April, two cobbers 
and I tailed a couple of large swiftly-planing mystery gliders in the drifting mists of 
a remote woolly-butt forest. 
     Who these rowdy fellows were, and what they revealed opened a vista that 
fascinates me even today but sketchy knowledge of the thirties indicated that 
they must be what was called yellow-bellied gliding possums. 
     That clumsy name for graceful, trusting and truly beautiful marsupials 
offended from the start the long and the short of it being that with the publication 
of “Gliders of the Gum Trees,” featuring that never-to-be-forgotten nocturnal 
quest on Mt Wills, we re-christened this magnificent volplaning animal Fluffy 
Glider…. 
     So generally speaking, in line with the greater popularity of things Australian, 
Petaurus australis answers to a far more accurate vernacular. It is the Fluffy 
Glider (CM 03/01/1984). 

Example 2 
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If we need crows to pick up bits of dead meat, it just goes to show what a lazy lot 
we are. 
     Anyhow, a bit of blood and bone is good for the soil. 
     I will bet the Aboriginals kept the beggars down better than we do - otherwise 
the wretched crows would have knocked off half their tucker.  (CM 01/05/85) 

 

Coding for knowledge is highly subjective; in this case it is based on judgements made 

by me on the relative “truth” of statements made by authors. It should be recognised 

however that when wildlife conflicts develop, managers often have to address “myths” 

surrounding some wildlife. Examples of such myths include the belief that flying-foxes 

defecate through their mouths (interview 23/08/99); and that the source of odour 

associated with flying-foxes are the “mountains of shit” believed to accumulate under 

roosts (Ipswich focus groups). In these cases even a general knowledge of wildlife and 

ecology would enable a reasonable assessment the level of information contained in 

texts. The question of the role of scientific knowledge in wildlife management is 

addressed in chapters 10, 12 and 13. Recognising and addressing common 

misconceptions regarding wildlife may assist in developing better interpretation 

messages to dispel beliefs that flying-foxes are “filthy” or “disease-riddled”.   

Section 2 – Presence in the sample of thematic categories identified from the 

grounding 

1. Category: Intrinsic worth  

Present in the grounding studies and in the first reading of the dataset were comments 

and texts simply indicating that the presence and conservation of wildlife in itself was 

valued. The report of the Senate Committee on the Commercialisation of Wildlife stated 

that it was an extreme position to argue that animals have a right to exist but 

recognised that Australians wanted their wildlife and environment protected. This 

obligation was independent of its economic utility and of the personal desire to 

experience wildlife in the wild but rather lay in the “simple belief that protecting the 

natural environment is the right thing to do” (Australia Parliament Senate Rural and 

Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee and Woodley 1998:3). 

As pervasive as this theme is it is one of the more difficult to define with sufficient 

precision so as to allow limited categorisation. In the texts it was seen in statements 

ranging from a desire to have all wildlife protected through to wanting problem species 
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relocated rather than destroyed. Even in those texts where the decline of good wildlife 

was attributed to the bad, culling was not often favoured as a management tool – 

providing a recognition of the intrinsic worth of even “bad” wildlife.  

“As well as possums, we get calls to remove bats, snakes, birds and just about 
anything else that can crawl into a roof.” 
     To trap the possums, Mr Weaver uses cages containing apples sprayed with 
a special lure – but getting them out is the simple part. 
     “The hardest thing is finding and blocking up the holes to stop them getting 
back in,'' he said. (CM 16/01/88) 
 
Australia was wiping out animals faster than almost any other country, the 
Environment Minister, Ms Kelly, said yesterday. 
     Australia had a “terrific'' reputation overseas for managing its environment 
and speaking out on endangered species, she said, but it had to do a lot more to 
protect its native species and ecosystems – a job in which all Australians could 
have a role. 
     “We are losing species and ecosystems faster than almost any other country,'' 
she said. 
     “Half of all the mammal species to have become extinct world-wide in the last 
200 years were in this country. And that is not just an episode in our colonial past 
– it's still happening today’‘ (CM 11/04/92). 

 
In an unsuccessful bid to move the flying-foxes, Dalby town council enlisted the 
help of the local fire brigade to create a fog using a smoke simulator. 
     However, flying-foxes are a protected species and any deterrent must first be 
approved by the Department of Environment and Heritage (CM 16/04/95). 

 

2. Category: Quality of life 

There is an assertion that in addition to the economic value of wildlife there are a range 

social-psychological benefits associated with the wildlife and that this benefit is 

“incomprehensible to all but a few people” (Kellert 1987). In the same paper Kellert 

(1987: 222) notes that others have demonstrated beneficial associations that include 

“aesthetic, biological, recreational, educational, and even spiritual.…”  

While the intrinsic values associated with wildlife recognises Australians generally hold 

wildlife in high regard, the positive role wildlife played in augmenting the lives of 

individuals is covered under this theme. Such experiences ranged from positive 

associations with birdsong or witnessing animal behaviours, to deeper associations 

implying near spiritual experiences. These associations in general were not specific to 

individual species; descriptions of snakes, magpies and crows all suggested there were 

occasions where these species apparently added to a person’s quality of life. The 
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thematic category used to score texts on quality of life overlaps with other categories 

and reflects not just empathy for wildlife but a recognition that wildlife is of importance 

to many people. Texts containing material that indicated the presence and behaviours 

of wildlife was appreciated, brought pleasure, or was associated positive life events 

were scored against this category.  

Who for instance ever tires of the wonderful dawn and evening chorus of 
kookaburras and the glorious carolling of magpies – heard perhaps at its 
incomparable best on full moon nights of frost (CM 11/06/85). 

Fresh home from hospital, Mrs Elizabeth Gorman of Tamborine reports on the 
delights of rediscovering routine - not to mention meeting old friends in fur, 
feather and scale in the garden (CM 14/01/86). 

 
Their joy fills our gardens with colour and song – flocks of lorikeets, migrant 
waders in summer, rose robins in winter, figbirds, noisy miners, scrub turkeys 
and rarer species such as the satin and regent bowerbirds. 
Goethe wrote: “We should do our utmost to encourage the beautiful, for the 
useful encourages itself” (CM 17/07/97). 

3. Category: Wildlife detracts from quality of life 

Wildlife also had the ability to negatively impact on humans and detract from their 

quality of life. It should be noted that many described interactions were scored as both 

positive and negative.  It was often common for texts in which the good versus bad 

theme occurred to be scored for the presence of the themes wildlife adds to quality of 

life and wildlife detracts from quality of life. 

A 7 ½ months pregnant Stradbroke Island woman is recovering in hospital today 
after a large snake bit her three times while she was sleeping (Tel 19/02/86). 

What induced the makers of a recently introduced beer to use a snake in the 
promotion of their product? 
     Delightful beverage, but frankly, when the ad appears on television I am 
tempted to turn off as I consider the association of a snake with my favourite 
drink quite bad taste (CM 02/02/90). 

Thousands of voracious flying-foxes are giving people in the Sunshine Coast 
hinterland bats in the belfry. 
     Cr Geoff Littler yesterday told the Maroochy Shire Council the bats were 
eating $10 million in fruit a year…. 
     "And it is getting worse. The sky is black with them at night for as far as you 
can see” (CM 31/01/90). 
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4. Category: Rogues 

Despite the strong presence in the grounding studies of constructions of wildlife in 

which nuisance behaviours were attributable to rogues, no texts containing this term 

appeared in the 30 texts drawn for perusal nor from the sample.  This prompted a 

search of the raw data uncovering ten texts in which the word “rogue” appeared, 

commonly in reference to snakes (n = 4) and magpies (n = 3).   

The petite python tamer said she was a "one on one” snake handler, but 
admitted she liked to call in help when a rogue taipan was around. (CM 11/03/95) 
     Earlier this week, a stakeout by local police failed to put an end to the reign of 
terror by the menacing crow, which wildlife officials believe is a rogue bird with an 
apparent mental disorder (CM 03/02/96). 

Perhaps rogue maggies are like confrontational canines: you can try staring them 
down. But dogs don't fly and, while they have teeth, they generally don't sport 
razor-sharp talons. The choice is bleak on either side of the ledger. But there's 
something especially bleak about a flying opponent (CM 01/10/94). 

 
Mr Christenson said Griffith University staff had removed the bird after it “took 
control” of the school's oval. 
     “The kids could not use the oval because this rogue bird just reigned 
supreme,” he said (CM 21/09/97). 

These exemplars point to the use of “rogues” in a similar sense to its use in the 

grounding studies, however, as they were not drawn in the sample no analysis of the 

category is attempted in this chapter. A possible explanation for its weaker presence in 

the newspaper dataset may be due to the way wildlife interactions are observed and 

described in the grounding studies and in the newspaper dataset. My previous 

observations of the differing constructions given to wildlife were at the point where 

wildlife conflicts had escalated to either Level II or Level III conflicts (Chapter 8). In 

contrast, the newspaper texts tended to describe a variety of wildlife interactions, not all 

of which depicted conflict. This suggests “rogues” as a descriptor of wildlife may 

emerge only when conflicts are sufficiently serious so as to force participants to 

confront the dichotomy between their beliefs in which wildlife is intrinsically valued (all 

wildlife is good) versus experiences where some wildlife is bad .  

5. Category: Do something (something’s got to be done) 

Many texts describing wildlife conflicts called for “something to be done.” It was 

common to find stories and articles in which this theme was present in concert with a 

diverse range of other themes that were both empathetic and critical towards wildlife 

and wildlife management. The common corollary of a wildlife conflict being “worse now 
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than ever” gave these calls for action a particular urgency. Similar to the observations 

made in Chapter 1 such calls were often made by those negatively affected by the 

presence and behaviours of wildlife, usually “problem” species. There were also texts 

in which the reported loss of habitat and the decline in the abundance of some species 

also brought calls to do something.  

"All efforts to beautify and enhance the wildlife values of the banks of the river 
will count for nothing if the river system itself continues to be used principally as 
a drain…” 
     “The whole area needs to be stabilised by mass tree planting. The city and 
suburban reaches of the river could be similarly treated. Industrial pollution has 
to be further reduced” (CM 11/01/85). 

The balance of nature is an important part of our lives, and it is only right that we 
be cautious so that our future economically and environmentally is secure. It is 
up to us to make sure our public forests all over Australia and the animals of 
those forests are protected. It is up to us as proud Australians to realise the 
threat of woodchipping to our country and remember that it is our duty to ensure 
the protection of the forests for our future (CM 04/10/85). 
 
Twelve Thornlands residents stopped the clearing of bushland yesterday after 
koalas were seen staggering out of the bush to the road… 
     (A spokesperson) said the group wanted the developer to leave a small bush 
reserve, including a creek, for the native animals. 
     "We feel it is time they started putting in nature corridors” (CM 07/12/1990). 

6. Category: Good versus Bad 

This theme, emerging from the Preliminary Study, was deemed to be present when 

texts contained materials in which not only was the bad wildlife perceived as 

responsible for the decline of the good but also where texts gave descriptions of wildlife 

implying some wildlife was intrinsically “more good” than others.  

There has been a furore about flying-foxes and the dreadful things that can 
happen to a person who handles them, but not much mention about the scourge 
of crows. My wife and I like to watch silver-eyes, honey-eaters, peewees and 
willie wagtails enjoying themselves in the bird bath in our garden, but we often 
find half a honey-eater fledging and egg shells in the bath, deposited by the black 
mongrels. Why can't they be culled before we have no more beautiful birds? (CM 
18/112/96) 
 
Last Sunday morning six to 10 crows were attacking a young possum in a tree in 
our front garden. 
     In the afternoon one crow flew past with an egg in its beak, possibly a 
parakeet or some bird of similar size. 
     On Monday afternoon two crows raided a dove's nest in our orange tree and 
stole two lovely baby doves in spite of the parents' vain attempts to save them, 
let alone my efforts. 
     Good for the natural environment? I think not. 
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     Where have our silvereyes and honeyeaters gone? No second prize for you-
know-where (SM 12/10/97). 

Foxes have learned to take grey kangaroo joeys from their mothers, the study 
said. Researchers warned that the feral problem was so serious that increasing 
numbers of native species were facing extinction as a result of the pests. (CM 
23/01/98) 

7. Category: Anthropomorphised  

Anthropomorphised accounts of the presence and behaviours of wildlife were coded 

where texts described the behaviours of wildlife in humanised terms.   

"He's the most laid-back possum you could imagine,'' Ms Jorgensen said 
yesterday. 
     "He just lies in your hand with his arms and legs just waving in the air with a 
look of utter bliss on his face’‘ (CM 26/03/94). 

…the birds, some of which had been psychologically scarred by previous  human 
attacks, were acting from instinct (CM 14/09/96). 

8. Category: Spiritual 

This thematic category registered descriptions of wildlife in which their presence and 

behaviours were associated with divine or supernatural forces or to a “lifting of spirits.” 

Eve’s encounter with the serpent, Oedipus's answer to the riddle of the sphinx, 
the Australian Aborigines' giant ancestral python Yurlunggur – who sucked in 
water, women and children and spat them out as boulders and floodwaters 
covering the Earth – are but a few examples of the universal myths which link 
man's destiny with animals (CM 12/05/94). 

However, not all associations were positive. 

The Devil himself created these ugly vermin (flying-foxes) in his own image and 
ordered them abroad to harass honest mango-growing citizens like myself  (CM 
16/02/89). 

9. Category: Feeding (of wildlife) 

Throughout the sample the feeding of wildlife was associated with either deliberate 

feeding, feeding that occurred as a result of anthropogenic activities such as the 

availability of food as refuse, and texts relating to descriptions of wildlife feeding in the 

wild.  

More than 16 decades after the first white settlers reached Moreton Bay, 
Brisbane backyards still teem with wildlife for those who care to look. 
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     Tree snakes may still be found in the trees of Spring Hill, and schoolchildren 
have been known to feed their lunch scraps to wild dingoes at Brookfield (SM 
18/02/90). 

Feeding the flocks of Crimson Rosella delights visitors to O'Reilly's at Green 
Mountains. Make sure you have a camera with you. If you are lucky and manage 
to fight off the Rosellas, you could get a brilliant yellow and black Regent Bower 
Bird to eat out of your hand (SM 23/09/84). 

 
Anyone thoughtless and stupid enough to feed dangerous animals like feral dogs 
should feel some responsibility, and a lot of shame, for the attack on little Christy 
Corney at Cooloola last week. 
     I'm sick of writing of the folly of feeding any animal in the wild. 
     But when it comes to feeding creatures like dogs or crocodiles, creatures that 
can cause serious injuries and death, it is the last straw in utter stupidity (CM 
14/04/86). 

10. Category: Right and Wrong 

Although present in the grounding studies this theme commonly, though not 

exclusively, surfaced when wildlife managers interpreted agency policy or in some 

cases described what they felt was the “right” way to appreciate wildlife. The 

constructions of wildlife presented by managers appeared to be based on “scientific 

knowledge” which contained elements of ecology, risk management, legislation, policy 

and personal experiences. This was the only theme in which roles of the individual 

were an important dimension; therefore interpreting this theme in the newspaper texts 

was problematic. When wildlife managers or “experts” were quoted in newspapers, 

their comments were often interspersed with commentary from the reporters making it 

difficult to comprehend the origin and intent of the message. Coding under this 

category was initially attempted but later abandoned. However, much of this content 

was coded under the categories something’s got to be done, people problem, 

informative, knowledge and scientistic, covered below. In addition, while most texts 

were coded under a range of categories, the theme right or wrong arose mainly in 

regards to feeding and will be covered in detail in Chapter 10. In the following exemplar 

the author states that feeding wildlife is “wrong” and done out of ignorance or for profit 

and that the ignorant have to be educated – a particularly good example of belief in a 

right way to manage wildlife. Part of the text from which this example was taken is also 

coded in the category directly above (feeding) and under something’s got to be done. 

Obviously blind ignorance is behind most of the hand feeding problems. 
     The majority of people visiting national parks, the tourists, wouldn't have a 
clue the problems they cause by feeding animals. 
     It seems such a charitable thing to do and they look so tame. Maybe they see 
themselves being at one with nature. 
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     We need an education program for those ignorant people and it could begin 
with the National Parks and Wildlife Service employing a fit young bloke to 
wander around the park head-butting any tourist found feeding animals; naturally 
leaving a brochure for all dizzy offenders pointing out the folly of animal feeding. 
     That should deal with cases of straight-out ignorance. 
     But for locals, and particularly local tour operators, animal feeding should be 
treated very seriously. 
     There is little doubt some operators hand feed to lure animals to tour groups 
for closer inspection and photographs. 
     That's where charges should be laid and examples made. 
I was particularly interested to read that a Rainbow Beach tour operator said the 
first dog shot after the Cooloola attack was not the animal responsible, because 
he happened to be hand feeding it at a nearby campsite at the time. 
     Now if the tour operators don't have enough nous not to feed the animals, 
what chance has the average, ignorant tourist got? (CM 14/01/86) 

 

Section 3 – Coding thematic categories derived from the newspaper dataset 

The thematic categories described here are those uncovered in the analysis of the 

newspaper dataset but were not obviously present in data analysed in the grounding 

studies. 

1. Category: more wildlife before 

Included under this category are materials providing descriptions of wildlife populations 

in decline or perceived to be in decline. While land clearing was typically seen as 

responsible for this decline some blame, although apparently disproportionably so, was 

attributed to other species. For example in The Killing Fields of the Sky, the loss of 

(good) wildlife was attributed not merely to predation, but to the cruelty of crows. Texts 

were also of particular interest when they contained materials linked to the spreading 

urban fringe and the process of urbanisation, development and over-exploitation. 

But urban man is blind, if not a fool, says Mr Henry, director of The Wildlife 
Preservation Society of Queensland. 
     Having done his best to rob the wild creatures of Brisbane of habitat or to 
pollute their environs he has still - seemingly by accident - left them a highway or 
"corridor'' of life. And that corridor is the Brisbane River. 
     The metropolitan area still is home to something like 399 species of birds, 63 
of mammals, 50 of lizards, 32 of snakes, 151 of butterflies and thousands more 
of fish, invertebrates and plants. 
     And many, if not most of them, says Mr Henry, "cling to the remaining pockets 
of vegetation in an otherwise degraded river system'' (CM 11/01/85). 
 
"All over the world, animal life is threatened with annihilation by the direct or 
indirect interference - one way or another - of man. 
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At present there are more than 1000 species in immediate danger and this 
number is growing quite alarmingly (CM 28/04/90). 

2. Category: Conservation of wildlife 

While “conservation of wildlife” is associated with species decline as described in the 

previous category, it is also linked to its intrinsic worth and involves notions of rescuing 

or providing sanctuary. In the grounding studies the question arose as to whether the 

link between wildlife and habitat was widely understood by all members of the 

community. Although this category overlaps in meaning with other categories, 

commonly with do something, it was decided to leave separate this category - 

anticipating that texts coded under this category would inform how wildlife and its 

ecological requirements are constructed.  

The fight to save the Greater Daintree region between Cairns and Cooktown is 
expected to step up after the Douglas Shire Council's announcement yesterday 
that construction of the Cape Tribulation road will resume. 
     Only now are we beginning to appreciate the richness of the area. 
     Eleven distinct types of rainforest have been identified. 
     Up to 150 tree species can be found on a couple of hectares - more than 
there are in Europe or North America. In one waterhole of a rainforest stream, 
eight freshwater species have been found. 
     At least seven species of vertebrate animal have been found nowhere else in 
the world - four new species of frogs, the Thornton Peak melomys, the Bennett's 
tree-kangaroo and a so far undescribed species of skink. 
     A newly discovered ringtail possum will probably be added to this list soon 
(CM 20/07/84). 
 
The conservation council's co-ordinator, Ms Elizabeth Bourne, said: "Even 
though the city council has said that these mangroves will be protected, the 
construction of the off-shore island and the development of the adjoining forest 
and saltmarsh area will so severely alter the marine and freshwater hydrology of 
the site that it's extremely doubtful that they could survive in the long term.” 
     She describes the forests and wetlands of Boondall as an important habitat 
for a wide diversity of wildlife (CM 10/09/85). 
 
Greening Australia Qld, a non-profit community education body, has released a 
brochure "Small Native Animals: Nature's Farmhands,'' explaining the 
importance of these animals and strategies to save their habitats from 
destruction. 
     The Greening Australia Qld manager, Mr Rex Fisher, said the aim was to get 
other people working to encourage tree and plant growth in their own areas. 
     "Hollow logs, dead trees, river snags and other plant material should remain 
untouched unless it is a nuisance,'' he said (CM 28/01/89). 
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3. Category: Problem species 

Within the texts wildlife related problems could be described as those describing the 

behaviours of either wildlife or humans. Texts were deemed to contain this thematic 

category when they contained materials specifically relating to “nuisance” behaviours of 

wildlife or to behaviours resulting in humans being negatively impacted. 

As Queensland grain growers prepare for a one-day kangaroo cull to reduce 
crop damage, the State's commercial fruit farmers have already begun an 
assault on the industry's major pest – flying-foxes. 
     Fruit growers say the flying-foxes are causing more crop damage than usual 
this year because of blossom failure in native hardwood trees, their main food 
source. 
     Many have started shooting the bats, as all four species were removed from 
the list of protected fauna in Queensland earlier this year. 
Queensland University researcher, Dr Len Martin, said a conservative estimate 
of north Queensland fruit grower losses in a bad year amounted to several 
million dollars. 
      Dr Martin heads a team researching the reproduction of flying-foxes to try to 
protect the species and find ways of providing protection for fruit crops (Tel 
17/12/86). 
 
It was the latest move in an effort to eradicate an estimated 12,000 possums 
which are eating the island's delicate forest. 
     The program co-ordinator, Anne Stewart, said it could take three to five years 
to get rid of all the possums (CM 07/11/90). 
 
Professor Denis Stark was commenting on a Brisbane study of six magpie 
attacks reported in today's Medical Journal of Australia. 
     "All the eye injuries were serious because they all needed major surgery to 
repair them,'' he said. 
     Prof Stark, Dr Bradley Horsburgh and Dr John Harrison conducted the study, 
in which five casualties were children (CM 14/12/92). 
 
"Scientists everywhere agree – Australia's magpie problem is the most serious 
suburban wildlife conflict in the world'' (CM 14/09/96). 

4. Category: Wildlife as food 

There were a small number of texts featuring “revenge eating,” in which problematic 

species, and commonly an individual of a species, could be managed by killing and 

eating it.    

More common were texts describing the use of Australian fauna as food, typically 

possum meat, although this also occurred in association with the use of kangaroo, emu 

and crocodiles products. Some texts include recipes using Australian native fauna. 

The first white settlers fell off their boats 200 years ago with one thing on their 
collective mind – food. 
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     After eight months of less than luxurious sea travel on dreadful rations, they 
dreamed of the familiar meals of their homeland. 
     What they got instead was very tough salted pork, weevil-infested rice and 
flour, dried peas, rancid butter and cheese, no milk for four years and no familiar 
fresh fruit or vegetables. 
     The superbly fit Lora tribe of Aborigines, who had lived happily around 
Sydney on and off for 30,000 years and whose diet and lifestyle were in perfect 
harmony with their surroundings, were astounded and perplexed at the white 
plight. 
     They found it extraordinary to watch their guests practically starving to death 
in a Garden of Eden full of edible wildlife. There were flying-foxes, snakes, 
lizards, goannas, bandicoots, possums, rats, witchety grubs and moths as well 
as kangaroos, wild ducks, abundant seafood, birds and a multitude of roots, nuts, 
honey, vegetation and delicious berries. But nobody would come to dinner. (CM 
20/01/88) 
 
The half eaten bird was still in the house and it led to Mr Walden being charged 
with an offence against the Fauna Conservation Act. 
     Mr Walden, an elder of the Gangalida Tribe, was fined $100 and ordered to 
pay $819 in costs and fees and he then lost an appeal. 
     The case went yesterday to the Full High Court, sitting in Brisbane, where Mr 
Bill McMillan argued before the five Canberra-based justices that under the 
Criminal Code, Mr Walden had an honest claim of right to kill the turkey. 
     The court late yesterday reserved its decision and it could be some months 
before the outcome is known. 
     "A lot of people are waiting on the outcome of this case,'' said Mr Hulls.  "The 
argument is whether Mr Walden had an honest claim of right to do what he did. 
     "He has been killing Bush Turkey for many many years and his father and 
grandfather before that had been doing the same thing.” 
     "On that basis he believed he was not doing anything wrong,'' he said (CM 
11/05/94). 

The theme was deemed present when texts described the use of Australian fauna, 

whether taken from the wild or farmed, as food. 

5. Category: pests as food 

“Pests” like “wildlife” are socially dependent constructs and for this reason simple 

definitions are problematic. Nonetheless a theme detected in these data was similarly 

expressed in a submission to the Senate Committee on the Commercialisation of 

Wildlife, that is, pests could be better managed if they were eaten  (Australia 

Parliament Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee 

and Woodley 1998:267). The same report also strongly advocated commercialisation 
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of wildlife in the management of “superabundant”28 species (p. 4). It was common for 

those proposing management through harvesting to claim there were “others” for whom 

these foods were suited. With regard to flying-foxes, suitable consumers were 

Aborigines or Pacific Islanders for whom flying-foxes were seen as “normal” or “natural” 

foods. It is important this category be differentiated from the mere utility of wildlife as 

there are no concomitant calls for wise use or strategic management. Using pests as 

food in these examples refers only to expediency, that is, finding  cost-effective 

methods to manage those species perceived as pests.  

The theme was deemed present when the suggested solutions to the problems caused 

by wildlife could be resolved by its consumption as food.   

The Northern Territory could soon begin selling one of its destructive pests – 
bats - to the South Pacific island of Guam as a delicacy. It is not the protected 
cave bat the Guamians want but the fruit bat that has raided papaw trees for 
aeons. 
     The Northern Territory Labor and Administrative Services Minister, Mr 
McCarthy, who said he was concerned he might become Minister for Bats, 
asked: "Why not?” 
     "Up there fruit bats are a great delicacy and down here we all know fruit bats 
are a nuisance,'' he told the NT Legislative Assembly (CM 20/05/88). 
 
Over the centuries, flying-fox (fruit bat) numbers were controlled because they 
were food for our Aborigines. Also, less than 70 years ago, a bounty was paid for 
their destruction as vermin. 
     Then the Whitlam government changed the concept from vermin to desirable 
fauna and actually protected the flying-fox at greenies' urging. No concern for the 
fruit farmers whose livelihood was devoured by mobile noisy scavengers. 
     Almost unbelievably, these dangerous destructive animals are still protected, 
despite the fact that some camps harbour more than a million individuals. They 
defecate virus-containing waste in flight, fouling drinking water, roofs and clothes 
on lines. 
     Tragically, human beings face possible death while our greenie-dictated 
governments protect the death purveyors (CM 28/11/86). 
 
Cr Little said the Primary Industries Department should act. 
     His suggestion was that the pests themselves be harvested, put through an 
abattoir and sent to Pacific Islands where they were considered a culinary delight 
(CM 31/0190). 

                                                

28 It is arguable the term ‘superabundant’ when used to describe the presence of kangaroos in 

rangeland NSW (Senate Committee on the Commercialisation of Wildlife 2000:4) is 

synonymous with ‘pest.’    
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6. Category: (Wildlife as part of the) outdoors experience 

This theme was most present in texts describing experiences in the outdoors where the 

presence of wildlife was depicted as part of that experience. These ranged from 

negative experiences of being swooped by a magpie through to the enjoyment of the 

outdoors including observing or interacting with wildlife. This category picked up stories 

describing wildlife in urban settings where interactions occurred while people went 

about their daily lives rather than descriptions of people on holidays or travelling to see 

wildlife.29 

Who for instance ever tires of the wonderful dawn and evening chorus of 
kookaburras and the glorious carolling of magpies - heard perhaps at its 
incomparable best on full moon nights of frost (CM 11/06/85). 

Each year almost 1000 people in Brisbane require medical attention for injuries 
inflicted by the birds (magpies) (CM 14/09/96). 

7. Category: (wildlife as part of the) tourist experience 

There has been an increase in the popularity of wildlife based-tourism in Australia and 

world wide (Green and Higginbottom 2001; Burns and Howard 2003; Higginbottom and 

Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism 2004; 2005). Many texts in the 

sample included travel features on Queensland destinations where seeing wildlife in 

the wild was part of that experience. However, many of the texts described experiences 

where the observation of wildlife was incidental to the trip.  

Outside, wallabies and possums, attracted by the smell of dinner, emerge from 
the surrounding bush waiting for the morsels they know will be tossed in their 
direction…. Of course the place is a dream for bushwalkers, birdwatchers and 
botanists – and for all people just wanting to get away from it all for a while (SM 
24/03/85). 
 
At Kingfisher Bay Resort on Fraser Island there is a junior ranger program on 
weekends, public holidays and during school holidays…. The resort's evening 
ranger-guided bushwalk lets them spot sugar gliders, squirrel gliders and 
possums (SM 20/06/93). 

                                                

29 Kellert et al. (2001: 59) describe various levels of wildlife watching in terms of the setting and 

distance travelled. 
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8. Category: dangerous or menacing 

Behaviour associated with magpie nest defence (swooping) is concrete – the animal 

displays aggression towards humans.  However the “threats” posed by other species 

are less so. The mere presence of a snake, rather than its behaviour, is regularly 

depicted as threatening irrespective of whether or not it is identified as a venomous 

species.  Although crows show little or no aggression towards humans they are 

similarly seen as threatening or menacing.  

Mrs Simone Katchor, of Chermside, doesn't like intruders. She likes long, thick 
carpet snakes even less. 
     So when she woke at 5am today to find a 1.9m specimen of the latter perched 
atop her bedroom mirror she was not impressed. 
     "I almost had a coronary,'' Mrs Katchor said (Tel 17/12/85). 
 
The 63-year-old railway worker spent four days in intensive care at the Cairns 
Base Hospital after being attacked by the 2m snake while walking home from an 
afternoon swim in the Barron River…. 
     National Parks and Wildlife Cairns technical officer Mr Brent Vincent said the 
taipan was the world's third-most venomous snake and was extremely 
aggressive with its fangs up to four times longer than other species and able to 
penetrate below the body's subcutaneous layers. He said that in one bite an 
average-sized taipan could produce enough venom to kill 13 men (CM 06/09/91). 
 
He said the magpies had a nest on the school grounds and had swooped down 
on several children in the past month, including a 10-year-old boy who had his 
cheek scratched (CM 06/10/95). 
 
Rabies-infested bats in America have been known to attack people and 
animals…. 
     This case suggests a late first stage where the flying-fox is showing a lack of 
timidity by approaching people when it may not otherwise do so, or an early 
second stage with aggressive behaviour  (SM 24/11/96). 

The theme was deemed present in those texts where the presence or behaviours of 

wildlife was seen as menacing or threatening irrespective of whether that threat was 

real or perceived. 

9. Category: social significance 

Texts were coded for social significance where wildlife is associated with its cultural 

importance to Indigenous Australians, its iconic uses and more generally the 

importance of wildlife, for whatever reason, to people and their community.   

While the powerful symbolic hold of such ancient animal myths may seem 
irrelevant to today's city dwellers, our age-old fascination with animals persists 
perhaps in our habits of keeping household pets and in the popularity of wildlife 
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documentaries on television. In a similar vein, what are some of our best-loved 
and oft-recited bush ballads – such as Adam Lindsay Gordon's reckless verses 
and Banjo Paterson's The Man from Snowy River – if not re-tellings of ancient 
epic tales of heroes, animals and the hunt? (CM 12/058/94) 

The Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland is having a special fund-raising 
"Wildlife Wine and Cheese Cruise'' to the flying-fox colony at Indooroopilly Island 
on Sunday, March 27. The MV Mirimar will take passengers up the Brisbane 
River to see the sunset fly-out. Tame flying-foxes will be on board (CM 19/02/88). 

10. Category: (use of wildlife for) commercial purposes 

Within this category were references to the commercial uses of wildlife that implied the 

presence and behaviours were of economic importance. While this aspect of wildlife 

was the focus of the Senate Report on the Commercialisation of wildlife (Australia 

Parliament Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee 

and Woodley 1998), the instances referring to commercial use of wildlife occurring in 

the dataset were limited to issues associated with the use of wildlife for consumptive 

purposes as in farming and hunting, and export and tourism.  

Cairns-based Dr Glen Burns probably knows more about the love life of the sea 
snake than any other person in Australia – perhaps the world. 
     For the past 2 ½ years he has swum with them for days on end, handled and 
tagged thousands of them, and even had them check him out as a potential 
lover. 
     Dr Burns, 27, is doing it all under a four-year federal program that will enable 
the Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service to decide whether or not the 
snakes breed in sufficient numbers to sustain a sea snake leather industry (CM 
30/07086). 
 
Australian Customs Service officers and police alleged that 12 six-week-old 
condra or green pythons were in her possession…. The snakes, a rare species 
found in a tiny area of far north Queensland, allegedly were brought into 
Brisbane on a flight from London…. 
     In Europe the species had been bred for some years and was more 
commonly seen in collections there than in Australia…. The highest known price 
paid for the species in Australia was $1000 (CM 22/01/93). 
 
The Queensland Environment Department faces probable legal action after the 
deaths of 19 out of 27 valuable pythons confiscated in a north Queensland raid. 
     A magistrate dismissed charges brought against fauna dealer Robert Buckley 
and ordered the snakes, worth an estimated $150,000, be returned to him. 
     But Mr Buckley's solicitors said yesterday they had heard from Sydney's 
Taronga Zoo Park, where the reptiles were sent to be cared for, that 19 had died 
(CM 17/09/94). 



  Page 154 

11. Category: (The presence and/or behaviours of wildlife are a) threat to 

commerce 

Throughout the Senate report on the commercialisation of wildlife, it is stated that the 

cost of managing wildlife, particularly those defined as “superabundant” or as “pests,” 

was considerable and had driven much of the debate on the commercialisation of 

wildlife (Australia Parliament Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 

References Committee and Woodley 1998). The committee recommended wildlife 

management options for “pest” species that offered “cost-recovery” and “user-pays” 

options were preferred (p. xxii), in essence arguing for a commercial solution to a 

commercial problem.   

Where this category was scored in the texts it referred to the presence and behaviours 

of wildlife impacting on commercial operations. In the sample this was commonly seen 

in the impact of flying-foxes on fruit growers.  

Commercial fruit growers were claiming greater crop damage from flying-foxes 
following failure of a large part of the natural flying-fox diet. There have been 
widespread reports of commercial fruit growers shooting hungry flying-foxes  
(CM 17/12/86). 
 
Twelve Thornlands residents stopped the clearing of bushland yesterday after 
koalas were seen staggering out of the bush to the road… 
Work stopped soon afterwards and a bulldozer was taken away. 
A council spokeswoman said the developer had been told to stop clearing until 
further notice and was to meet council officials this morning to discuss conditions 
imposed on the rezoning (CM 07/12/90). 
 
"They have said the only way to stop flying-foxes was to put up this exclusion 
netting – which is like a 4mm open mesh shade cloth…. 
     The cost for this type of netting was about $15,000 a hectare (CM 26/04/91). 

12. Category: (wildlife is part of the) recreational experience 

Given that fish were not included in the general definition of wildlife used in this thesis, 

the recreational aspects of wildlife relate only to such activities as hunting, bird 

watching or experiencing the presence of wildlife while engaging in other recreational 

activities such as bushwalking.  For the purposes of coding, recreational experiences of 

wildlife are differentiated from tourist experiences.  Those interactions occurring when 

an individual engages in outdoors activities that are part of daily life or typically 

weekend pursuits (being swooped by a magpie while jogging, cycling, etc.) would be 

deemed recreational as opposed to holidaying and travelling to places for the purposes 

of interacting with wildlife (whale watching, tag-along 4WD drive tours).  
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The water is deep green and quite clear. You can see fish swim beneath the 
boat. We are told there are freshwater crocodiles in the river, but that they are 
harmless – as long as they are not interfered with, which I take as meaning: as 
long as they don't see you first. 
     Among the community of animals present are rock ringtail possums, 
wallaroos, small insectivorous bats, large, but non-venomous (or so they said) 
olivine pythons, colonies of fairy martins who build mud nests beneath rock 
ledges, shrike thrushes and birds of prey, like nankeen kestrels…  
     Camp fires are lit and the tantalising smell of barbecuing meat fills the air  
(SM 16/02/86). 
Allenby hooked his drive from the second tee into an unplayable lie at the second 
hole and was contemplating where he could drop the ball when playing partner 
Jeff Woodland warned: “Don't move.’‘ 
     A 2m brown snake was slithering towards his ball and instead of heeding the 
“don't move'' warning, Allenby jumped out of the trees (SM 13/12/92). 
 
Touring the island, visitors move from seemingly endless surf beaches, bordered 
by towering cliffs of coloured sand and desert-like shifting sandblows, to dense 
rainforests with freshwater lakes and scenic creeks. 
     The beaches and forests are home for one of Australia's largest and most 
diverse bird populations. More than 230 species of birds have been found on the 
island, including sea eagles, peregrine falcons, and one of Australia's rarest 
birds, the ground parrot (CM 02/12/93). 

13. Category: (wildlife has a) consumptive value 

This category specifically refers to the consumptive use of wildlife irrespective of 

whether that consumption is for the purpose of managing wildlife populations. In the 

sample examples were found in texts relating to restaurant menus, recipes, and the 

farming and sale of wildlife products such as fur, hide and leather. 

The Northern Development Minister, Mr Katter, said yesterday the Federal 
Government had refused to allow the export of leather goods made from the 
skins of sea snakes killed by trawlers (CM 30/07/86). 
 
"There he readily admitted he had also shot and killed an adult Scrub Turkey 
during the same expedition,'' his Mount Isa solicitor, Mr Rob Hulls, said today. 
The half eaten bird was still in the house and it led to Mr Walden being charged 
with an offence against the Fauna Conservation Act. 
     Mr Walden, an elder of the Gangalida Tribe, was fined $100 and ordered to 
pay $819 in costs and fees and he then lost an appeal (Tel 30/06/87). 
 
They found it extraordinary to watch their guests practically starving to death in a 
Garden of Eden full of edible wildlife. There were flying-foxes, snakes, lizards, 
goannas, bandicoots, possums, rats, witchety grubs and moths as well as 
kangaroos, wild ducks, abundant seafood, birds and a multitude of roots, nuts, 
honey, vegetation and delicious berries. But nobody would come to dinner (CM 
20/01/88). 
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Section 4 – Coding thematic categories derived from Kellert’s values typology 

Kellert identifies as many as eleven separate value orientations associated with wildlife, 

although the commonly cited work, The Value of Life (Kellert 1996), describes only 

nine.  Earlier papers made no mention of the symbolistic value and included ecologistic 

and scientific as separate values and as well as a neuturalistic value (Kellert 1987). In 

later works disinterest and apathy (the neuturalistic value) were associated with a lack 

of connectivity to the landscape and the decline of nature (Kellert 1996: 163-218).30 

Similarly the symbolistic value does not occur in all studies although Kellert (1996: 70) 

argues that the acquisition of symbolic representations of nature is a critical part of 

human consciousness and a key component of communication.  While Kellert (1996) 

collapsed the ecologistic and scientific values into the single ecologistic-scientific value, 

he states: 

…(T)here are important differences.. The ecologistic view is a more integrative 
approach to the natural world emphasizing interdependence among species and 
natural habitat. The scientific understanding of nature, by contrast, tends to 
stress the structures and processes below the level of whole organisms and 
ecosystems such as morphology, physiology, and cellular and molecular biology 
(Kellert 1996, 13). 

For the purpose of this study I included categories derived from all eleven value 

orientations. The ecologistic-scientific value was coded as separate thematic 

categories on the grounds that some anthropomorphised accounts of wildlife 

suggested that the ecological requirements of wildlife were not always comprehended. 

Examples of this are found in the justifications some people gave for feeding wildlife 

(i.e. it was to make up for land clearing) and in the categorisation of wildlife as bad 

because of predation on other species (see for example The Killing Fields of the Sky). 

As it turned out there were a number of newspaper texts which were scored on themes 

which were purely scientific, having little or no link to more general ecological matters. 

                                                

30 Kellert (1997) suggests many of the values associated with wildlife are positive in that they 

build an interest in nature. In this respect “active avoidance,” captured under a negativistic 

value, is adaptive because it builds confidence in the individual with regard to the bounds of 

wildlife. Disinterest and apathy on the other hand allow the decline of nature to advance 

unobserved and uncontested. 
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There were also some articles which described interactions where there was either  

“passive avoidance” (Kellert 1987: 224) of wildlife or descriptions in which wildlife was 

of little interest to the author or the subjects of the article. In order that these themes 

might be assessed Kellert’s neutralistic value was used.  For the purposes of coding, a 

distinction was made between articles in which there was too little detail to attempt 

coding against thematic categories and those articles in which indifference to wildlife is 

expressed. For example, in commenting on the death of a woman caused by a limb 

falling from a tree a spokeswoman for the Brisbane City Council said that the 

movement of bees, flowers, possums flying-foxes or birds in a tree could be enough to 

have caused the dead limb to fall (SM, 8/1/95). Because the story made significant 

mention of wildlife and their interactions with other (floral) species the story was scored 

as expressing an ecological value. These descriptions of wildlife carried neither positive 

nor negative connotations and were scored as zero under the positive/negative 

category but not as neutralistic as the text did not suggest indifference or a lack of 

interest. 

Inclusion of the neutralistic value is of further use because the approach used in this 

study and the methods used by Kellert, with the exception of Kellert (1985), differed 

considerably.  While Kellert’s typology identifies negative orientations towards wildlife, 

there were no corresponding orientations that directly reflected positive attitudes or 

empathy. This study scores texts as being positive or negative towards wildlife as well 

as rating whether textual descriptions of wildlife experience are adding or detracting 

from a person’s (usually the author’s) quality of life. Because this study uses a mid-

point when scoring stories on these dimensions, it was reasoned a category derived 

from the neutralistic value would function as a comparator between the two 

approaches.  Similar to the coding of the categories described in the earlier sections, 

categories based on Kellert’s value typology are scored for the strength of that 

presence.  

Kellert’s definitions of the various values changed subtly in some cases and were 

augmented by what he labelled as their function. Table 9.2 quotes directly the 

summary definitions for these values and functions. In the following section exemplars 

from the newspaper data are given below under each categorical heading.  

 

. 
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 Kellert 1987a Kellert 1996b  

Value Definition Definition Function 

Naturalistic Primary affection for wildlife and the outdoors. Direct experience and exploration of nature Curiosity, discovery, recreation 

Ecologistic (1987) 

Ecologistic – scientific (1996) 

Primary concern for the environment as a system, for 
interrelationships between wildlife species and their 
habitats. 

Systematic study of structure, function, and 
relationship in nature  

Knowledge, understanding, observational 
skills 

 

Humanistic Primary interest and strong affection for individual 
animals, principally pets. Regarding wildlife, focus on 
large attractive animals with strong anthropomorphic 
associations.  

Strong emotional attachment and 
“love” for aspects of nature 

Bonding, sharing, cooperation, 
companionship 

Moralistic Primary concern for the right and wrong treatment of 
animals, with strong opposition to exploitation or cruelty 
towards animals. 

Spiritual reverence and ethical concern for 
the treatment of nature 

Order, meaning, kinship, altruism 

Scientistic Primary interest in the physical attributes and biological 
functioning of animals 

  

Aesthetic  Primary interest in the artistic and symbolic 
characteristics of animals. 

Physical appeal and beauty of nature Inspiration, harmony, security 

Utilitarian  Primary concern for the practical and material value of 
animals or the animal’s habitat. 

Practical and material exploitation of nature Physicals sustenance/ security 

Dominionistic  Primary interest in the mastery and control of animals, 
typically in sporting situations. 

Mastery, physical control, dominance of 
nature 

Mechanical skills, physical prowess, ability 
to subdue  

Negativistic Primary orientation an active avoidance of animals due 
to dislike or fear. 

Fear, aversion, alienation from nature Security, protection, safety, awe 

Neutralistic  Primary concern is the passive avoidance of animals 
due to indifference or lack of interest. 

  

Symbolistic   Use of nature for language and thought Communication, mental development. 

Table 9.2 - Definitions used to develop coding categories based on Kellert’s values typology 

a Kellert (1980 cited Kellert 1987: 224)      b Kellert (1996: 38) 
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Exemplars of texts coded against categories derived from Kellert’s values 

typology 

1. Category: naturalistic 

Hundreds of species of towering trees, some of which sprouted before William 
the Conqueror was born, form thick canopies of intertwined growth high above 
the dark and damp forest floor (CM 24/03/90). 

"It's a beautiful place, where kookaburras fly down and eat off your hand and 
during bush walks you can see Scrub Turkeys, koalas and many other rain forest 
animals.” On Wednesday, Wayne has organised a helicopter to land at the 
camping ground and take them to the Gold Coast for the day (SM 10/03/96). 

2. Category: ecologistic 

They aimed at a minimal impact on what nature had provided. So it was 
guaranteed that "flying'' space and flight paths for the glider colony should not be 
impeded by either telephone, power lines or barbed wire fences (CM 03/01/84). 

Having done his best to rob the wild creatures of Brisbane of habitat or to pollute 
their environs he has still – seemingly by accident – left them a highway or 
"corridor'' of life. And that corridor is the Brisbane River (CM 11/0185). 

3. Category: scientistic 

As far as the unique marsupial population of the great southland is concerned, 
parallel evolution with modern mammals elsewhere has thrown up only the 
cuscuses of north Queensland and New Guinea as look-alikes with the monkey 
tribe (CM 28/01/89). 

4. Category: humanistic 

People should be aware that not all the possums, kangaroos or birds hit by cars 
are killed outright and how many young animals, still in their dead parents' 
pouches, are unharmed and left to die of cold and starvation recently had a 
brush tail possum brought to my surgery which someone found dragging itself 
along the roadside by its front legs due to a spinal injury. It had been hit by a car 
and apparently left for dead (CM 16/04/85). 

Since Cyclone Winifred destroyed the birds' regular food supplies earlier this 
year, the National Parks and Wildlife Service has been able to send Granite Belt 
apples north to keep them alive (CM 09/01/86). 
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5. Category: moralistic 

If you hit an animal in a car and it is possible to stop, check to see whether it is 
dead or alive. Many veterinarians will treat injured wildlife for free or only charge 
a very nominal fee to cover the cost of drugs (CM 04/04/85). 
 
"I think the average family bloke has dropped out because of pressure from 
society, saying duck shooting is not the right thing to do,'' he said. 
"And the hard-core yobbos and rednecks are left and they are shooting anything 
that moves”  (CM 25/03/91). 

6. Category: aesthetic 

Geewee (a possum) is now in the care of wildlife foster parent and Queensland 
Wildlife Artists Society president, Ms Jan Jorgensen, whose painting of him will 
be featured in a special exhibition of wildlife art at the Pine Rivers Shire Council 
offices at Strathpine from March 30 to April 14. 
     The Pine Rivers Shire Council planning chairman, Cr Brian Burke, said the 
exhibition was “a first” for the shire and indicated the council's concern for the 
wildlife in its area. He said the shire was recently declared a fauna refuge  (CM 
26/03/84). 
 
Sculptor Michael Story, whose bronzes featured in last week's Sunday Mail Color 
Magazine, exhibits his "lizard wizzardry,” while Len and Kath Shillam celebrate 
large-scale flora and fauna with much affection and effect. 
     Margaret Borain's life-size ceramic barn owls, ringtail possums, kookaburras 
and frilly lizards would no doubt send the average Japanese wild with delight, 
and it's clear why Queensland Wildlife Society artists like author/illustrator Peter 
Slater and Graeme Stevenson, exhibiting in New York, enjoy international 
acclaim  (CM 27/10/85). 

7.  Category: utilitarian 

Dr Burns, 27, is doing it all under a four-year federal program that will enable the 
Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service to decide whether or not the 
snakes breed in sufficient numbers to sustain a sea snake leather industry  (CM 
21/07/86).31 
 
A Scrub Turkey chick, a pet for his children, has landed Aboriginal elder Herbert 
Walden in the centre of a top level legal battle. 
     The court challenge is being mounted with the assistance of the Federal 
Department of Aboriginal Affairs. 
     The outcome is of tremendous importance to Aboriginal people, who might 
find themselves breaking the law every time they go on a traditional hunting trip. 
     Mr Walden, of Mount Isa, caught the chick more than two years ago during 
one of his regular hunting trips in the central Queensland bush  (CM 30/069/87). 

                                                

31 The same example is coded under the category commercial purposes, described in the 

previous section. 
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8.  Category: dominionistic 

…while sisters endlessly practised flat notes and discords on pianos and violins, 
small boys were out catching possums, chasing chooks, destroying anthills, 
pulling wings off blowflies, playing with matches and frightening the living 
daylights out of straying livestock (CM 04/06/84). 

Rain had forced people off the beach, so here they were crammed into the 
award-winning museum, looking at pictures of the long-gone Aboriginal 
inhabitants draped in possum-skin coats, the hardy loggers who settled at far-
flung Sealers Cove on the opposite side of the Prom in the early 19th century and 
the unfortunate sailors on a boat thwacked to bits by an angry whale (CM 
26/02/95). 

9.  Category: negativistic 

Mrs Pat Hart, 81, was given the last rites and was unconscious for six weeks. 
     Her lungs and kidneys collapsed and she spent about 10 weeks in hospitals. 
     Mrs Hart was bitten while trying to protect her pets from the 23cm snake (CM 
02/02/90). 
 
The taipan was one of the most aggressive and dangerous snakes in the world, 
the Queensland Museum's senior curator of vertebrates, Ms Jeanette 
Covacevich, said yesterday. 
     The snake grew to about 3m and produced large amounts of deadly venom. 
Because of the high toxicity and spreading action of its venom it is considered 
the deadliest terrestrial snake known (CM 06/09/1991). 

10.  Category: symbolistic 

While the powerful symbolic hold of such ancient animal myths may seem 
irrelevant to today's city dwellers, our age-old fascination with animals persists 
perhaps in our habits of keeping household pets and in the popularity of wildlife 
documentaries on television. (CM 12/05/94) 

11.  Category: neutralistic 

In a reserved judgment, Mr Anders, SM, said he was satisfied Martin was in 
possession of live fowls and a possum on a greyhound training track and that 
she assaulted the RSPCA officer (CM 31/10/86). 

An alert for lost snakes was launched aboard a jumbo jet at Heathrow Airport 
today just hours before Prince Andrew left on board for a weekend in the 
Bahamas – without his fiancée, Sarah Ferguson (CM 04/04/86). 
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Results  

Type of text 

The majority of texts (60.6%) were in the form of articles or stories, that is they were 

written to describe a particular event (eg. man gets swooped by magpie); with features, 

i.e. text written on a topic (eg. it is magpie season again), making up one third (32.1%). 

See Table 9.3.  

Type of text Frequency Percent 

Article or story 132 60.6 

Feature 70 32.1 

Letter to ed 14 6.4 

Opinion piece 2 0.9 

Total 218 100.0 

Table 9.3 - Frequency of text type occurring in the dataset. 

Half the texts were coded as describing problems that were attributed to the behaviours 

of humans (50.5%).  Two thirds of texts were rated as containing content that was 

emotive (63.8%), with close to a third being coded as “strongly emotive” and “very 

strongly emotive” (30.7%). The majority of texts were coded as being “adequately,” 

informed (63.7%), with a further third (30.2%) being assessed as “good” or “very good.” 

About one in twenty (6.0%) were assessed as displaying “poor” knowledge of the 

subject. Near two-thirds of texts (62.9%) were assessed as either slightly or reasonably 

informative (mean = 2.77, SD = 1.0, median and mode = 3). 

A quarter of the texts in the sample were rated as either very negative or negative 

(24.7%) in their descriptions of wildlife with the majority (58.9%) being positive or very 

positive.  In general, stories were positive towards the wildlife they described (mean = 

3.54, SD = 1.21, mode and median = 4). See Table 9.4. 

Species covered in texts  

Snakes were featured in almost one third of all texts (31.7%, n=69), with texts 

containing references to more than one species (multiple) being the next most common 
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(25.7%). In spite of the considerable conflict surrounding the presence and behaviours 

of crows and magpies described in Chapter 3, these species appeared relatively 

infrequently in the sample (see Table 9.4).  

Species Very 

neg 

Neg Neut. Pos Very 

pos 

Mean SD Total Percent 

Crows  5   2 1 2.25 1.753 8 3.7 

F. Fox 4 6 3 3 6 3.05 1.527 22 10.1 

Snake 2 25 18 15 9 3.06 1.110 69 31.7 

Magpies  3 2 5 2 3.50 1.087 12 5.5 

Possums  5 3 18 10 3.92 .967 36 16.5 

B. Turk.   4 8 3 3.93 .704 15 6.9 

Multiple*  4 6 22 24 4.18 .897 56 25.7 

Total 11 43 36 73 55 3.54  218 100.0 

*Multiple refers to texts where more than one of the keyword species was identified. 

Table 9.4 - Rating of texts positive or negative ranked by means 

 

Rating of texts by species  

Texts featuring multiple species were more positively rated than those featuring crows, 

flying-foxes and snakes (see Table 9.5). There were significant differences between 

species (One-way ANOVA, F = 9.104, p < 0.000), specifically snakes which were rated 

less positively than possums. Texts featuring multiple species (post hoc Tahame T2 

(used when variances are unequal) indicated differences at � = 0.05 level). 

Rating of themes 

Each text in the sample was rated in three ways, whether the theme was present in the 

text, the relative strength of that theme in the text and the number of themes present in 

the overall sample and in individual texts. 

Analysis is further broken down according to whether categories were derived from 

Kellert’s values typology, those emerging from the grounding studies or whether they 

surfaced in the present study.   
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Table  9.5 -  Positive or negative ratings by species 

 

On average, 3.1 thematic categories were present in each text with the mean and 

modal scores being three. The least number of themes in a text was none (n = 3) and 

the most was seven (n = 5).  

Number and strength of thematic categories per text 

On average each text was coded against four thematic categories (mean = 4.05, SD = 

2.10, median and mode = 4). The length of the text had no effect on the number of 

categories; letters to the editor, which were typically short, averaged more than five 

thematic categories per text (mean = 5.50, SD = 2.17) and opinion pieces three (mean 

= 3.00, SD = 1.41). See Table 9.6. 
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Type of text Mean N SD 

Letter to Ed 
5.50 14 2.71 

Article/story 
3.98 132 2.10 

Feature 
3.91 70 1.89 

Opinion 
3.00 2 1.41 

Total 4.05 218 2.10 

 

Table 9.6 - Mean number of categories by type of text. 

Kellert’s categories  

The presence of coding categories based on Kellert’s value typology suggests the 

constructs were pervasive and occurring at varying strengths throughout the dataset. 

The most commonly coded categories were naturalistic and humanistic and the least 

were negativistic and symbolistic.  

On average there were three categories (mean = 3.201, SD = 1.682), derived from 

Kellert’s values typology in each text.  The lowest number of categories in a text was 

none (n = 4) and the most nine (n = 2). Median and modal numbers of categories 

scores were three. The mean strength of Kellert categories fell between being mildly 

present and strongly present (mean = 1.54, SD = 0.31).   

Categories derived from grounding studies 

The eight thematic categories identified in the grounding studies were pervasive in the 

newspaper dataset. The most commonly occurring category was that of the intrinsic 

importance of wildlife (n = 132) and wildlife adds to quality of life with the spiritual (n = 

19) and bad versus good (n = 13) the least frequent. 

The average number of thematic categories derived from data uncovered in the 

grounding studies per text was 2.25 (SD =1.42) with median and modal scores of two. 

The least number of categories was none (n = 7) and the most was seven (n = 2). The 

mean strength of grounding studies categories in texts fell between mildly present and 

strongly present (mean = 1.56, SD = 0.35).   
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Newspaper dataset 

There were 13 thematic categories derived from the newspaper dataset, present in 

differing strengths. The most frequently occurring categories were those describing the 

social (n = 116) and recreational (n =107) associations made with wildlife, the least 

frequent were those associated with wildlife pests as food (n = 1) and wildlife as food (n 

= 9).  See Table 9.7. 

Discussion  

Validation of thematic materials from the grounding studies  

All themes identified in the grounding studies with the exception of the category 

“rogues” were identified in the present study. Having found support for these themes in 

two separate and methodologically different studies supports the claim that they are 

valid facets of the Australian experience of wildlife. 

Although texts contained thematic material that could be categorised using Kellert’s 

typologies, much of the material was described via the use of those categories derived 

only from the grounding studies and from the newspaper texts themselves. There was 

also overlap in the thematic categories derived from Kellert’s typologies and those 

emerging from the studies presented here. This indicates Australian experiences can 

be described – if needs be – in terms of a values-based typology developed in the US. 

However, the above analysis also found thematic richness beyond the boundaries of 

Kellert’s typology.  These findings indicate the adaptation and melding of constructivist 

and grounded theory methods as used here are useful approaches for picking apart 

some of the underlying themes present in human-wildlife interactions in Australia.   

Australian constructions of wildlife and existing theory 

In general, newspaper representations of wildlife emphasised the intrinsic worth 

attached to wildlife and its ability to augment quality of life. This was seen in instances 

where wildlife was described as an integral part of life and the outdoor and recreational 

experience. Such descriptions were indicative of humanised and anthropomorphised 

constructions of wildlife.  The finding that wildlife was frequently described in emotive 

terms carries strong implications for those charged with managing wildlife conflicts.  



  Page 167 

Table 9.7- Presence of themes by category type  
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As well as the intrinsic worth and social importance ascribed to wildlife, there were a 

number of themes pointing to the need to protect and conserve habitat.  Such themes 

appeared in concert with calls to “do something” and to a lesser extent in texts where 

the theme “there was more before,” was expressed.  

Although there is evidence in these finding of different constructions of wildlife, they do 

not in themselves point to constructions that can be ascribed to different groups. 

Further investigation is needed to examine the role these constructions play in the way 

wildlife is managed and in particular their role in wildlife conflicts. 

The intrinsic worth attached to wildlife and the level of emotion with which this has been 

expressed, points towards socially constructed expectations with regard to the 

management and conservation of wildlife. In the following chapter these expectations 

are explored in relation to the phenomenon of feeding wildlife, with specific attention 

given to the motivations individuals express for feeding and in the rationale given by 

many wildlife professionals for opposing feeding.   

At this stage the 23 thematic categories derived from Australian human-wildlife 

interactions remains unwieldy and difficult to apply to wildlife conflicts. In Chapter 11, 

these themes along with those emerging from the Wildlife Feeding Study (Chapter 10) 

are concatenated and a model developed to explain the presence of these themes in a 

wildlife conflict. 
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Chapter 10 

A qualitative study of a wildlife conflict: wildlife feeding in 

south-east Queensland 

 

The Humane Society of the United States opposes the feeding of wildlife when 
this activity places wildlife at risk. (Anon 2005) 

My neighbour approached me in anger when a scrub turkey turned his compost 
into a nest. When I pointed out how criminal it would be to interfere with the bird 
he threatened me with violence. (Male wildlife feeder 45-55) 

Introduction 

Embedded in the above statements lies the conflict that surrounds the feeding of 

wildlife. There is considerable debate over what impacts feeding has on wildlife, and 

similarly, on the benefits and risks to humans (Dunkley and Cattet 2003). When the 

topic arose during interviews with wildlife managers in the grounding studies most 

opposed feeding citing commonly held views, namely: feeding “does no good,” leads to 

“dependency” and “overabundance;” causes habituation; fed animals lose their 

“wildness;” foods are inappropriate; feeding causes “predation bottlenecks;” and wildlife 

is drawn to the “wrong” places such as car parks and road ways (see also (Skira and 

Smith 1991; Anon 2004; Guthery et al. 2004). Wildlife managers also associate feeding 

with other wildlife problems, such as conflict between neighbours or between different 

user groups (Petrie et al. 2003) as was the case with dolphin feeding at Tin Can Bay 

(Chapter 8). In general, few wildlife managers or wildlife interest groups now promote 

feeding (Anon 1996, 2003; Burns and Howard 2003; Dunkley and Cattet 2003). The 

Australasian Wildlife Management Society has no policy on feeding wildlife but a 

spokesperson said, “I don’t think many of our members would support it,” (pers comm 

23/08/04, name withheld). The feeding of wildlife in itself is considered one of the 

negative effects of wildlife based tourism (Green and Higginbottom 2000).  

Wildlife feeding is a human-wildlife conflict which is different in nature from the types of 

conflict described by Conover (2002: 8) i.e. damage to property and injury to humans. 

Rather it is a conflict between different societal groups over wildlife (Knight 2000b; 

Goedeke 2004; Herda-Rapp and Goedeke 2005). In the past, many negative 

consequences have been attributed to the feeding of wildlife (Green and Higginbottom 
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2001; Orams 2002; Howard and Jones 2004). There are a steadily growing number of 

studies supporting this assertion and these will be covered in greater depth below. 

However, there are very few studies concluding that the practice is benign or that it has 

positive social outcomes (Howard and Jones 2004).  For the purposes of the study 

described in this chapter, wildlife conflict surrounding the practice of feeding is defined 

as one in which there is a deterioration in the relations between different societal 

groups expressing interest in the welfare of wildlife (Howard and Jones 1998). A key 

feature in this conflict is the way those groups construct wildlife, and consequently 

express their interest.  

One of the problems surrounding this issue, and one that makes its resolution difficult, 

was that many of those either promoting or discouraging feeding draw on limited 

research to make, at times, unsubstantiated or exaggerated assertions (Orams 2002). 

As an example, following the post mortem examination of two dolphin calves found in 

an area in which tourists viewed or swam with dolphins, the cause of death was 

attributed to boat strikes. With little supporting evidence it was proposed that the 

frequency of boat strikes was due to dolphins becoming habituated to the presence of 

boats and from this the authors make the following claim: 

Habituation of wild animals to humans is usually beneficial for neither the animals 
nor the people. Animals can become dependent on the interactions with people 
or they may become emboldened and hence exposed to risks they might not 
otherwise face (Stone and Yoshinaga 2000). 

Statements like these raise the obvious question: if these interactions with wildlife are 

not beneficial to humans, many of whom have had to pay for the experience, why do 

they do it? 

Based on the findings presented in Chapter 8 and 9, elements of the debate 

surrounding wildlife feeding suggest that there are right and wrong ways to experience 

wildlife. The right way, for those whose construction of wildlife is based on ecological 

and scientific knowledge, is to “leave well alone.” On the other hand, for those whose 

constructions encompass an anthropomorphised nature in which there are moral and 

spiritual imperatives, a dominant worldview might include the belief that wildlife “needs 

to be looked after.”  With that goes the moral obligation to meet that responsibility. 

The study presented here is unique as it is the first attempt to understand why people 

choose to feed wildlife in the Australian context. It is limited by its use of purposeful 

sample drawing heavily on subjects who were self-identified wildlife feeders in 
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southeast Queensland. However, this had no influence on its validity because the 

primary objective was to investigate underlying motivations for feeding, not to quantify 

its prevalence. 

Feeding practices and prevalence 

Intentional feeding of wildlife in urban areas has probably been practised throughout 

history. Today it is widespread and, in North America and Europe in particular, is the 

basis of major industries: earlier estimates were that Americans spend on average US 

$200 per capita and collectively half a billion dollars a year on bird feeders  (Deis 1986; 

Cannon 1999; Petterson 2000). In some US populations up to 75% households feed 

birds in winter, with 32% reporting purchasing food specifically for wildlife (Brittingham 

and Temple 1989). While some estimates of the food being delivered at urban feeders 

are that as little as one dollar in every 250 spent on bird food reaches the intended 

species (Guthery et al. 2004). Lepczyk et al. (2004) report that up to 94% of 

respondents in the Midwestern United States undertook activities conducive to 

attracting wildlife to their property. These included feeding (65.5%), planting gardens to 

attract birds (54.6%) or providing bird houses (45.7%), and that these activities were 

socially determined. In the US, an estimated 80-100 million birdfeeders have been 

erected on urban properties with the presumed purpose of attracting birds to gardens 

(Petterson 2000). In Britain, birds are fed on average at one in every five homes 

(Cannon 1999). It is claimed these practices are of benefit in conserving biodiversity in 

urban and urbanising areas. As an example, Savard et al. (2000) promotes provision 

and maintenance of bird feeders as one of 10 approaches for planning the 

enhancement of bird abundance and diversity in city landscapes. It is also a common 

theme among conservationists and others seeking to increase the presence of wildlife 

in cities (e.g. Deis 1986; Cannon 1999; Pizzey 2000). 

Over the last five years, there are indications that significant proportions of urban 

Australian households feed wildlife. In one study (Thomas 2000) as many as 38% of a 

randomly selected sample of Brisbane households reported purchasing some foods 

purposefully for the feeding of wildlife. A study of food resources within the territories of 

individual pairs of Australian magpies found a similar percentage of households (40%) 

provisioning these birds (Rollinson et al. 2003), and a Melbourne study of a sample of 

households reported 59% of respondents fed wildlife on a regular basis (Mclees 2000). 
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Impacts associated with feeding wildlife 

In Europe and North America concerns have been raised regarding the consequences 

of provisioning wildlife and the spread of disease (e.g. Deis 1986; Dennis 1986; 

Brittingham and Temple 1988, 1988; Knight and Anderson 1990; Elliot 1994; Elliot R 

1994; Altizer et al. 2004; Dhondt et al. 2005). Bounds et al (1994) observed that 

feeding occurred at different levels in national parks with significantly higher levels of 

coyote aggression towards humans reported in parks where feeding was common. 

Themed wildlife parks allowing human animal contact have been implicated in the 

transmission of zoonotic diseases (Bender and Shulman 2004) and vegetation damage 

has been observed in areas where tourists feed brush turkeys (Warnken et al. 2004). 

One study determined that proximity to feeding stations had impacts on local 

biodiversity and the abundance of non-target species (Cooper and Ginnett 2000). 

Dingo aggression, resulting in the death of a young boy, was attributed to the 

longstanding practice of feeding dingoes in the Fraser Island National Park (Burns and 

Howard 2003, see also Chapters 11 and 12). The profusion of anthropogenic food 

sources, whether intended or not, is associated with overabundances in some species 

which in turn are linked to threats to human health that range from the passage of 

pathogens to aircraft bird strikes (Belant 1997).  The provisioning of rock wallabies as 

part of guided tours in north Queensland has been associated with altered behaviours. 

These include higher levels of aggregation, emergence earlier in the day, changes in 

grooming and higher levels of intra-specific aggression, although the authors record no 

changes in body condition (Hodgson et al. 2004). 

Cannon (1999) consulted a number of ornithologists around the world on the role of 

urban gardens in attracting or sustaining bird populations. His interpretation of the 

Australian position was that “[g]enerally more conservation-minded and knowledgeable 

individuals in Australia do not feed their garden birds” (Cannon 199:10). Other than in 

newsletters and agency publications advising against feeding wildlife (Anon 1996, 

2003, 2004; ABC 2005; Anon 2005), little has been published in this country which 

attempts analysis of the practice.  

Context for the present study  

Rather than entering into the debate on whether wildlife feeding is right or wrong, 

harmful or beneficial, it is the primary intention of this study to describe some of the 

rationalisations people used in their decisions to feed wildlife (or not) and to examine 
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those rationalisations in the light of the emergent theory described in the previous 

chapter. This study augments previous work reporting on the prevalence of the practice 

(Jones and Thomas 1999; Mclees 2000; Thomas 2000; Rollinson et al. 2003; Rollinson 

2004), and seeks to comprehend the motivations behind it. Poor insight into those 

motivations, and how feeding occurs, obscures understanding of the practice and, by 

extension, its management.  

Locality 

To date, there appears to be no link between the prevalence of feeding and the 

abundance of animals available to be fed.  A variable which may influence the findings 

presented here is the diversity of fauna within Brisbane and its surrounding suburban 

areas, which is atypical of large Australian cities (Ryan 1995). One respondent to this 

study recorded 69 avian, eight mammal, five reptile and five amphibian species 

appearing in her backyard with a further 22 avian species recorded within the 

immediate neighbourhood. The Wildlife of Greater Brisbane (Ryan 1995) estimates that 

400 vertebrate species occur within the region. 

Definitions and limitations 

Wildlife managers interviewed in the course of both this and the grounding studies 

pointed to their being separate set of issues associated with feeding wildlife in natural 

and other public areas (e.g. National Parks, state forests) and wildlife feeding occulting 

in urban environments. While it is possible that what motivates people to feed wildlife is 

similar in both situations, this study concentrates on the feeding of fauna on properties 

at which respondents lived. This is commonly referred to as “backyard” feeding.  

Supplemental feeding is described in the North American and European literature as a 

management tool with feeding stations used to improve quality and abundance of 

game populations, sustain wildlife populations during periods when food is limited, to 

augment food availability in winter and to offer a “decoy” food source to protect crops 

and timber plantations and as lures for hunting. Baiting was also undertaken as a 

means of inoculating wild populations (Dunkley and Cattet 2003). A Swiss study 

reports mixed success in the use of supplemental feeding stations to divert wild boars 

from crops (Baker et al. 2005). The use of these forms of feeding is outside the scope 

of this study and with the exception of baiting are not widespread practices in Australia.  
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Theoretical approach 

Because many of the assertions regarding the relative benefits and harms associated 

with feeding are difficult to substantiate, a methodological approach was adopted which 

allowed examination of the phenomenon in the absence of an established theory. 

Material presented here is an analysis of attitudes and practices associated with the 

feeding of wildlife in an urban environment.  Aslin (1996: 80) in challenging the 

traditional approach to studying the human dimensions in wildlife management, argues 

that measuring attitudes or  “…orientations (to wildlife) and correlating these with 

demographic and activity related factors… is not an explanation of why people hold 

these attitudes.”  In a comparison of methods, Burns (1997: 295) argues that the 

relative strength of a qualitative approach lies in its conceptualising and contextualising 

of events rather than the development of generalisations and predictions that typify 

reductionist approaches.  He characterises the qualitative approach as being data-

driven, concluding rather than commencing with hypotheses and theory. Using such 

methods, sampling will differ markedly from a quantitative or experimental study: what 

is sought a diversity of perspectives and opinions not guaranteed by using probability 

sampling techniques (Burns 1997; 293).  

Objectives 

1) The initial phase sought to identify common patterns and issues surrounding 

the practice of feeding and to develop a set of categories and themes to be 

used in the design and analysis of the latter stage. 

2) The second phase of the study was designed to capture the diversity of 

experiences and practices of people who fed wildlife around their homes; and, 

to allow limited description of the prevalence of themes among feeders.  

The present study used a two stage mixed methods design. The initial phase consisted 

of: 29 in-depth interviews; eight face-to-face and 21 by telephone. The second phase 

was a mail out survey to 220 self identified feeders of wildlife in south east Queensland 

with validity sought via methodological triangulation.  
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Key informant interviews 

1. Managers 

At the commencement of the study it was already known that wildlife managers held a 

range of opinions on issues related to feeding. To explore this diversity, informants 

were sought who worked at different levels within their respective organizations. Using 

existing informal networks, a small number of wildlife managers were recruited to 

participate in face-to-face, semi-structured in-depth interviews. The participants drawn 

from Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service were rangers (2), middle managers (1) 

and policy officers (2). Other wildlife professionals were: a state government salaried 

wildlife interpretation officer, a Brisbane City Council park manager, and a pet care 

industry representative. These interviews were taped and later transcribed. 

 

2. People who feed wildlife (feeders)    

To recruit members of the public who fed wildlife, public notices were placed in the 

Courier Mail, Brisbane’s sole daily newspaper. These notices invited comment on the 

topic of feeding wildlife in urban settings. A similar request was made on a regular 

ABC-talk back radio programme on wildlife.  

The first 21 callers responding to the advertisements were interviewed in-depth over 

the phone.  These interviews were recorded as notes and read back to the participant 

to ensure accuracy and then later transcribed. 

Coding and analysis  

It was apparent early in the interview phase that there were a relatively small number of 

key issues raised by wildlife managers and feeders. All interviews were initially read 

and a number of coding categories opened in addition to those explored earlier in the 

grounding studies (GS) and the newspaper studies (NS). This study differs from these 

studies in that the primary focus was to a) identify key issues and beliefs surrounding 

feeding, i.e. a specific wildlife conflict, b) to explore any novel elements emerging from 

the data and to c) attempt a synthesis of any new materials with thematic materials 

uncovered in Chapters 8 and 9.  
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Places where feeding occurs 

I guess in my position the most common questions or inquiries we get about 
wildlife feeding are, you know, “I've got this flock of lorikeets back onto my 
backyard, what can I feed them?”  (They’re saying)… “I'm going to do it whether 
you like it or not, and what can I give them?” There is also the "should I feed 
them" question every now and then. There is also the "my neighbour feeds them 
and that does my head in" question, or complaint really. And what can I do about 
that? And then I guess the other aspect of wildlife feeding, and I don't really have 
anything to do with it, is looking at situations like Fraser Island – and there is an 
element of human safety issue there with feeding animals such as the dingoes. 
So that is just very broadly my understanding and also things like O'Reillys and 
the Currumbin Bird Sanctuary. (Interview, senior wildlife manager (WM))  

Interviewees, particularly wildlife managers, described a variety of ways in which 

feeding occurred. These were categorised according to the places where it occurred 

and the way in which food was made available. Managers said these distinctions were 

important because the legislation under which they acted differed according to the 

places in which wildlife were being fed. In particular managers drew my attention to 

issues surrounding the feeding of dolphins in national parks (Tin Can Bay, 

Tangalooma, Monkey Mia). From interviews with both managers and feeders, the 

situations in which feeding occurred were categorised as: 

1. Natural areas (parks, national parks, state forests). Examples of wildlife feeding 

in these areas include dolphins, birds, kangaroos, wallabies and dingoes. 

2. Non-residential private property such as campgrounds. These properties may 

adjoin or be in the vicinity of natural areas. The owners or managers of these 

properties often promote wildlife feeding as a way of attracting tourists or 

customers.   

3. Parks and public spaces within urban environments. This is commonly seen as 

feeding birds, particularly waterfowl at ponds and lakes, in parks within cities. 

Other examples included feeding possums, birds and lizards in public open 

spaces.  

4. Residential property. This is most often seen as residents feeding animals 

either attracted to, or naturally occurring, on their property. In urban settings, 

this typically involves the feeding of birds and possums. At urban fringes, some 

larger residential properties, often called “acreage,” adjoined similar properties 

or natural areas. The animals fed on such properties sometimes include larger 

mammals such as wallabies. 
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Types of feeding  

Feeding is categorised according to the manner in which it occurs: 

1) Intentional. This includes hand feeding and provisioning, and may involve 

purchasing commercially available products (e.g. bird seed, pet mince, nectar 

mixes); products purchased as ingredients to be prepared later (e.g., oats, shell 

grits, honey); items to be fed directly (e.g. ox heart, cheese); or table scraps. In 

some cases animals are encouraged to take food from the hand or from food left in 

feeders and dishes. 

2) Unintentional and harassed. This includes wildlife scavenging human food from 

rubbish and compost bins. Also, animals accustomed to being fed may raid food left 

unattended on picnic tables and cafés, or may force their way into food storage 

containers and forage food from within homes. During the course of the study, 

observations were made of food being taken without being offered, which in some 

cases entailed food being snatched from the hand, a table or from a barbeque – or 

involved actions in which humans were harassed into dropping food as they 

retreated or defended themselves. I witnessed one such incident where a child 

received a minor cut from the beak of a darter attempting to scavenge a fish that 

was intended for a dolphin being fed at Tin Can Bay. The potential of injury and 

trauma, particularly to children, from such incidents was of particular concern to 

managers.  

3) Consequential or “natural.” A common practice, and one often promoted by wildlife 

managers, is to plant trees and shrubs known to be a food source. Many managers 

and wildlife fanciers believe this to be a “natural” substitute to providing other types 

of food. Many feeders stated that in addition to providing foods they had also 

planted “food trees.” While arguably similar to intentional feeding, both managers 

and feeders made clear distinctions between the two types of feeding.  

Issues in wildlife feeding 

Some managers acknowledged that “backyard feeding” as typically practiced, that is, 

with small numbers of animals being fed on a regular or semi-regular basis, was 

essentially benign.  

The reality is that there is feeding and substantial feeding going on. So to come 
back from that in any meaningful way means that we need to look at refining the 
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process before we can ever look at the issue of stopping feeding. We may never 
stop feeding, the nature of the beast may be such that it can’t be done…. Maybe 
there is a place in the system for some process of feeding. Who knows? We 
need to look at it a lot more closely, particularly the urban situation, that’s for 
sure. (Interview, park manager) 

However, other managers argued that people who fed in their yards would be just as 

likely to feed fauna in natural settings; an activity they believed carried more serious 

management implications. The principle concern for managers was the role feeding 

played in conflicts between groups over wildlife and the resources required for their 

resolution. 

Age and stage of life were also apparent influences on whether people fed wildlife or 

not. The length of time people had been feeding wildlife varied, as did the foods given 

to wildlife. Both feeders and managers named species they considered “good” and 

“bad,” For managers, the bad were those that were “overabundant” or vermin, for 

feeders they were the “greedy” or aggressive. There was considerable diversity in both 

the reasons people gave for feeding wildlife and in the benefits and harms perceived to 

accrue due to wildlife being fed.  Although wildlife managers were well acquainted with 

“dependency” as an issue associated with feeding, they were divided as to whether it 

was “real” or serious. In contrast others, predominantly those who fed wildlife, 

considered it the single most serious drawback to feeding. That is, wildlife fed on a 

regular basis will become “dependent” and lose the ability to forage or “fend for 

themselves.” When wildlife becomes “dependent” many participants felt such animals 

would die or suffer if they stopped feeding tem, went on holidays or died.  

I don’t want to feed them too much – you’ll just make dole bludgers out of them. 
(Female interviewee) 

Descriptions of the experience of feeding were almost always positive with participants 

wanting to share the positive experiences they had in feeding wildlife.  Many 

participants expressed concerns regarding providing inappropriate foods or 

oversupplying. Wildlife managers acknowledged those feeding wildlife gave 

considerable support to their agencies and efforts to manage wildlife feeding was to 

some extent moderated by concerns about the popularity of the practice. 

Constructions of wildlife  

The park manager quoted earlier worked in a park on Brisbane’s urban fringe and was 

in a position to observe residents moving into semi-rural areas for “lifestyle reasons.” 
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These residents, she claimed, were unprepared for some of the wildlife encounters 

they faced. She described many of the human-wildlife problems she encountered, 

including the predation of birds at feeders by carpet pythons and the loss of pets to 

snakes, foxes and dingoes, as primarily “people problems.” For her, all of the problems 

regarding wildlife had easily comprehended ecological explanations. The resolution of 

these “people problems” was to be found by in giving complainants the benefit of her 

“ecological knowledge.”  

I know from my experience a lot of people have rung me about lots of cats, 
particularly in the ____ area, and they ring up quite distressed, and I understand 
their distress because there is nothing wrong with cats as an animal, cats are a 
terrific predator. They are nice and they are furry and they are good company for 
people, and people ring up in a great deal of distress because a dingo has just 
carted off their cat. But the vast majority, and I honestly believe this, the vast 
majority of people, that if you can spend the time with them, explain the whole 
picture, how it fits, how things fit where, and what the picture is – they still miss 
poor old Tom even if he’s dingo food – but there are a vast number of people 
who will come away from that situation, from that conversation and say, “aw, 
that’s right I suppose”... (Interview, park manager) 

Method 

1. Participants and survey instrument 

Those themes identified in the initial phase of the study were used to develop a survey 

instrument which was then mailed to a further 220 volunteers who answered the 

advertisements. Comprised primarily of open-ended questions, it sought: demographic 

information; species fed; types of food provided; amount spent per week on food; 

species seen but not fed, species the respondent wanted to see more and less of; 

reasons for feeding and the perceived benefits and risks associated with feeding. 

Additional space was given at the end of the survey form inviting participants to add 

further comments (see Appendix 2). 

2. The dataset 

Without following up unreturned questionnaires with reminder letters, 169 completed 

surveys were returned. Some survey recipients photocopied their questionnaire and 

passed them on to others. Twelve respondents returned surveys indicating they did not 

feed wildlife.  Although there was considerable overlap in the content and themes 

appearing in the surveys of feeders and non-feeders, these questionnaires were 

excluded from further analysis. Depending on whether these questionnaires were 
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subtracted from the numerator or the denominator, the response rate was calculated as 

between 71-77%. The results presented below are from the 157 respondents whose 

questionnaires indicated they fed wildlife.  

In cases where the questionnaire was apparently filled in by a couple (both boxes 

“Male” and “Female” were ticked), the gender of the respondent was randomly 

assigned (a coin toss). All questionnaires in which the respondent indicated they fed 

wildlife were coded and entered into an electronic database.  The item asking 

respondents to list the species fed was scored as was the number of species listed. 

Similarly, the item asking respondents to list the species seen in the vicinity of their 

back yard but not fed, was scored according to the number of species listed. 

Where respondents described feeding, and listed the foods offered but made no 

estimate of the amount they spent each week, a value equal to the average for the 

overall sample was assigned. This was done to distinguish those feeders who indicated 

they did not spend any money on feeding, for example, used only table scraps from 

those indicating they provided foods specifically for feeding, for example birdseed or 

nectar mix, but did not give an amount spent. Averages were also substituted in cases 

where respondents gave answers such as “all welcome” or “anything” to the item 

inviting respondents to list those species they would like to see more of around their 

home.  

3. Coding and scoring 

The survey responses were initially read and content and coding notes were kept. 

Indications were that while there were fewer thematic categories present than in the 

Newspaper Study, those emerging were richer and noticeably more pervasive. This 

was to be expected as, unlike the analysis of the newspaper dataset, much of the text 

was in direct response to the survey questions.  These observations informed the 

development of a data entry form that allowed the electronic storage and analysis of 

coding information. The approach adopted was to identify the presence of thematic 

categories in the text using a “1” or “0” and then to explore the content of novel and 

recurrent materials qualitatively. Coding in this manner had the added advantage of 

functioning as an indexing system for text the textual materials in the survey 

responses. 

Many responses were relevant to the study but not to the question asked. For example, 

“Can you describe how you think wildlife benefits from being fed by humans?” 
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respondents often wrote statements like “I see no harm as long as they don’t become 

dependent.” Such statements might also be interpreted as “I think dependency harms 

wildlife.” Rather that attempting to guess at the intended meaning of these statements I 

simply recorded the occurrence of the theme “dependency.” This approach was used 

to record the incidence of the other themes covered here. While most surveys 

contained more than one theme in the answers to any question, the occurrence of a 

theme was recorded only once per survey form.  

Responses to the question: “What do you feed the animals that visit your yard?” varied 

considerably and alerted me to the potential harm some practices may cause. A 

veterinarian with experience in the management and treatment of wildlife was asked to 

comment on some of the foods and practices reported by respondents.  Based on 

these comments a scale was developed to assess diets and practices reported by 

respondents. “Appropriate” was scored as a 1: this score recognised efforts to ensure 

foods were balanced, targeted at specific groups of animals, and included some 

mention of mineral supplements and the like. If foods deemed inappropriate, such as 

bread were included in an otherwise sound menu it was scored as a 2: “mostly 

appropriate.” Menus including bread and sugar and no mention of any attention to the 

dietary requirements of the species being feed were scored 3: “inappropriate.” Menus 

including foodstuffs and some practices deemed detrimental scored 4: “most 

inappropriate.” Descriptions of feeding practices considered a threat to the individual 

species and wider populations, for example, seeds gathered from aviary floors were 

scored as 5: “highly inappropriate.” 

Results  

1. Demographics 

Women and men were equally represented, with women making up 50.3% (n = 79) of 

respondents, with 4 questionnaires apparently completed by a couple. Most 

respondents (83.8%) were aged between 45 and 75 years, with more than a third 

(35.7%) aged 45-54, a quarter (24.7 %) aged 55-64 and a further quarter (23.4%) aged 

65-74. The stated domestic arrangement for three quarters of respondents (75.7%) 

was living with a spouse or partner and no others. One in ten either lived alone (9.9%) 

or lived with another family member (9.9%). The mean length of time respondents 

claimed to have lived in the area was 16.6 years (SD = 13.81); one fifth indicated five 

years or less and less than five percent had lived in the area for 50 years or more. The 
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majority of respondents (67.3%) indicated they had been feeding for 10 years or less 

(mean = 10.1 years, ± 8.2 years).  

2. Feeding practices 

Respondents reported feeding on average eight species of wildlife (mean = 7.9, SD = 

5.1) and saw but did not feed a further 12 species. One respondent attached a detailed 

list of 112 species giving both common and scientific names and more than two thirds 

(67.5%) of respondents wanted to see more wildlife around their homes. Yearly 

spending on food for wildlife was calculated by extrapolating the amount respondents 

gave as their weekly outlay. Annual mean spending was $466; this figure is skewed by 

a relatively small number of respondents (n = 13) who reported spending $1300-4160 

per annum. Both modal and median amounts were $260 per annum ($5 per week). 

Two thirds of respondents (67.5%) reported purchasing commercially prepared 

products intended for consumption by pets or wildlife as food for wildlife. More than half 

(54.1%) of the respondents described feeding practices and menus which were 

assessed as being “appropriate” or “mostly appropriate.” One third (33.1%) of 

respondents offered foods scored as “inappropriate” and 5.1% as “highly 

inappropriate.” 

3. Prevalence of specific coding categories 

The single most pervasive theme in the survey data was that of dependency (69.4%). 

While most wildlife managers interviewed during the pre-study and most survey 

respondents considered dependency to be a negative aspect of feeding, one fifth of 

respondents (19.1%) described their yards and gardens in terms such as “haven” and 

“sanctuary” - or that they had provided “a reliable food source” or food supply on which 

“they could depend.” A perception expressed by just under half (45.9%) of the sample 

was that there was “less wildlife now than before.”  The quality or suitability of food 

offered to wildlife (“poor” or “right” diet) was an issue raised by 37.6% of survey 

respondents. The majority (70.1%) of respondents identified several Australian native 

species they would like to see less in their yards (“bad” wildlife); including crows (n = 

48) brush-turkeys (n = 37), flying-foxes (n = 22) and snakes (n = 20). See Figure 10.1.  
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Figure 10.1 - Species respondents least wanted in their yards. 

The perception that “bad” wildlife was responsible for a decline in the numbers of 

“good” wildlife was interpreted from statements made by one-fifth of respondents 

(19.1%). Statements urging that “something should be done” to better manage wildlife 

were made by 12.7% of respondents. See Figure 10.2.  
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Figure 10.2 - Presence of thematic materials in texts a   

a There is a discrepancy between the frequency for “dependency” given in Figure 10.4 and that 
given above. The frequency given in Figure 10.4 is specific to the question “Can you describe 
how you think being fed by humans may harm wildlife?” while the figures given above are 
derived from assessing the entire survey response form.   
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4. Responses to specific questions 

i) Species respondents want to see less of 

Although many respondents indicated all species were welcome or struck a line 

through the text box on the questionnaire, many indicated species they did not want 

more of. The least welcome species were crows (n = 48) and cats (n = 32). See figure 

10.1. 

ii) Reasons given for feeding 

In response to the question why people chose to feed, the majority of respondents 

(75.3%) indicated feeding wildlife gave them pleasure. More than a third (38.9%) 

believed feeding compensated for land clearing and loss of habitat. Almost one third 

(29.9%) considered feeding educative. Feeding as a means of attracting wildlife was 

described by 22.9% of respondents (see Figure 10.3). 
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Figure 10.3 - Reasons given for feeding 

iii) Perceived benefits to wildlife from feeding 

One quarter (26.1%) of respondents wrote statements suggesting feeding assisted 

some species through “hard times,” “dry periods” and “droughts” (see Figure 10.4).  
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Figure 10.4 - Benefits associated with feeding 

iv)  Perceived harm to wildlife from feeding 

The most commonly perceived harm was that wildlife would become dependent on 

human supplied foods (69.4%), be given the “wrong” foods (37.6%), would be made 

susceptible to predation (21.0%) or made susceptible to injury or capture by humans 

(14.6%) (see Figure 10.5). 



  Page 186 

23

24

33

59

109

0 50 100 150

Wildlife becomes too trusting

Other themes

Wildlife susceptible to predation

Poor food

Dependency

Number of occurrences (N=157)

 
Figure 10.5 - Harm associated with feeding  

v) Presence of additional themes in the dataset 

The thematic presence in the dataset of empathy, anthropomorphism, guilt about 

feeding, a sense of ownership of wildlife being fed, and the spiritual dimensions of 

feeding wildlife are presented in Figure 10.2. 

 

Exploration of key thematic categories 

The following thematic exploration is an analysis of the materials drawn from both 

study phases. In presenting these exemplars, an attempt has been made to represent 

the diversity of materials falling under each theme. Statements drawn from survey 

forms are presented verbatim.   

1.  Empathy  

Because feeding itself may be considered an empathetic act, the mere presence of this 

thematic category said little about those who feed. More broadly, empathy can be 

interpreted in accord with the intrinsic worth of wildlife as discussed in the previous 

chapter. This would see feeding not merely as an empathetic act but as an expression 

of the belief that wildlife is intrinsically good.   

There is considerable overlap between texts coded for empathy, anthropomorphism, 

and quality of life. The most common empathetic expression was found in comments 
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regarding the loss of habitat and the need to provide for “the hard times.” Respondents 

saw a need to feed during breeding seasons or when the young needed to be fed. 

Some claimed the offspring of the birds they fed had a better chance of survival; a 

claim that was in some cases supported by their observations that they had fed 

successive generations or that they had enabled their birds to clutch twice in a season. 

It’s tough out there with dogs, and cats and loss of habitat to contend with. I feed 
possums in the belief that I’m making their lives a little easier. (Survey 
respondent – F 35-44) 

Because they feel their food supply is assured, my breeding pair of Magpies are 
having 2 nests of young ones in a season; one nest after another. And more 
young birds will survive. (Survey respondent – F 65-75) 

Respondents often felt their interactions with wildlife had an educative function. On the 

question asking how wildlife benefited from being fed, one respondent put it this way:  

More empathy generated towards wildlife esp. magpies. (Survey respondent – F 
45-54) 

2.  Dependency 

With the exception of empathy, the most pervasive of all themes, stated in a variety of 

ways and in all contexts by feeders, those opposed to feeding, and wildlife managers 

was that of “dependency.” For most, it meant that if an animal was thought to rely on 

human foods it was “dependent.” Some managers and feeders expressed concern that 

dependent animals would perish if a person ceased feeding (went on holiday, moved 

house or died), while others believed that through regular feeding, recipient fauna 

would have a “reliable” food supply or one “they could depend on.” For some, 

dependency per se was considered negative 

… people mustn’t make the birds and animals totally dependent on what they 
give.  (Interview –  Petcare industry representative)  

They become dependent on humans in many cases, which we know is not good. 
(Survey respondent - F 45-54yrs) 

Others believed dependent animals would lose their ability to forage, or would stay in 

the one area waiting to be fed: 

Creatures may become too dependent and suffer if the food supply is not 
maintained.  (Survey respondent – M 65-75yrs) 

They may become too dependent & not look for their own food so I cut down the 
amount I feed them. (Survey respondent – F 35-45yrs) 
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The consequence of this, some reasoned, was that some animals would lose their 

territories and other animals would move in to be fed as well;  

…it creates overabundance of animals, it creates a dependence on alternate 
food supplies, it changes the social structure and behaviour of animals. 
(Interview – Wildlife Manager) 

Some people took what they believed to be precautions to avoid dependency; 

I only feed the birds in the afternoon – They get into a routine and live of(f) their 
instincts… (Survey respondent – M 45-54yrs) 

… I feed them infrequently and irregularly. This also (I hope) minimizes 
dependency. (Survey respondent – M 45-54yrs) 

We make sure that… it is all eaten within 20 minutes. (Interview – Industry 
representative) 

Other issues were raised when the fauna being fed had become “dependent.” 

There are the sorts of extremes that people get themselves into …and then you 
are feeding 20 and next thing you know, you’ve got 50 and they are all begging 
for food… they stress themselves out over it. (Interview – wildlife manager) 

Unfortunately the White Ibis turned up in droves & were taking all the food… 
There are far too many pigeons now too – they are bringing all their friends – but 
I am probably too soft hearted to stop.  (Survey respondent – F 55-64yrs) 

If wildlife are allowed to become “dole bludgers” as was raised by one interviewee, it 

infers that feeding to the point of dependency devalues or diminishes the dignity of the 

“dependent” animal. 

If wildlife depends wholly on humans for food, it is not wildlife in the true sense, 
i.e. being able to search hunt or forage. Total dependence makes wildlife into 
pets. (Survey respondent – F 45-54yrs) 

Believe that total dependence on human feeding is harmful. People should not 
attempt to make pets out of wildlife. (Survey respondent – M 65-75yrs) 

3.  Welfare concerns and neighbour conflicts 

There was little mention of conflicts between neighbours over feeding from survey 

respondents although managers commonly raised the issue.  Most managers 

considered that if feeding wildlife led to conflicts between people, as it frequently did, 

they lacked both the powers and skills to resolve them. Managers tended to focus more 

on the perceived threats to the welfare of animals and humans. Some believed feeding 

stations to be vectors for the transmission of disease, “predation bottlenecks” or that 
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there were health concerns associated with food being left out, and the presence of 

excreta as a risk to human and wildlife. Many respondents considered dependency, i.e. 

wildlife being fed inappropriate foods, becoming too tame or being exposed to harm by 

predators or malicious humans, to be a welfare issue.  

It’s much more concentrated, you know, you’ve got 200 birds visiting one little 
plate of stuff…it is not nearly the same contact level [as in the wild].  (Interview – 
wildlife manager) 

In one case we actually had a childcare centre next door to a feeder who was 
determined not to change their ways and the Health Department ended up 
issuing an order on the childcare centre to do something about it because the 
playground equipment was just covered in bird excreta and it was actually a 
health problem.  (Interview – wildlife manager)  

It's more of an issue here [metropolitan Brisbane], Moggill is the place where all 
of Brisbane's complaints about wildlife go. And there's a lot of people who feed 
birds particularly in Brisbane. And a lot of complaints come in about neighbours 
feeding birds. Now, the last thing we want to do is get into a situation where we 
have to regulate neighbourly disputes which is really what we have to act on in a 
lot of situations, and quite often it is the end product of other issues with 
neighbours as well. It may be the straw that broke the camel's back but I mean, 
how much time do we put on that? It has got nothing to do with conservation of 
wildlife really. So it is just a matter of judgment...  and how much time you are 
losing with that. (Interview – wildlife manager) 

But then you actually can get potentially new situations where one of the 
neighbours gets that fed up and they actually start poisoning the wildlife, which 
probably has happened in some cases in the past, and then you have a whole lot 
of other issues to deal with again. (Interview – wildlife manager) 

4.  Right or wrong?   

Although study participants were not asked if they believed feeding to be right or 

wrong, many respondents gave statements to the effect that they “saw no harm in it.”  

Managers often referred to wildlife feeding as a “people problem,” believing the 

problem would dissipate if “they (feeders) knew better” or were better informed. 

Respondents who claimed feeding was acceptable supported their claim by stating the 

animals they fed had gone on to breed, and in some cases, the respondent now feeds 

the offspring. Others asked questions on their forms seeking information on whether 

what they were doing was good or bad, right or wrong. For some wildlife managers 

feeding wildlife was not the right way to experience wildlife or the way they would do it.    

I would argue that you should try and get close to the animals in different ways, 
and perhaps try… to photograph them and other things would be an equally 
legitimate experience. But a lot of people don't go that way, they want to get as 
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close as they can. They might want to even touch the animals in those situations 
and they see it as fine.  (Interview – wildlife manager) 

People should know once and for all if we are harming the wild life by giving 
them food and I have spoken to vets – zoos- bird sanctuaries (gold coast) they 
all contradict one another. I would feel really bad if I was killing these creatures 
instead of helping them. (Survey respondent – F 55-65)  

Buy all of my products from the Brookfield Produce store, they seem to know 
what they their doing. (Survey respondent – F 55-64) 

In addition to whether feeding wildlife is the right or wrong way to experience it, some 

argue that there is a right way to feed wildlife.  

We also own two cats - they are not allowed outdoors (never). One is a 13 year 
old who has been outside. I get very cross with people who feed wildlife and 
allow their cats out day and night unsupervised!! (Survey respondent – M 65-75) 

5. Something’s got to be done 

Participants wanted change effected in two clear ways: better education so that people 

would do the “right thing,” and less damage to the environment.  Survey respondents 

wanted access to better knowledge about the right things to feed “their” wildlife and 

managers wanted the public better educated so that they would “see the error of their 

ways.” However, wildlife managers tended to accept wildlife feeding was part of urban 

ecology.  

 [If] you are talking in the strictest terms of the Nature Conservation Act and the 
Environmental Protection Act you don’t feed wildlife. However, the written 
legislation and what really happens is two different things, and I would challenge 
anyone… I suppose any bureaucrat if you like, or any idealist to test that to the 
limit in a case, because politically it would be suicide. (Interview – wildlife 
manager) 

Both groups regretted the loss to land clearing of wildlife habitat. Some participants 

from the manager groups worked at a policy level in state government and regretted 

that they had little influence in this regard. Survey respondents expressed sentiments 

with regard to the loss of habitat in terms of “we see less of (x species) these days” or 

that there is a need to better preserve the environment.  

People need to be made aware and educated in the preservation of our land 
both urban and rural.  (Survey respondent – F 65-75) 

The essential need for environmentally friendly natural habitat areas in the face 
of advancing development.  Rid of the “put up a fence and own a monster dog” 
mentality. (Survey respondent – 65-75)  
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6. Spiritual 

A small number of respondents added a spiritual dimension to their actions by 

suggesting they were “looking after God’s creatures,” or that feeding put them in closer 

touch with nature and this in itself was a spiritual experience.  

Feeding birds helps give us meaning to life. (Survey respondent – M 65-75) 

I could write a book on them all and I thank God for letting me be a part. (Survey 
respondent – F 65-75) 

7. Feeding wildlife gives pleasure (adds quality of life) 

Many respondents expressed joy or pleasure as a result of feeding wildlife; these 

expressions were interpreted to mean that feeding wildlife added to the quality of life of 

many respondents. Also apparent was the level of dedication of many respondents 

who fed wildlife regularly and spent considerable sums of money in order to so. This 

indicated that not only was feeding pleasurable, it was an important part of their daily 

routines. It appeared from these data that feeding is a vigorously pursued activity 

requiring time, effort, planning and money, which had socially beneficial consequences.   

One respondent in the 35-44 age group who listed his current occupation as “invalid 

pensioner,” his previous occupation as “armed robber” (served 6 & 10 years) and 

described his highest level of education as “self taught in jail - passed year 12 – 

English 7, Maths 7,” gave the following written response to the question on why he 

chooses to feed wildlife.   , 

I enjoy just knowing they are there. Love to watch them. Feels good when they 
eat what I put out. (Might have to do with loneliness.) Helps balance what my 
species destroys. Teaches respect & caring to friends that witness me do this. 
(Survey respondent – M 35-44) 

Another respondent touched on the importance of wildlife in her life.  

I used to have a husband and children and the yard was always full of laughing 
children, so most creatures were frightened away. Now I am almost alone and I 
find the birds come to my back door and become very tame and I love to see 
them. (Survey respondent – F 65-75) 

Some respondents made extensive lists of the fauna occurring in and around their 

gardens. Some enclosed photographs and others went to considerable lengths to 

convey the joy they experienced in feeding “their” wildlife. 
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… Doing it gives me great pleasure, watching these birds every day. (Survey 
respondent - M 55-64) 

To be trusted by a wild thing is a very wonderful experience. (Survey respondent 
– M 45-54) 

My reward? Beautiful bird noises and singing all around my place, especially 
early in the morning. And caring for wildlife gives me something to live for! 
(Survey respondent – M 65-74) 

8. Ownership / responsibility /attachment 

Some respondents put inverted commas around the word “my” when referring to the 

wildlife that they feed (e.g. “I try to feed ‘my’ birds the right foods.”) This was interpreted 

as meaning that there was a sense of irony in claiming ownership of visiting wildlife. 

However, in spite of this apparent self-knowledge, many implicitly acknowledged a 

responsibility to the animals they fed by wanting to make up for the loss of habitat 

(“man’s greed”) and by recognizing that animals had or might become reliant or 

dependent on them. Others spoke of provisioning “to get them through the hard times” 

or to provide a “safe place.”   

The reduction of the original habitat has reduced movement, access and food 
supply so we supplement the needs…. I object to the tendency of local authority 
to not safeguard or provide adequate natural corridors for wildlife  - there tends to 
be a trend to turn natural bush into “parkland” for the humans not the wildlife and 
it certainly gives the birds of prey a head start. (Survey respondent – M 65-75) 

The habit of giving an extra meal was taught to me by my mother when I was 
very young (6-7yrs). We have invaded and changed their territory by destroying 
much of their natural habitat, clearing the land and building – yet they have 
remained bold and accepted out presence. I feel privileged by this acceptance 
and trust and am more than happy to provide a little extra on occasions as well 
as a place of safety.  (Survey respondent – F 45-54) 

When you create a haven for wildlife the downside is that you attract all the 
predators. (MF 55-64) 

9. Guilt and atonement 

Atoning to wildlife for the damage done elsewhere raised a number of points. The first 

is that of guilt: participants wanted to be disassociated from others (developers and the 

like) through their empathetic actions towards wildlife. For them, feeding appears 

motivated by their need to atone; in this case it is redemptive action and strongly 

suggests not just a belief in a moral obligation to nature but an obligation in nature. 

This is best illustrated in the texts where disturbance to the landscape caused by 
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humans has given an advantage to predators. Even if these interpretations are 

rejected, the second point is this: the belief that individuals of a species displaced by 

land clearing can be offered safe haven clearly identifies a construction of wildlife that 

does not reflect an ecologically-based comprehension of nature.  

… I am guilty as well, feeding encourages some species to congregate in the 
area instead of spreading out. It’s like overgrazing cattle. I do the main feeding 
after 4pm to encourage them to hunt during the day not always with success. 
Some birds are waiting to be fed as one gets up. I try not encourage that, but I 
am a soft touch.  (Survey respondent – F 65-75) 

Seeing we’re destroying their homes by logging and development, I think we owe 
them sort of compensation. (Survey respondent – M 25-34)  

I think that sometimes I have done the wrong thing feeding them because they 
shouldn’t trust all humans. When we leave because they are dependent on us for 
food, they may die of starvation. (Survey respondent – F 45-54) 

I’ve been a hunter of animals most of my life but over the past 10 years I’m giving 
something back. (Survey respondent – M 45-54) 

We shouldn’t do it – but I will always be here for them so they won’t miss out. 
(Survey respondent – F 55-64) 

10.  Anthropomorphism 

Many respondents described the behaviour of animals in human, rather than 

ecological, terms. For example, “squabbles” between family members over food, and 

some individuals being “greedy” along with dependency described in terms of “dole 

bludging.” Believing that feeding was reparation made to wildlife for loss of habitat 

suggests either a poor understanding of ecological processes or is a restatement, in 

human terms, of the requirements of wildlife.  

But the magpies seem to have so many young. They are always looking for food 
and there are only so many lawn grubs their babies might starve. (Survey 
respondent – F 45-54) 

(Feeding) encourages wildlife to remain in urban areas – mutual benefit i.e. 
people and animals understanding and respecting each other. (Survey 
respondent – F 55-64) 

We have butcher birds who have morning tea with us on our verandah. (Survey 
respondent – F 65-75)  

(Wildlife benefits) … Gives them a better diet. (Survey respondent – F 45-54) 

When they come, they come, when they don’t, they don’t. They have reasons 
known only to them. (Survey respondent – M 45-54, original emphasis) 
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They are vulnerable whilst feeding: they feed safely under the protection of 
humans, and probably benefit from a more varied diet. (Survey respondent – F 
45-54)  

I consider wildlife as victims of “progress;” the true refugee asylum seekers that 
have come to people for food as more of their natural habitat gets destroyed. 
(Survey respondent – M 65-75) 

Need a female bearded dragon for our lonesome male lizard after “missy” 
disappeared early last summer. Anyone know of a lizard dating service? (Survey 
respondent – F 45-54)  

 

11.  Good versus bad wildlife  

The desire to see a moral order in or restored to Nature, was seen in the continued 

presence of themes in which respondents described good and bad wildlife or the bad 

behaviour of some wildlife. These anthropomorphised constructions of wildlife are at 

times a critical component behind calls for managers to “do something” about what is 

seen as a wildlife problem.   

The owls nest in our trees bring out the eggs and young – only to see the magpie 
and crows chase them off their nest to kill their young.  (Survey respondent – M 
65-75) 

I don’t choose to feed crows as they are so large and noisy and dominate the 
stage if you are trying to feed the others. (Survey respondent 45-54) 

We used to get plenty of magpies but since we got the noisy crows, the 
appearance of other birds has decreased. (Survey respondent – M 45-54) 

Discussion and conclusions 

The presence of thematic materials in the dataset that were both quantifiable and filled 

existing thematic categories suggests the findings of this study are valid. Other 

evidence is found in the accord between managers and wildlife feeders on a number of 

key issues. For example, irrespective of the differing constructions these groups may 

place on wildlife there is considerable agreement that “dependency” and the welfare of 

wildlife is a salient issue. 

The willingness of feeders to bear the sometimes substantial cost of feeding, along with 

the level of detail given to observations and the sense of wonder expressed in 

describing the antics of the wildlife they feed, suggest these experiences are an 

important part of daily routines and in all probability add considerably to a respondent’s 
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quality of life. Recognising that Australia’s population is ageing, two findings are of 

particular interest, namely, the age of the survey participants and the relatively late 

stage in the respondent’s life when they began feeding. If the survey reflects the 

demographics of people who feed, it may point to the practice becoming more popular 

in the future as the Australian population ages. For many, feeding may be a pastime 

taken on after retirement or at a time of life when people begin spending more hours at 

home. This accords with US studies reporting the growth in bird watching as recreation 

among seniors (Adams et al. 1997). 

The commonly raised issue of dependency is complex. If animals do become 

dependent, are the issues different for migratory or nomadic species compared to 

territorial and/or sedentary species? Other Brisbane studies (Thomas 2000, Rollison et 

al, 2003) suggest on average one in three households feed wildlife either on a regular 

or irregular basis. Observations of birds being fed in more than one backyard within a 

territory (Rollinson, personal communication) suggest that if birds are dependent then 

they are not dependent on a single feeder. This raises the question: at what point does 

dependency, particularly in modified environments, become an adaptation? Low (2002, 

18) gives numerous examples of wildlife adapting to radically changed habitats and 

argues that co-existence rather than dependence typifies the relationship. These 

adaptations appear not just limited to anthropogenic food sources but extend to nesting 

preferences (Bowman and Woolfenden 2002). Low (2002: 8) gives many examples of 

apparently extraordinary adaptations that include swallows learning to activate 

movement sensors on automatic doors in order to access nests built in shopping 

complexes. For mangers to claim that wildlife can fend for itself without recognising the 

realities of shrinking habitats or engaging in the complexities of managing urban 

habitats for wildlife, has elements of the “Big Country Mystique” described in Chapter 2. 

An observation made during the course of the study was that differences in 

perspectives expressed by managers and feeders were characterised by the use of 

different types of knowledge. Typically managers made statements based on a “big 

picture” level of analysis; their concerns were for the welfare of meta-populations. 

Respondents who fed in their backyards often described species at the level of the 

individual or family group, for example, respondents identified migratory birds that 

returned to their homes over many years. The inherent problem in this dichotomy is 

that the concerns of managers for the welfare of populations are in conflict with the 

experiences of those who see “their” animals survive and prosper on the food 

protection they offer. An explanation lies in the way in which the two groups construct 
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wildlife. During interviews managers primarily used knowledge-based descriptions, 

including elements of evolutionary, ecological and management theory, in their 

interpretations of wildlife feeding.  For feeders, their descriptions of wildlife feeding 

appeared to be experience-based gained through observing, feeding and in some 

cases nurturing wildlife. The basis of “wildlife knowledge” for managers is abstract; for 

feeders it is concrete. Managers interviewed in the course of these studies believed 

better education regarding not just feeding but wildlife in general would result in the 

practice declining. I suggest, however, that any attempts to raise levels of community 

knowledge that do not recognise the difference in the way knowledge is acquired may 

have little impact. Ironically the principal focus of senior wildlife managers was the risks 

to humans that could be attributed to feeding wildlife, while the focus of many wildlife 

feeders was the welfare of the wildlife they fed. 

Managing wildlife populations for human enjoyment has an extremely long history 

(Leopold 1933). The use of wildlife as a resource to meet human needs, along with the 

moral directives for its wise use, is traceable to sacred texts (see Chapter 3). Given the 

strong empathy many respondents expressed towards the animals they feed, it seems 

likely the practice of backyard feeding will possibly grow in prevalence, or at least, 

continue unabated.  This is particularly so in light of the length of time many 

respondents claim to have fed animals, the high prevalence of feeding and the 

probable resistance of the target population to change. 

Agencies concerned with the welfare of fauna populations and the human conflicts that 

arise through feeding face three options: 

1) Maintain the present policy of discouragement and manage the more serious 

impacts of feeding on a case-by-case basis. The practicalities are that agencies 

are typically poorly resourced and maintaining the status quo, whether by 

choice or otherwise, is likely. 

2) It has been proposed a “zero tolerance” approach be adopted to virtually ban 

feeding wildlife in all settings. To achieve this would require legislation and the 

resources to police it.  In addition, any attempts to modify the behaviours of 

people feeding will need to overcome high levels of anthropomorphism and 

issues relating to the “ownership” of the animals involved, thereby requiring a 

significant public education campaign. Given that feeding is popular amongst a 

growing segment of the population, such an approach may have little political 

appeal. 
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3) As all groups expressed particular interest in the welfare of wildlife, a “harm 

minimisation” approach may be a more effective management tool. Such an 

approach would recognise that for a large part of the community wildlife feeding 

is a quality of life issue and could move towards the development of a set of 

best practices to ensure feeding does not adversely affect wildlife populations 

or create other management problems. It was noted that many managers 

accepted this, often reluctantly, as probably the default option for managing 

feeding in urban areas. 

If such a policy were to be pursued, elements of harm minimisation must be 

unambiguous and include: the identification of species being fed; dietary 

recommendations; times of the day to feed; length of feed times; hygiene requirements; 

and recommendations regarding appropriate numbers of animals to be fed in urban 

settings. Feeders appear to have ignored agency sponsored programs aimed at 

discouraging feeding believing instead that feeding can be “done right” if precautions 

are taken.  

Within the wildlife management community feeding wildlife is widely opposed. There 

are, however, no substantiated Australian studies providing evidence that the feeding 

of wildlife as it commonly occurs in suburban yards is anywhere near as damaging as 

claimed by most wildlife professionals. Instead there appears to be a philosophy within 

the wildlife profession that considers close human-wildlife interactions as inappropriate 

in all situations. Most interpretive messages with regard to feeding urban wildlife tends 

to reflect those positions. Few take Low’s (2002) view that the foraging by wildlife in 

what are human dominated landscapes is an adaptation some species make when 

exploiting urban environments.  What has been witnessed elsewhere is the 

marginalisation of wildlife professionals when their philosophies fail to meet the 

expectations of urban communities (Patterson et al. 2003; Nie 2004).  Conservation of 

wildlife in Queensland is very much coordinated by EPA and currently its major 

challenge is to maintain sufficient vegetation remnants to support dwindling wildlife 

communities (see chapter 2), a point not lost on many who feed wildlife. Being able to 

hold sufficient public support to promote changes to land use in politically sensitive 

areas is critical to this role. Disconnecting a sizeable proportion of the public from 

experiencing wildlife in the way they choose may ultimately be a costly folly.
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Chapter 11 

Closing categories and the emergence of theory 

 

Introduction  

This chapter explores the relationships between the categories identified in the 

grounding studies (GS), the newspaper study (NS) and the wildlife feeding study 

(WFS) in order to develop a comprehensive and cohesive theoretical framework 

relevant to the management of wildlife conflicts occurring in Australia. It is intended that 

this framework will be practical, in allowing managers to categorise different types of 

disputes, and allow these disputes to be “unpacked” so that those issues specific to 

wildlife management can be separated from deeper and unrelated social tensions.  

Grounded theory methodology, as intended by its founders, proposes a stage during 

analysis when the coding categories are closed and further analysis turns to the 

development of higher order themes (Glaser and Strauss 1967). In this stage of 

analysis there is a critical shift from recognising the presence of themes (coding) to the 

building of an explanatory model based on the relationships between those categories. 

Strauss and Corbin (1990: chapter 7) stipulate the process of axial coding is the point 

at which data is reconstructed in order to grant novel insights into the phenomena 

under investigation. In previous chapters coding categories were derived either from a 

deep reading of the texts, i.e. the categories emerging from the data, or from Kellert’s 

work on wildlife values. The rationalisation for this approach lay in the observations that 

a) there were considerable historical differences in the management wildlife between 

the US and Australia, b) the field of Human Dimensions in wildlife management was 

predominantly oriented towards the North American experiences of wildlife and c) that 

most human dimensions research focused on values-based and/or stakeholder 

models. It is now pertinent to examine these categories to begin building a model 

grounded in the interactions of Australians. 

Overview of findings 

The earlier chapters described how wildlife conflicts evolved, how they were resolved, 

or in the cases where resolution failed, their progression to more complex and broader 
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conflicts. It was observed in many of the conflicts, particularly where the behaviours of 

wildlife brought different stakeholder into conflict, that resolution either failed or that a 

conflict escalated because of the differing constructions of wildlife held by the different 

groups. This chapter attempts to both concatenate many of the categories coded in the 

previous studies into higher order abstractions and to examine the role those 

abstractions play in shaping the constructions held by those groups. The process of 

data collection coding and categorisation is set out in Figure 11.1. 

 

Figure 11.1 - Emergence of theory flow chart 

Framework for the synthesis of thematic categories 

The model for synthesis used here was developed by Strauss and Corbin (1990). It 

assumes data collection was undertaken with: due respect given to theoretical 

sensitivity (Strauss and Corbin 1990: Chapter 6); that coding categories evolved from 

the data (Strauss and Corbin 1990: Chapter 7); and that further synthesis evolved via 

the identification of key phenomena, the progression of events and the emergence of 

pivotal concepts (Strauss and Corbin 1990: Chapter 8). The model described by Corbin 
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and Strauss is applicable to the present work although there are some differences in 

application requiring explanation.  

The use of GTM has traditionally been used to examine a specific class of events using 

a similar group of participants.  For example, Glaser and Strauss interviewed terminally 

ill patients, primarily in hospital settings, on their perceptions of death and dying 

(Glaser and Strauss 1965; Strauss and Glaser 1975).  However, the studies presented 

in this thesis are not specific to conflicts associated with a particular species of wildlife 

involved in human-wildlife conflicts nor have they sought relatively homogeneous 

participant groups. When GTM links observed phenomena and uses categories to build 

a model (Strauss and Corbin 1990: 99), it tends to do so under a tighter set of limits 

than was possible in the studies undertaken for this thesis.  

The approach adopted here has not been to look at a specific human-wildlife “conflict” 

and then  seek its participants but rather to look at the phenomenon of “human-wildlife 

conflict” in its many forms.  This entails recognising that many of these so called 

human-wildlife conflicts are in fact human-human conflicts. To explore this 

phenomenon requires collating the experiences of the disparate parties engaged in that 

conflict.  This difference in the way phenomena are corralled seems to be overlooked in 

theoretical arguments over whether GTM holds its validity when used in constructivist 

analysis (Charmez 2000; Glaser 2002; Bryant 2003) - and this appears to be a critical 

difference.  While acknowledging that his participants held a diversity of worldviews or 

perspectives, Glaser (2002) argues that these are just that – and not examples of 

differently constructed realities. However, the examples used tend to be drawn from 

relatively homogeneous groups. In fact, it is a common approach for researchers using 

GTM to limit their study to a particular set of participants such as teen mothers (Zachry 

2005), female African American psychiatric counselling clients (Ward 2005), or 

teenagers coping with the death of a parent (Cait 2005).  

In natural resource management, GTM studies tend to be wider in their identification of 

subjects.  For example, a GTM-based study interviewed Mongolian herders at the 

community level on topics related to the poaching of free-ranging animals on which 

they were dependent (Pratt et al. 2004).  Although a diversity of opinion was sought 

from the different communities, the relative homogeneity of the sample population used 

in Pratt’s study and the salience of the issue to their communities makes it an open 

question as to whether the participant groups truly represented differing perspectives.  
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In an approach similar to that used here, a multiple stakeholder method was adopted to 

examine meanings and importance attached to hedgerows in the English landscape 

(Oreszczyn 2000). The conclusions differed from the other examples cited above in 

that although the differing stakeholder groups displayed concordance in the worth they 

attached to the hedgerows, the author concludes the way those values were formed 

were different – in essence suggesting differing constructions were attached to the 

phenomena of hedgerows (Oreszczyn 2000).  

Concatenation of categories using coding category dependency as a worked 

example 

In addition to developing coding categories, the studies presented in the preceding 

chapters also attempted to uncover the differing perspectives of the participants 

involved in the conflict. To some degree by adopting this approach, and by assuming, 

as others have done that wildlife is a construct (Giles 1978; Lawson 2003; Herda-Rapp 

and Goedeke 2005), difficulties arise in the process by which categories are closed and 

abstracted.  This is because even during the process of categorisation it was apparent 

that different groups attached dissimilar meanings to shared concepts. For example, in 

the Feeding Study the category dependency was identified by feeders and managers 

alike.  Both groups were familiar with the concept and there was considerable overlap 

in the meanings ascribed to it; in this respect the category achieved validity as a 

concept but it had disparate meanings. For most managers and feeders dependency 

was associated with fed animals losing their ability to forage; for managers this was 

also linked to some animals becoming food conditioned and/or habituated, something 

they described as causing other wildlife problems. For others dependency could mean 

the opposite: the animals they fed could depend on receiving food from them. 

Dependency had positive associations for some and negative for others. That is, 

dependency will be viewed by different people as being good or bad (see Figure 11.2).  
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Figure 11.2 - Shared meanings of the category “dependency” 

While there can be no adequate closure of the category dependency that will satisfy these 
different perspectives, this duality can be resolved if dependency is recognised as an instance 
of a moral obligation that both groups acknowledge as governing the relationship between 
humans and animals.  Moral Order emerges form this example as a salient theme surfacing in 
conflicts over the practice of feeding wildlife (see Figure 11.3). 

 

Figure 11.3 - Contested meanings of dependency collapsed around the concept of a moral 

imperative for the management of wildlife 

Moral Order 

Feeding is right Feeding is wrong 

Dependency is good and bad 

Dependency 

Negative 

• Wildlife looses 
“wildness” 

• Looses ability to 
forage 

Positive 

• Reliable food 
supply for wildlife 

• Safe haven in a 
dangerous world 
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Presentation of the emergence process  

It is the purpose of this chapter to examine the coding categories used in the previous 

chapters in order to develop a set of higher order abstractions (themes) and to begin 

exploring their presence in the constructions of wildlife held by differing groups. Set out 

below are all categories which emerged in the Grounding Studies, the Newspaper 

Study and the Feeding Study. These concatenate into four overarching themes, 

shaped exclusively by the categories they contain. These are presented in the following 

sections as the emergent or grounded theory.  

There will be two outcomes from this process.  The first will be development of three 

key themes that are part of the various constructions of wildlife and appear to present 

during wildlife conflicts. The second will be the reframing of wildlife conflicts between 

different societal groups for whom wildlife is differently constructed. Strauss and Corbin 

(1990, Ch 7 and 8) describe these processes as axial coding and selective coding, 

respectively. 

Setting out the emergent themes 

The categories derived from the previous studies can be collapsed around four major 

themes. The first three themes emerge from within the phenomena (axial coding) and 

the fourth identifies a set of patterns which describe the phenomena (core coding). The 

themes are: 

1) Moral Order: Under this theme is the expectation that there are moral 

obligations to and a moral order in nature. Under the differing constructions of 

wildlife emerging from the previous studies, the common expectation was that 

wildlife and nature fell under the control of humans. That is, participants 

presented worldviews, whether intentionally or not, in which humans were 

perceived as being above rather than part of nature. Because constructions of 

wildlife are typically contested - especially during a wildlife conflict - the theme 

moral order finds common expression in a number of dualities, namely: there is 

a right and wrong way to manage wildlife; there is good and bad wildlife; there 

is a right and wrong way for wildlife to behave; and there are proper and 

improper ways to appreciate wildlife. These dualities also find expression in the 

dualities of:  intrinsic versus utility; and aesthetic (passive) versus dominionistic 

(interactive).  
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2)  Ownership: Discourses pertaining to the legal ownership of wildlife were absent 

from the data. What did emerge were perceptions of ownership allied with 

themes related to responsibility. During conflicts participants, including 

managers, unable to take management into their own hands put the obligation 

of resolving the conflict on others, be they members of the public, managers, 

planners or politicians. In essence this was saying that resolution of a conflict 

was someone else’s problem or at least was up to others to “do something” 

about it. The theme found expression in the duality of personal responsibility 

versus the responsibility of others.  

3) Anthropomorphism: It was immediately apparent during the analysis that 

differing constructions of wildlife were based on differing knowledge bases. 

Anthropomorphised accounts of the behaviours and motivations of wildlife 

tended to be based on personal experiences, “common knowledge” or “folk 

wisdom.” This theme was the most challenging to grapple with as my own 

constructions of wildlife were based on scientific understandings that included 

ecological and evolutionary theory. Such a perspective impinged on a balanced 

analysis as a constructionist approach assumes a disinterested researcher. It is 

easy to believe that anthropomorphised accounts of wildlife are  wrong or ill-

informed and that explanations of wildlife behaviour are better delivered by 

science. To hold that position, however, misses the point: understanding wildlife 

conflicts evolving from contested constructions of wildlife requires those 

constructions to be treated as materially equivalent. What participants sought 

both from their scientific and anthropomorphised constructions of wildlife was a 

seamless explanation of animal behaviour. 

4) Wildlife conflicts as trigger points: It is also apparent that many of the dualities 

emerging from the data are not solely about the management, use or 

appreciation of wildlife. The conflicts described in the previous chapters in some 

cases had been festering for many years and participants often expressed 

distrust or contempt for others involved in the conflict, and extreme cynicism 

regarding their motives. Realising this, some wildlife conflicts are best described 

as not being not so much about disputes over wildlife but as a plethora of 

disputes - some of which have little to do with wildlife. 

The four themes described above, and the method by which they emerged, are set out 

in the following sections. By way of an introduction, these themes are presented with 

definitions associated with their common meaning and their treatment in the literature. 
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The process of collapsing categories into the four principle themes is set out in a table 

and concept map for each theme. Some categories appear under more than one 

theme, for example, the category something’s got to be done rightly belongs under the 

theme moral order, but it also sits comfortably under the theme ownership because it 

implies management of the problem belongs to the Other. This suggests the category, 

and others like it, may not have been explored exhaustively and that there may have 

been some reward in further picking apart the texts coded under this theme in order to 

find exclusive sub categories. This criticism can be met by recognising there was little 

else apparent regarding the phenomenon something’s got to be done that did not fall 

into either of those themes.  

Theme 1: Moral order in wildlife management  

A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the 
biotic community. It is wrong when it does otherwise (Leopold 1949: 225-4). 

Nature can be viewed as a good in itself or as an instrument to the benefit of 
mankind. It is not necessary here to decide which of both approaches in principle 
is superior. Human-centred arguments, apart from their higher chances of 
becoming mandatory, are clearly sufficient to substantiate ecological 
improvements (Hampicke 1994: 220). 

Cruelty directed towards animals is considered wrong, or at least to have negative 

social consequences (Serpell 1981; Kellert and Felthous 1985; Serpell and Paul 1994; 

Vollum et al. 2004). Moral authority sanctioning the wise use of animals and associated 

taboos is traceable to sacred texts and appears embedded in many beliefs, attitudes 

and values ascribed to wildlife (see Chapter 3). However, recent debates on the 

utilisation of wildlife have increasingly focused on ethics and/or morality (Cooper 1993; 

Cooper 1995; Marvin 2000; Czech 2001; Marvin 2001). In the US, state sovereignty 

over wildlife has been legally challenged and in doing so the previously assumed 

doctrine of wise use has been contested (Freyfogle 1994). Others have refuted 

arguments that hunting and habitat destruction can be justified on economic grounds 

alone, but argue that it is unethical to ignore the needs of local communities when 

programs designed to conserve habitat and wildlife are implemented (Hill 2002).  

Utilisation of wildlife and other natural resources for the public good has moral 

overtones. 

Because it lacks moral worth… land is merely an instrument in utilitarian-type 
ethical schemes, valuable only insofar as it betters human existence. In this 
moral order the right way to use land is in the way that produces the most human 
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good. The most influential form of utilitarianism today is economic thought, which 
uses efficiency as its main measure of the good (Freyfogle 1994: 829). 

Freyfogle then argues that, even if this approach is valid, the measurements are 

flawed, as wise use of wildlife and other natural resources tend to only address the 

immediate needs of its users. Even best practice, he argues, pays little attention to the 

needs of larger future human populations and almost none to the future requirements 

of wildlife. 

At this point the moral claims of environmentalists blend and become 
indistinguishable from the precepts of ecology. As ecologists have long been 
telling us each piece of nature is linked to each other piece…. For this reason it 
is hard to decide when a change is overall good… (Freyfogle 1994: 830). 

One of the conclusions reached from these arguments is that human relations with 

nature are expressed as an object/subject duality, with nature as the object. Ultimately, 

of course, the position is untenable: resources are not inexhaustible and humans do 

not exist outside of nature (Freyfogle 1994).  

It is common for arguments used to support the proposition of a moral responsibility to 

nature to be complex and at times convoluted (Hampicke 1994).  

…  the relevant arguments are often very demanding intellectually and morally, 
implying as they do subtle definitions and controversial notions such as “value,” 
“intrinsic value,” “inherent value,” “worth,” “moral standing,” “good,” “right” and 
others  (Hampicke 1994: 220). 

However, when participants in earlier studies said, for instance, that land clearing was 

“driven by greed” or that feeding wildlife was right or wrong, they did so without the use 

of Freyfogle’s insightful prose. Instead they spoke as people who for the most part 

knew these things to be self-evident and true. When the author of The Killing Fields of 

The Sky sought protection for the smaller birds from the excesses of “rogue crows” she 

so did in the belief it was God’s will.  

God said to the first man and woman “and have dominion over the sea and over 
the fowl of the air.” Dominion is to rule and I feel he (sic) meant to rule with 
commonsense.  

In this regard the author wanted only the bad crows removed or scared off but not all 

crows to be eradicated, reflecting a position in which the species in general was good 

but certain individuals were bad.  

What we have here are rogue crows. 
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Conflict over the use of natural resources in which many of the underlying precepts are 

vigorously contested, typify debates which seek ethical natural resource use and 

management and are not easily resolved.  

In the public debate, biocentric ideas are frequently expressed in intuitive terms 
which lack philosophical precision and are prone to various objections. 
(Hampicke 1994: 220) 

This conflict in worldviews is not resolvable within this thesis – if at all. What can be 

achieved is to record that there are a series of contested and morally grounded 

worldviews surrounding the use and management of wildlife, and to communicate this 

observation in terms of a duality. This duality finds expression in worldviews based on 

personal experiences of wildlife versus those based on ecological knowledge; and in 

worldviews where biocentrism or intrinsic worth of wildlife is at odds with its exploitation 

and utilisation. Embedded in this duality is recognition that as well as a moral obligation 

to nature there is a moral order in nature. This duality sees a personalised construction 

of wildlife in which it can be good or bad (“indigenous fauna” versus “pest,” “feral” and 

“rogue”) contrasted with constructions of an amoral and disinterested Nature based on 

ecological and scientific knowledge.  When data were coded against categories where 

there was an implied moral imperative it was in the latter sense. That is, where 

participants wrote or spoke of need to “do the right thing” or for people or wildlife to be 

better managed, it appeared to be generated by a belief there was a right and proper 

way for this to be done.  Table 11.1 and the following concept map, Figure 11.4 display 

the dualities present under the theme Moral Order along with those categories, drawn 

from the earlier studies.   

Theme 2: Ownership and responsibility 

Ownership… The act, state or right of possessing something (Concise OED Soanes 

et al, 2004). 

Legal ownership and responsibility for wildlife is a complex topic and there was little 

indication in the data that the legal concept of ownership was fully comprehended. 

Although the words “fauna” or “wildlife” do not appear in the Australian Constitution, the 

Senate Committee investigating the commercial use of wildlife claimed the trade in 

wildlife was governed under s92 of the Australian Constitution (Australia Parliament 

Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee and Woodley 

1998). 
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1) There are morally right and wrong ways to manage wildlife. 

2) There is good and bad wildlife. 

Category Study in which 
category appears 

Commentary 

Rogues and/or aberrant 
behaviours 

GS, NS, FS A moral obligation of wildlife 

Good vs. bad wildlife GS, NS, FS A moral obligation of wildlife 

Right and wrong way to 
manage wildlife 

GS, NS, FS Moral obligation to wildlife 
A moral obligation of wildlife 

Spiritual GS, NS, FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Feeding wildlife GS, NS, FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Something’s got to be done GS, NS, FS Moral obligation to wildlife 
A moral obligation of wildlife 

Humanistic NS Moral obligation to wildlife 
 

People/animal problem NS, FS Moral obligation to wildlife 
A moral obligation of wildlife 

Aesthetic NS Moral obligation to wildlife 
 

Scientistic NS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Pests as food NS Moral obligation to wildlife 
A moral obligation of wildlife 

Atonement FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Assist in the hard times FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Always fed FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Feeding does no harm FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Dependency FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Feeding leads to predation FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Feeding makes wildlife too 
trusting 

FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

Guilt FS Moral obligation to wildlife 

GS = Grounding and Preliminary Studies, Chapter 8 
NS = Newspaper Study, Chapter 9 
FS = Feeding Study, Chapter 11 

Table11.1 - Collapsing categories around the concept of Moral Order 
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Figure 11.4 - Concept map of categories used to develop the core concept Moral Order  

In general, the Commonwealth claims ownership of all wildlife and accepts 

responsibility for its management, although specific ownership is also governed by 

state legislation (Davies 1998).32  While state governments may claim ownership of 

native wildlife they do not accept responsibility for the damage or injury it may cause.  

Feral animals are unowned and other than legislation covering animal welfare, their 

use and/or destruction is not controlled by legislation in Queensland. In the case of 

feral animals that are declared (pest) species, legislation may dictate land owners 

control those occurring on their property (Thompson pers. comm. 16/12/2005). That 

said, many categories drawn from the earlier studies demonstrate implicit notions of 

ownership and responsibility at considerable odds with what those rights and 

                                                

 

32 Davies discusses ownership in terms of Indigenous rights, a topic not covered here. 
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responsibilities actually are. From the point of view of participants adversely affected by 

the behaviours or presence of wildlife, ownership was assumed to be the responsibility 

of “the government” rationalised by an understanding that “all wildlife is protected.” 

Ownership is a recurrent theme in the data and was found in the desire to protect, 

shelter and conserve wildlife - and in the recognition that wildlife is part of a 

recreational, outdoors and tourist experience. A key element of this theme is found in 

different expectations regarding responsibility for management. Something’s got to be 

done reflects an expectation that the responsibility for action rests with the de-

individuated Other while aspects of feeding, for example the desire to give the “right” 

foods, reflects an acknowledgement of personal responsibility. The collapsing of 

thematic categories is set out in Table11.2 and concept map 11.4.  

Theme 3:  Anthropomorphised and scientific constructions of wildlife 

I think we can be confident that anthropomorphism will be brought under control, 
even if it can not be completely cured. Although it is probably programmed into 
us genetically as well as being inculcated culturally that does not mean the 
disease is untreatable…. Anthropomorphism may be showing some resurgence 
just now but over the past two centuries it has been retreating. This must be 
credited to the remarkable human invention called science which provides a 
world-wide mechanism for cross-checking one another’s pronouncements 
against the phenomenal world about us and thus for discrediting myths (Kennedy 
1992: 167).  

There is just something about one organism killing another that stirs our human 
emotions, often to the point of irrational behaviour (Leopold 2000: 733).  

Anthropomorphism is commonly defined both in terms of what it is: namely, the 

humanising of animal behaviour (Kellert 199618-19) and what it is not, namely, a 

scientific approach to the comprehension of wildlife behaviour or ecology (Kennedy 

1992).  Alternatively it has also been described as the phenomena of ascribing human 

“mental states” to (non-human) animals (Serpell 2002). Kellert’s description of the 

humanistic value ascribed to wildlife encompasses concepts associated with 

anthropomorphism (Kellert 1996: 21-2, see also Chapter 9). 
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 Personal ownership / responsibility versus responsibility of the Other 

Category Study in which 
category appears  

Commentary 

Something’s got to be done GS, NS, FS Others responsible for management  

(Need to) Conserve GS, NS, FS The resource is to be maintained for the 
common good (other) 

Others responsible for management 

Wildlife as part the 
recreational experience 

Wildlife as part of the 
outdoors experience 

Wildlife as part of the tourist 
experience 

NS The resource is to be maintained for the 
common good (other) 

Negative interactions to be managed (other) 
or avoided (personal) 

Also falls under the theme of Utility/Intrinsic 

Humanistic/ 
anthropomorphism 

GS, NS, FS Personal interactions -implied ownership/ 
responsibility. 

Wildlife dangerous or 
menacing 

GS, NS, FS Negative interactions to be managed (other) 
or avoided (personal) 

Habitat loss  

Land clearing 

NS, FS Others responsible for management 

Feeding as atonement (personal)  

More (wildlife) before NS, FS The actions of others are at fault 

Dominionistic GS, NS, FS Personal authority over wildlife  

Poor food 

Guilt over feeding 

Assist in the hard times 

FS Personal responsibility for welfare 

 

Table 11.2 - Presence of categories in the different studies 

In the USA, the decline in participation rates in hunting has been attributed to shifts in 

public attitudes (Peyton 2000) with its concomitant impacts on availability and access 

to game (Organ and Fritzell 2000) and the ability of agencies to manage overabundant 

species (Brown et al. 2000). The rise of the anti-hunting movement in the US has been 

traced to the 1942 Disney film Bambi along with the rise of the animal rights movement 

(Muth and Jamison 2000). Others have observed how changes in attitudes towards 

non-consumptive uses of wildlife has extended to the wildlife profession, with new 

recruits to the profession being less inclined to hunt and more likely to oppose hunting.  

This decline has other causes that include a general shift in attitudes, the failure of the 
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hunting movement to promote itself, and policies that limit access to hunting (Organ 

and Fritzell 2000). If these shifts are based on humanised worldviews, then those 

worldviews are likely to be socially determined by variables such as income, education 

and gender influencing where an individual’s orientation lies (Vaske et al. 2001). 

 

Figure 11.5 - Differing constructions of wildlife 

Rogues exist because there are differing constructions of what wildlife is, and what it 

should and shouldn’t do.  Rogue and aberrant behaviours were used to describe 

behaviours based on beliefs that animals knew right from wrong and chose to behave 

badly, or that some individuals in a population had “gone bad.”  Although these 

accounts of animal behaviour also fall under the theme Moral Order, such 

constructions are discussed here because they run counter to biocentric worldviews 

based on ecological/scientific knowledge (see Table 11.3 and Figure 11.6). By 
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definition, rogues reflect an understanding of wildlife based on observations of 

individual animals and are clearly at odds with population level analysis – with its 

inherent variances – more common in the biological sciences. 

 

Anthropomorphised versus biocentric constructions of wildlife 

Categories Studies in 
which the 
categories 
appears 

Commentary 

Wildlife adds or detracts from 
quality of life 

GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised  
generating an expectation for its management 
Ecological understanding of wildlife 
requirements 

Rogues and aberrant behaviour GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised  
generating an expectation for its management 

Something’s got to be done GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised  
generating an expectation for its management 
Ecological understanding of wildlife 
requirements 

Good and bad wildlife GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised  
generating an expectation for its management 
Ecological understanding of wildlife 
requirements 

Spirituality GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised 

Feeding of wildlife GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised  
generating an expectation for its management 
Infers ecological understanding of wildlife 
requirements 

There was a right and wrong way 
to manage wildlife 

GS, NS, FS The behaviours of wildlife are humanised  
generating an expectation for its management 
Recognises the ecological requirements of 
particular wildlife 

 

Table 11.3 - Collapsing categories derived in the preceding chapters around the theme 
Anthropomorphism 

Theme 4: Wildlife conflicts become trigger points for underlying social 

tensions 

… as remaining rural communities feel the pressures of urbanization, wildlife 
conflicts can become not just conflicts over specific animals, but conflicts over 
larger socio-political concepts such as equity, tradition, private property rights, 
government control, power, and acceptable forms of knowledge (Patterson et al. 
2003: 172). 
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Figure 11.6 - Concept map of categories used to develop the core concept ownership 

The management of wildlife in the US has traditionally followed two paths, the first 

being the management of game populations and the second the management of 

predators threatening pastoral activities. Within the context of urbanising communities 

in the US, and with it the conversion of rural lands, values clashes (rural versus city) 

are becoming increasingly prevalent. In addition some local disputes involve national 

and state issues (Patterson et al. 2003). 

When such disputes have intensified to encompass issues beyond wildlife 

management they are not easily resolved. Traditional approaches, even those reliant 

on “good science,” will continue to falter in the face of divided public opinion with 

managers attempting to mediate disputes where knowledge is contested and there is 

little shared ground. As a result, in the US a solution that is increasing in frequency is 

the use of the ballot box to settle such disputes. It is an approach favouring political 

expediency over sound wildlife management (Patterson et al. 2003). It does, however, 
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clearly signal that contemporary management of wildlife disputes owe more to the 

resolution of human conflicts than to the acquisition and application of even the best 

ecological knowledge. 

Ballot initiated legislation has effectively sidelined wildlife management agencies with 

regard to some hunting practices (Nie 2004). Locker and Decker (1995, 1998) argue 

these initiatives have their roots in humanised perceptions of wildlife and what is 

needed to oppose these initiatives is a “better-educated” public. 

Wildlife activists counter that they have been forced out of the field of wildlife 

management and into the public arena because they were not adequately represented 

on state wildlife management boards.  In such cases the multifaceted dispute was not 

merely that different groups assigned different values to wildlife but that access to 

decision making-process in itself was a cause of friction (Nie 2004). In reality the 

imposition of one group’s values on another may be more the source of conflict than 

the damage done by a particular species (Skogen and Krange 2003). In the US – a 

country with a well documented propensity to proselytise democracy  – some wildlife 

professionals see the involvement of non-hunting citizens in wildlife management via 

voter initiated referenda as the “tyranny of the majority” (Nie 2004). 

Clarifying terms used to describe conflicts over wildlife  

In Chapter 5, wildlife conflicts were separated into conflicts with wildlife and conflicts 

over wildlife (Knight 2000b). A wildlife conflict could also occur when the “presence and 

behaviours of wildlife caused a deterioration in relations between different social 

groups” (Howard and Jones 1998). A distinction can now be made between what were 

previously described as “wildlife conflicts” and what can be termed “wildlife disputes.”  

A wildlife “conflict” is usually addressed via traditional approaches of mitigating the 

nuisance behaviours of wildlife or mediating values-based disputes over the 

management and/or use of wildlife. The observations made in the earlier studies and 

from the literature presented above allow a further distinction to be made: a “wildlife 

dispute” can be said to occur when a wildlife conflict has become a trigger point (or 

lightening rod) for existing tensions and that these tensions have allowed the 

dimensions of conflict to expand to the point where interests outside the local 

community are engaged.   
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As an example the presence of flying-foxes adjacent to the Maclean High School (see 

Chapter 8) brought to the fore conflicts over land use, conservationists and the school 

community, the management style in the school, “rural” and “city values,” trust in 

government, access to the decision-making process as well as exposing pre-existing 

tensions about the way the region was treated. The dispute involved a vulnerable 

species, its management and the management of wildlife in general while government 

policies were put under the microscope in the run up to a state election. Its resolution, 

by relocating the colony, removed the cause of the dispute, but in doing so, members 

of the various community groups opposing the plan were immediately alienated and to 

some extent embittered by the process.  The relocation while arguably a failure in 

terms of proactive wildlife management was publicly acknowledged as a success, was 

comparatively cheap, and allowed the state government to garner some kudos for its 

resolution. A further example was the presence of a colony of flying-foxes in Gladstone 

which attracted what appeared a disproportionate level of government interest because 

the electorate was known to be politically volatile and had in the past upset the balance 

of power in the Queensland State Parliament.  This sensitivity may have ensured the 

issue was resolved at the conflict level although all parties were served well by the 

seasonal migration of the colony away from the site. 

Wildlife conflicts as trigger points for pre-existing tensions  

Table 11.4 lists the previously presented studies and gives an assessment of whether 

those wildlife conflicts represent a conflict or a dispute.  The table differs from the 

previous three in that the individual studies are displayed rather than its coded content.  
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Wildlife conflicts as trigger points for pre-existing social tensions 

Wildlife conflict 

(combining the 
studies) 

Level of conflict  Commentary 

Gladstone (flying-foxes) Level II (Community) Conflict / Dispute 

Some evidence of wider interest in the conflict, however, the 
conflict (and the colony) dissipated when the colony migrated 

Sandgate 

(flying-foxes) 

Level II (Community) Conflict 

Low level of interest from groups outside the local community. 

Esk 

(flying-foxes) 

Level I (Individual) Conflict 

Although there had been low levels of dispute over unrelated 
issues the matter resolved when the colony migrated. 

Camera 

(flying-foxes) 

Level I (Individual) Conflict 

No evidence of a wider dispute. 

Tin Can Bay 

(dolphin feeding) 

Level III (Social) Dispute 

Conflict involved local, regional, state, national, issues. 

Philosophical differences regarding feeding wildlife. 

Ownership of wildlife versus local interests. 

Users of a shared resource in conflict. 

Humanist versus biocentric worldviews. 

Right and wrong way to manage wildlife. 

Right and wrong way to manage people. 

The township was forced to confront issues with regard to it 
future: tourist versus retirement. 

Melbourne Botanical 
Gardens 

Level III (Social) Dispute 

The presence of a large number of stakeholders and the range 
of issues raised elevated this conflict to a dispute embracing a 
diversity of tenuously related issues. 

Right and wrong way to manage wildlife. 

Considerable press coverage which raised issues regarding 
the appropriateness of public protest. 

Clash of philosophies regarding the role of a “botanical 
garden.” 

Heritage versus conservation. 

The threat of a loss of the botanical garden versus the rights of 
animals (animal versus people rights). 

Federal and state engagement re: the listing of the Grey-
Headed Flying-fox as a vulnerable species. 

Culling versus protectionist viewpoints. 



  Page 219 

Crow Workshops Level II (Community) Conflict 

Some issues beyond the local community but conflict 
stabilised through agency intervention and monitoring. 

Magpie Workshops Level II (Community) Conflict 

Some issues beyond the local community but conflict 
stabilised through agency intervention and monitoring. 

Newspaper Study N/A  N/A 

Textual analysis of newspaper stories added commentary to 
existing conflicts / disputes but were not in themselves sources 
of conflict or dispute. 

Feeding study Level I (Individual) 

Level II (Community) 

Level III (Social) 

 

Conflict and dispute 

Tensions around feeding ranged from conflicts between 
neighbours through to policy level interventions that included 
risk assessments with regard to human and animal welfare. 

Feeding wildlife also brought to the surface tensions between 
biocentric and anthropomorphised worldviews. 

The morality of feeding (or caring) for wildlife became a salient 
feature of conflict/dispute. 

 

 

Table 11.4 -  Describing the completed studies in terms of their level of conflict  

Emergent Theory: complex conflicts often involve aspects of morality, 

ownership and social constructions wildlife (CMOSC) 

The thematic categories developed from the grounding, newspaper and feeding studies 

collapsed around four key concepts.  

1) Wildlife conflicts are often complex and seldom a single conflict but 

many. 

Wildlife conflicts occur in social environments and, with few exceptions, contemporary 

wildlife conflicts can be reconstrued as conflicts between humans. The regulation of 

threatened species, iconic natives, pests, rogues, nuisance behaviours, overabundant 

species or economic value of wildlife is solely about managing the competing 

expectations of humans.  

Some wildlife conflicts may serve as trigger points for underlying conflicts. The use of 

wildlife as a resource will for example cause conflict between individuals and groups 

ascribing intrinsic, aesthetic, spiritual or iconic importance to that same wildlife. These 

types of conflicts could for example ignite tensions between Indigenous and non-
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Indigenous groups, between groups who hold “city” and “country” views, hunters and 

non-hunters and so on. Conflicts in these cases are the result of one group resisting 

the imposition of the values of others on them with regard to wildlife. In the studies 

presented here it was not always the case that all issues raised in a wildlife conflict 

related to wildlife.  

The more serious a wildlife conflict the more likely it is to be not just a single conflict but 

a multitude – which may or may not be resolved by managing wildlife.   The less these 

tensions relate to wildlife, the less likely the dispute will be resolved via the 

management of wildlife. To understand these conflicts requires deeper examination so 

that the conflict can be properly contextualised. Management of such conflicts 

necessitates teasing out those issues relevant to the conflict and those that are not. 

From the data examined thus far, the following predictions can be made in regard to 

conflicts involving wildlife: 

a) they may only be resolved when underlying tensions are addressed; or 

b) complete resolution of a “wildlife conflict” will involve separating human-

human conflict from human-wildlife conflict. 

2) There are moral obligations to and moral expectations of wildlife. 

There are expectations from all actors in wildlife conflicts/disputes whether they are 

managers or members of the public, or those with biocentric, anthropocentric or 

anthropomorphic worldviews, that there are right and wrong ways to manage wildlife. 

Where conflicts exist, and more so where those conflicts have become disputes, the 

issue of what constitutes moral management will be contested.  

Worldviews in which the behaviours of wildlife are anthropomorphised allow moral 

judgements to be made with regard to those behaviours. Humanised accounts of 

wildlife are associated with beliefs that there are good (usually cute and harmless) and 

bad (dangerous and feral) wildlife that will behave in right and wrong ways.   

Rogues allow attribution of aberrant behaviours to individuals rather than having to 

condemn an entire species. Such an anthropomorphised worldview enables a 

consistent construction of wildlife whereby it remains (intrinsically) good in the face of 

evidence to the contrary.  
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3) Responsibility for and ownership of wildlife are dimensions of wildlife 

conflicts and disputes. 

The laws of ownership of wildlife are relevant but are given little regard during wildlife 

conflicts and disputes. Instead actors will claim ownership and accept responsibility for 

a species when it adds to adds to their quality of life and assign ownership to others 

when its effects are negative.  

Those feeding wildlife will claim personal responsibility for the wildlife they feed but will 

routinely assign problem behaviours to the Other, which in some cases, includes a 

“bad” species.  

4)  “Wildlife” is the sum total of its many constructions.  

Wildlife management in its contemporary sense is grappling with these differing 

constructions which may occur simultaneously within a conflict or dispute arising over 

wildlife. There is a tendency for those with differing constructions to carry with them a 

range of moral overtones that infuse expectations with regard to management.  The 

studies presented three identifiable constructions. 

Construction 1: Wildlife as pests (or without significant value)  

The historical constructions found in the management of Australian wildlife are derived 

from the cultural associations and values brought to the continent by European settlers, 

and with them the species they introduced.  When native wildlife has competed with the 

interests of pastoralists it has been seen as a pest and, in the absence of a strong 

utilitarian ethic paralleling the hunting culture in the US, it has enjoyed little protection. 

Traditionally, when Australian fauna has been utilised as a resource it has been 

managed as a pest.  

In the studies presented here the “pest” species were typically indigenous Australian 

species. When problem wildlife is constructed as a pest the expectation is that it should 

be relocated or culled. Conflicts arise when a particular species is constructed as a 

pest by one stakeholder group and as “good” wildlife by other groups. Typically when 

indigenous wildlife is constructed as a pest there is poor comprehension of the issues 

relating to the ecological significance or requirements of those species. This clash of 

constructions was best illustrated in the feeding study where some species had 

become a pest because they had become “overabundant.” 
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Construction 2:  Wildlife is humanised  

Within this construction, wildlife is sentient, rational and responsible, has rights and is 

morally accountable. Good wildlife is to be cared for and protected while the bad, 

whether an individual rogue or a population gone “feral”, is discouraged, punished or 

eradicated.  

Also within this construction the good wildlife is to be appreciated but not used. Eco-

tourism or wildlife based tourism is an appropriate use of good wildlife but consumption 

is not. However, the hunting, destruction or eradication of ferals, even their use as a 

resource (“pests as food”) would be consistent with this construction.  

Construction 3:  Wildlife as product of the natural sciences (biocentrism)  

This construction sees the behaviour and presence of wildlife as the result of evolution 

and adaptation, i.e. scientific knowledge. It is to be managed in accord with its 

ecological requirements with the dominant ethic being conservation rather than 

protection.  When constructed in this way, the nuisance behaviours of wildlife which 

result in conflict are a result of others not understanding the “science” or “ecology” of 

wildlife. 

Some differences between constructions can be traced to the subjective (personal) and 

objective (scientific) knowledge bases of the actors.  

Conclusions 

The theory presented above is derived from the analysis of a set of Australian wildlife 

conflicts described in Chapters 8, 9 and 10. In spite of the differences between the 

Australian and US approaches described in Chapters 3 and 4 there are however some 

similarities. For example, in both countries some wildlife conflicts have become the 

focus of wider societal disputes (Chapter 5). Although observations of the Australian 

experience of wildlife can be equated with theory developed elsewhere (Chapter 9), 

there are fundamental differences which seem not to be acknowledged.  It is also 

possible that theories from outside the field of wildlife management, i.e. social theories, 

may hold greater explanatory power in analysing higher order wildlife disputes.    

The final stage of this study is novel because it adapts the purely descriptive findings of 

a grounded theory study to a predictive model which is then tested against a wildlife 
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conflict.  The dispute over the management of dingoes on Fraser Island is examined 

using firstly the Wildlife Conflict Typology (Chapter 11) and secondly using the CMOSC 

model described above (Chapter 12). 
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Chapter 12 

Application of theory - Part 1: 

An examination of the conflicts surrounding dingoes on Fraser 

Island using the Wildlife Conflict Typology 

 

War has been declared on Fraser Island. It started almost three weeks ago with 
the blood of an adventurous little boy, stalked and fatally mauled in a terrifying 
attack by two dingoes. 
     Since then, Fraser's pristine white sands have been stained red almost daily. 
This time it has been the blood of the dingoes -- more than two dozen of them -- 
as wildlife rangers hunted and slaughtered on the order of the State Government 
after nine-year-old Clinton Gage's death.   
Yet it is an edict that seems to have satisfied no one (Courier Mail 17/05/01). 

Dingoes kill baby cassowaries, curlews, scrub turkeys, scrub hens, pademelons 
and anything else they can get. What do we want - our native wildlife or these 
feral dogs? Dingoes kill everything, including kids (Letter to the Editor, Cairns 
Post, 17/05/01). 
 
The Premier said he was angered by hate mail he had received from opponents 
of the cull. 
     "The thing that has appalled me is the number of communications I've 
received basically putting dingoes ahead of people, ahead of children," Mr 
Beattie said. "I have to say that will be one of the lasting impressions that will 
remain with me in this job" (The Australian, 11/05/01). 

 

Introduction  

Layout of the Fraser Island dingo studies 

The studies presented in this and the following chapter examine issues and conflicts 

surrounding the management of dingoes on Fraser Island. The datasets consist of 

newspaper texts, field notes and interview transcriptions. In this chapter the Wildlife 

Conflict Typology (WCT) developed in Chapter 8 is applied to the data to map the 

transition of a wildlife conflict (Level I) through the intermediary phase (Level II) to a 

dispute (Level III).  

In the following chapter the theory developed in Chapter 9 will be applied to the same 

dataset. The CMOSC model predicts that a wildlife dispute will be complex, with 
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elements of that dispute attributable to the moral positions and perceived ownership of 

the “problem” species based on differing constructions stakeholder groups hold for 

wildlife. 

While two studies will be presented as separate chapters, the discussion section at the 

end of Chapter 12 will draw together the conclusions from both studies. 

Background  

This study was undertaken following the death of a nine year old boy, Clinton Gage, on 

30 April 2001 on Fraser Island after he was attacked by two dingoes – and the 

subsequent culling of some 30 dingoes ordered by the Queensland Government. Of 

particular relevance was the public commentary following Clinton’s death and the even 

more heated debate over the culling. The conflict quickly elevated from a Level I 

conflict to a public furore. The conflict widened to include a range of issues associated 

with the use and management of the island.  The intensity of debate and the number of 

issues raised in the dispute suggested a prima facie case existed to examine this 

conflict as a Level III conflict (hereafter called a dispute).  During interviews for the 

feeding study (Chapter 10), QPWS told me their concerns regarding the role feeding 

played in habituation and food conditioning of Fraser Island dingoes. Such was their 

concern regarding interactions between humans and dingoes on the Island that a dingo 

management plan had been drafted and I was told it “was on the Minister’s desk 

awaiting sign off” at the time of the attack.33 

Fraser Island dingoes  

It is thought that dingoes first appeared on Fraser Island around 1000 years ago and 

were taken to the island as companion animals (Corbett, personal communication 

17/02/06).  The dingoes on Fraser Island are widely promoted as part of the tourist 

                                                

33 Prior to undertaking the study I spoke informally with officers I knew working in QPWS with a 

view to undertaking the study, seeking permission to interview officers involved in management 

of Fraser Island.  Ms Leah Burns and I were given an unrestricted opportunity to interview those 

officers willing to participate. In retrospect, given the nature of the incident and the sensitive 

nature of the topic, this cooperation showed considerable generosity of spirit from a department 

that was under siege at the time. 
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experience, however, dingo aggression is linked to the rapid and poorly regulated 

increases in visitor numbers to the island (Burns and Howard 2003). As in all National 

Parks, dingoes on Fraser Island are protected. 

The dingo is defined as both “wildlife” and “native wildlife” under the Nature 
Conservation Act 1992, and is a natural resource within protected areas such as 
national parks… The Environment Protection Agency and the Queensland Parks 
and Wildlife Service manage dingoes in protected areas according to this 
rationale. Outside protected areas, a dingo is not protected wildlife (Cory and 
NRM 2002: 1). 34 

The same report defines dingoes as:  

“Native dogs of Asia, selectively bred by humans from wolves” and gives seven 
classifications of dogs in Australia that include “wild dogs (that is) all wild living 
dogs (including dingoes, feral dogs and hybrids)” and “commensal dogs (that is) 
wild dogs (including dingoes and free ranging domestic dogs living in close 
association with, but independently of, humans” (Cory and NRM 2002: 1).  

Under these definitions the dingoes on Fraser Island are protected, commensal dogs 

but in the dataset and interviews they are more commonly referred to by managers as 

“dogs” or “wild dogs.” A claim often made of the dingoes on the island, usually by those 

promoting Fraser Island as a tourist destination or as a unique natural asset, is that 

they are “the purest remaining strain of dingoes.” There is some genetic evidence to 

support this and hybridisation is recognised as the single greatest threat to the survival 

of the species (Wilton 2001; Daniels and Corbett 2003). 

Feeding and Fraser Island dingoes 

When the study was undertaken there was considerable debate over the role feeding, 

food-conditioning and desensitisation played in the fatality. The closing of the island’s 

dumps, the supposed removal of brumbies from the island and changes in legislation 

regarding the storage of foods for visitors to island were cited as causing the dingoes to 

go hungry, and according to some, this meant they had been “starving for years” 

(interviews, Ch 12). Some interviewees and island residents believed dingoes were 

scavenging human food because it was the only reliable food source left.  Like any 

animal population, the dingo population on Fraser Island, reflects food sources 

available at the time. Over the course of a year the dingo population on Fraser Island 

                                                

34 This policy is articulated in the Queensland Wild Dog Management Strategy 2002-2007. 



  Page 228 

undergoes seasonal fluctuations which see numbers range from about 300 at the time 

of whelping to around 100 prior to breeding (EPA/QPWS 2001).35 In addition, social 

behaviours in wild canids often ensure populations never attain their theoretical limits 

(Corbett 2001: 131-5). Although the loss of food sources was a common theme during 

interviews, the closing of dumps occurred in 1993 (EPA/QPWS 2001) and it is unlikely 

the loss had any influence on population dynamics beyond a full year. I was told by 

rangers that all brumbies had been removed from the island36 but even when they were 

present it is unlikely the foals born each year would have provided more than an 

occasional food source.   

Descriptions of feeding dingoes on Fraser Island allow practices to be categorised 

under the framework presented in the feeding study (Chapter 10).  That is, it occurred 

in natural areas including campgrounds; it was intentional (by hand); unintentional 

(refuse, scavenged from tables and food containers, or from bait and fishing buckets); 

and, harassed whereby individuals surrendered food to a threatening animal. 

Wildlife management antecedents: food-conditioning and carnivores in national 

parks 

The risks associated with food habituated wildlife have been studied extensively in 

North America, particularly in relation to food conditioned bears in national parks (Peine 

2001). It is a problem that has a long history (Herrero et al. 2005), with roots in poor 

waste management and food storage by park managers and visitors and in practices 

such as the deliberate feeding of bears by rangers to ensure park visitors enjoyed 

close encounters with wildlife (Wondrak 2002; Anon 2004). Wondrak‘s account of the 

feeding of bears in national parks is of particular interest because many descriptions 

were similar to feeding practices occurring on Fraser Island.  Historically feeding 

wildlife in Yellowstone National Park, including bears, was considered a right for the 

visitor and promoted by park management in spite of the frequency of visitor injuries. 

Park management philosophies changed in 1942 following the death of a visitor 

                                                

35The Fraser Island Dingo Management Strategy cited at length Corbett’s unpublished  

consultant’s report Management of Dingoes on Fraser Island (1998) 

36 This was clearly not true. During fieldwork there was clear evidence (dung) close to the 

campsite at which I stayed. It is hard to imagine rangers would have missed this.   
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mauled by a bear. Feeding areas and open dumps were closed and park management 

began the process of re-educating a public used to feeding. It was considered a critical 

shift in the way in which American park visitors were expected to experience wildlife. 

The debate featured on one side Horace Albright, a former director of both Yellowstone 

National Park and the National Parks Service, who saw such interactions with wildlife 

as an “inalienable right”, and on the other side newer park managers who were forced 

to deal with the “bear problem” that included some 200 people being injured by bears 

annually. 

This new policy represented a pivotal moment in Yellowstone history – a 
philosophical and narrative shift away from making wildlife easily accessible to 
visitors to encouraging people to seek reward through effort. It was a shift not 
achieved without great difficulty (Wondrak 2002: 18). 

Theoretical framework 

Wildlife as social constructs  

Contemporary definitions of indigenous fauna along with the constructions of pests 

(Chapters 1 and 4) are associated with European perceptions of wildlife. These 

definitions grew from constructions of wildlife which paid little attention to its 

significance beyond being pests and game. Such constructions of wildlife concentrated 

solely on its presence in the physical environment. For example, the wildlife manager 

quoted in Chapter 10 did not condemn the cat for being a predator of Australian fauna; 

it’s fault lay in it being “out of place,” and that alone made it unwelcome. While social 

constructions of wildlife evolved from their presence in a place – usually a place where 

they are a cause of conflict – that presence had an explanation. For wildlife managers 

the presence and behaviours of wildlife were explained in terms of its ecology. For 

others, the presence of “problem” wildlife was through necessity, for example, the “loss 

of habitat” (feeding study, Chapter 10) or through malice (The Killing Fields of the Sky, 

Chapter 8). The alternative approach, developed in Chapter 10, sees Australian wildlife 

conflicts entirely as a social phenomenon.  

Examining wildlife in this way sees it as phenomena beyond the definitions given by 

ecologists and managers but also as a small part of a broader social fabric. Smith 

(1999) equates the call to have all cats, both feral and domesticated, eradicated from 

Australia by the year 2020 with the neo-conservative philosophies of Pauline Hanson, 

particularly those advocating the exclusion of non-Europeans from Australia. In the 
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same way “others” and “foreigners” are perceived to threaten “Australian values” by 

denuding the culture of its Australian-ness, “feral creatures” are seen to threaten our 

wildlife as they strip the continent of its fauna. Smith (1999) saw these ideologies 

reflected in the policies of governments who, spurred by the public “to do something,” 

would seek to eradicate feral animals at almost any cost.  This, he argues, was not 

always the case as the cats of the early European settlers feasted on indigenous 

fauna, some of which are now extinct, and were expected to do so.  

Reports such as this might send shivers down a conservationist’s spine, but we 
should bear in mind that abhorrence of invasive species (and the inverse passion 
for indigenous ones) is a relatively recent phenomenon in Australia. Quite the 
opposite sentiments prevailed in the past, as deliberate state-sanctioned efforts 
were made to Europeanise the antipodean continent. (Smith 1999; 299)  

The conclusion to be drawn here is that the impact of any species in the Australian 

landscape will be determined solely by the associations humans place on that species 

at that time. 

Dingoes as social constructs 

A dingo officially ceases to exist once outside a national park becoming instead a “wild 

dog.”  It has, however, been “rehabilitated” by having its status changed from vermin to 

that of “Australia’s native dog,” or more subtly from Canis familiaris dingo to Canis 

lupus dingo. It is also ironic to see the dingo shift from being a mere companion animal 

of the Aborigine to being a relative of the Grey Wolf (Corbett 2002: 45). The undertone 

in the popular press is that to be a Grey Wolf, or Asiatic wolf, is to be “more wild,” and 

therefore more valued than mere companion animals. 

Socially constructed wildlife and cultural clashes 

Wolves as focal points for cultural clashes are relatively common in the literature. Wolf 

conservation in Norway is interpreted as the imposition of city urban values on rural 

communities (Skogen and Krange 2003). In Sweden, wolves were not only focal points 

in conflicts between traditional and modern lifestyles, they had also become key 

symbols in a clash of spiritualities (Lindquist 2000). In spite of the recognised needs to 

control fox numbers, their hunting in Britain ignited a fierce debate between pro and 

anti-hunting groups – a debate so heated and bitter it was described as a “class war” 

(Wheatcroft 2000).  Wildlife caught between cultures is exemplified by the beliefs of the 

Baka of the Congo for whom shape-shifting elephants were seen in the context of 
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ethnic rivalries, the brutalities associated with competition for ivory, slavery and 

colonisation. In Baka communities, where the dominant ethic was that of sharing, 

unusual events, such as those surrounding the disappearance or unexpected death of 

community members, were attributed mythical others, in particular to shape shifters – 

spirits, witches and sorcerers – taking the form of elephants (Koehler 2000).  

These studies illustrate a broadening recognition of conflicts with wildlife being 

interpreted in terms of pre-existing cultural or social perceptions. In such instances, 

wildlife conflicts are not merely a result of human and animal behaviours impacting one 

upon the other; wildlife become markers for unrelated conflicts and act as trigger points 

for disputes that reflect deeper social tensions.  The wildlife manager, whose 

management tools for the resolution of wildlife conflicts are limited to interpretation, 

culling and translocation, will find some conflicts to be perennial or escalate into more 

complex and broader (Level III) conflicts - and well beyond their ability to manage. In 

such circumstances, the resolution of conflicts using traditional methods such as culling 

may be viewed not so much as the resolution of a wildlife problem but a victory of one 

set of values over another, carrying with it the usual and predictable political and social 

consequences. 

Peace (2001; 2002) used a newspaper dataset as primary data in his postmodernist 

analysis of Fraser Island dingoes.  Along with the experience of visiting a heritage area, 

he sees the dingo had been “fetishised” to service the monetary and power interests of 

entrepreneurs and government. After the death of Clinton Gage, the dingo was 

demonised and “punished” because it threatened those powerful interests, and 

opposition to the cull, at least initially, was muted (Peace 2001; Peace 2002). The data 

presented in this and the following chapter suggest that the conflict on Fraser Island 

was longer running and possibly deeper-rooted than a contest between “the wild” and 

capital interests. In Chapters 1 and 8, the “rogue” was presented as individuals 

breaching boundaries marking “good” and “bad” and agreed with Peace’s descriptions.  

In Chapter 10, I argued the concept of the “rogue” served to reconcile belief in the 

intrinsic good of nature with the observations that some wildlife is “bad.” Culling was an 

attempt to rid Fraser Island of the “bad” dingoes and protect the perception of wildlife 

as intrinsically good. This differs from Peace’s commentary in which culling enabled 

capital interests to continue marketing a “nice nature” wilderness experience.  

Peace also provides excellent examples of the anthropomorphism of the dingo in its 

portrayal in the printed media. While I have argued anthropomorphism exists 
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dichotomously with scientific constructions, Peace has not questioned the discourses 

of “highly qualified scientists” with regard to dingo behaviours, indicating greater 

acceptance of the scientific construction than is granted here. 

Limitations  

It is the nature of interpretive studies, where the observer is immersed in data, for 

evolving concepts to be seemingly apparent everywhere. That is, having once 

observed a phenomenon, the researcher develops “tunnel vision;” the more one looks 

the more one finds.  When this occurs the work can be criticised for being subjective, 

reflecting one person’s experiences of the phenomenon rather an attempt at its 

explanation. The quandary is not insurmountable. Methodologists such as Strauss and 

Corben (1990) and Bernard (2000) offer two lifelines: the first lies in undertaking all 

observations as objectively as possible - while it may be impossible to be perfectly 

objective it is certainly achievable to refrain from making value judgements when 

interviewing. Similarly, when analysing data to search for and use counter examples is 

advocated as a means of reaching objective conclusions. The second is to ensure 

conclusions can be validated. In the studies presented in the earlier chapters this was 

achieved by collecting data from a diversity of sources and places. In the present study 

two sources of data are used to firstly develop a timeline of events and secondly to 

explore in-depth the experiences of a range of stakeholders with interests in the 

management of dingoes on Fraser Island. While there was seldom agreement on any 

of the issues there was considerable concordance on what those issues were.   

Method:  Study 1 

Design 

Although it was assumed at the commencement of this study that the conflict had 

elevated to a dispute (Level III), it was appropriate to test that assumption and to 

examine the progression of that dispute. A newspaper dataset was extracted from a 

commercially available database (Newstext) and textual analysis was undertaken via 

the use of the N-Vivo qualitative software package.  
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Study site: Fraser Island  

Geographically the island lies off the Queensland coast 190 kilometres north of 

Brisbane, is over 123 km long and ranges in width between 5 and 25 kilometres with a 

maximum elevation of 235 metres. The IUCN listing for Fraser Island’s World Heritage 

Area status recognises its uniqueness as a sand island, the height and quality of its 

sand dunes, its unique fauna, its quality as an example of ongoing geological 

processes and its inherent natural beauty.  The ICUN also accepts claims of an 

Aboriginal presence in the region for up to 40,000 years and 1500-2000 years on 

Fraser Island (IUCN 1992). 

The initial vision for the management of Fraser Island was articulated in the Great 

Sandy Region Management Plan 1994-2010 (1994). Parts of that vision were revisited 

with the publication of the Fraser Island World Heritage Area Draft Camping 

Management Plan (1999).  The area falls under the jurisdiction of five local councils 

and Fraser Island with the island itself under the jurisdiction of Maryborough City and 

Hervey Bay City Councils, while management of the island’s natural assets is 

undertaken by QPWS.   

One of the difficulties faced by managers is how to moderate between the diverse and 

often competing visions different stakeholder groups hold for the island. Commercial 

interests exert enormous political influence; tourism brings wealth to the region; and 

camping, fishing and the extensive use of four wheel drive in a World Heritage area 

although problematic is the prime reason the island is a popular destination for many 

Australian visitors. Since its World Heritage listing in 1992, the number of tourists to the 

island has increased from approximately 50,000 in 1986 to close to 350,000 in 1997/8 

(QPWS, 1999).37 

Being a sand island without sealed roads means vehicle tracks have the potential to 

degrade the heritage values of the island and the numbers of tourists drawn to the 

island has steadily increased over the past 20 years. If that were not a difficult enough 

                                                

37 The figure may considerably understate the number of visitors to the island as it is based on 

“camper nights” and does not include visitors to resorts. There appears to be no later figures 

than these. 
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task, the island remains the focus of intense political lobbying on the part of 

environmental groups.  

Data and analysis 

The study involved textual analysis of newspapers collected for the years 1996 to 

2002. Data was collected via an exhaustive search of the Newstext™ newspaper 

database which returned 635 texts. A body of grey literature was also collected 

including reports made available by QPWS and visitor records made available by the 

Kingfisher Bay Resort. Personal observations were either tape recorded and later 

transcribed or recorded as notes.  Moombi, the newsletter of the Fraser Island 

Defenders Organisation (FIDO), published along with supplements since 1971, 

articulates the position of those who have agitated to have the island first preserved 

and later recognised as a World Heritage Area. The newsletter provided insights into 

the longer term conflicts involving management of the island. In addition I joined the 

Fraser Island Association and received quarterly newsletters that included minutes of 

meetings and discussions of current issues.38 

Newspaper dataset 

For the purpose of this study an article included any discrete item published in any of 

the papers included in the Newstext™ database. These included stories, letters to the 

editors, editorials, event calendars and feature articles. A distinction is made here 

between the terms “database” and “dataset.” “Database” refers to the Newstext™ 

newspaper archives accessible online and includes all Australian newspapers and 

some overseas newspapers. “Dataset” refers to the 635 articles extracted from the 

Newstext™ database using the following keyword search: 

(dingo OR dingoes, OR dingos) AND ((Fraser Island) AND NOT (dingo blue 

OR Ernie Dingo)).  

At the time of the search the database only went as far back as 1996. The search 

returned stories with a total word count calculated for article texts of 361,815 words. 

                                                

38 My joining of the Association was purely for study purposes and this was communicated to 

the Association at the time. I attended one meeting and did so only as an observer.  
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The dataset was manipulated to enable entry into QSR-Nvivo and was searched for 

key issues and themes. The minimum length of an article containing the keyword set 

was 29 words and the maximum was 6834. The mean length of stories was 570 and 

the standard deviation was 544.4.  Within the dataset the largest number of articles 

appeared in 2001, the year Clinton Gage was killed, and the smallest in 1996 where 

subjects appearing in the texts included fishing and tourism, studies into the dingo, 

saving the dingo, food theft and the rescue of a foal attacked by dingoes (see Table 

12.1)  

Year Number of texts 

 

2002 

 

50 

2001 411 

2000 21 

1999 34 

1998 73 

1997 32 

1996 14 

 

Table 12.1 - number of news texts by year 

While acknowledging the inherent inaccuracies present in newspaper coverage of 

current events – for instance, the dates given for some key events were particularly 

unreliable – this dataset had at least two strengths. Firstly, articles described existing 

perceptions regarding dingoes, dingo management and in some cases how problem 

behaviours of people could be managed. Secondly, analysis of the newspaper dataset 

allowed the validation of data gathered from other sources as there were some 

instances where interviewees in the study were also quoted in newspaper articles. This 

was of particular importance in examining such themes as the role of feeding and the 

commonly held anthropomorphic “nice nature” worldview in which dingoes were 

assumed to be harmless and/or friendly. The comments of Fraser Island residents 

reported in newspapers frequently paralleled with what I was told during interviews. 

However, when wildlife managers were interviewed under the promise of strict 

confidentiality, deeper and sometimes conflicting levels of information were conveyed 

than what appeared in the press. 
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Analysis  

Application of the WCT model: aetiology of the Fraser Island dispute and its 

escalation of conflict from level I to level III 

The WCT predicts any dispute (i.e. a Level III conflict) will have progressed through 

both Level I and Level II conflicts. The three levels of a WCT can be summarised as: 

Level I conflicts are characterised by conflicts between individuals and individual 

members of a species and are resolved via agency interventions targeting people, 

usually via interpretation, or by targeting individual animals using such tools as 

euthanasia or relocation.  

Level II conflicts typically expand to include larger numbers of community groups in 

the conflict and for the conflict to have attracted media attention.  

Level III conflicts are typified by a smaller number of more politically potent groups, 

intense media attention and top-down management. Evidence of the conflict 

escalating to a dispute is presented in Table 12.2 and in descriptions and the 

exemplars that follow.   

Although it is not critical to identify those points at which the conflict escalated from one 

level to the next, the texts set out below suggest the attack on Kasey Rowles 

(07/04/1998) as being the point at which the conflict shifted to its second level.  It is 

debateable whether the fatality or the cull was the triggering event resulting in the 

conflict going to dispute level.  There is certainly evidence that the cull resulted in 

greater public outrage than did Clinton Gage’s death. 

Dingo aggression predating the death of Clinton Gage 

To meet the criteria of a Level III conflict there must be evidence that the conflict had 

progressed from a Level I conflict. In the case of Fraser Island dingoes, that evidence 

is found in the newspaper dataset and describes firstly isolated incidents of aggression 

that were handled via general public warnings. The first incident reported in 

newspapers occurred in 1997, however, the risk assessment prepared by EPA states 

46 incidents were reported in 1996 of which 19 were moderate or major (EPA 2001; 

Attachment 8). The report also states the risk had been identified as early as the 1980s 
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and that public education campaigns and the practice of removing “problem dingoes” 

had been in place for 10 years (p.7).   

It was noticeable in representations of the dingo appearing in earlier newspapers, 

reports tended to understate risks of interactions with dingoes; instead dingoes were 

associated with affirmative aspects of the visit experience. This changed when a young 

child, Kasey Rowles, was dragged from the campsite by a dingo in 1998 (see below).  

After this incident, dingoes still appeared in texts as a positive part of the visitor 

experience although these stories also often included warnings not to feed dingoes and 

to store food safely. At this stage, aggression by dingoes was still downplayed to the 

extent some dingo behaviours were euphemised as “play.” 

Never feed them, walk in groups, always stay close to children, don't encourage, 
excite or approach them and, if approached, face the animal and calmly back 
away. 
     Thousands of people will be camping on Fraser Island over Christmas and 
their visits coincide with the period when young dingoes are testing their 
strength. Their play can be aggressive, especially towards children (Courier Mail 
17/12/1999). 
 

The content of texts began to change as reports of more serious dingo aggression 

emerged, although it is important to note many of these incidents were given scant 

newspaper coverage at the time.  

In addition to the death of Clinton Gage, there were 278 incidents resulting in injury to 

humans reported between 1996 and 2001. Of these 74 were rated as insignificant, 70 

were minor, 95 were moderate and 30 were deemed as major although the report from 

which these figures are taken claims that incidents of dingo aggression tend to be 

“grossly under reported” (EPA 2001: 12). The report also states: 
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Level of 
conflict 

Characteristics Supporting evidence 

 

Level I 

 

i. The conflict typically involved 
an individual or only a small 
number of people.  

ii. The number of animals 
involved in the disputes was 
often small, or could be 
attributed to individuals or 
“rogues.” 

iii. Conflict is localised 
iv. Usually resolved quickly and 

often of its own accord without 
intervention  

v. Interpretation messages often 
successful 

vi. Conflict attracts little or no 
media interest 

vii. Small number affected 
viii. Small number of problem 

dingoes 
ix. Resolved without agency 

intervention 
x. No media involvement 

 

 

i. Small number of tourists, limited 
human dingo interactions 

 
ii. One report from a long term visitor 

to the island stated aggressive 
dingoes were “whacked” and 
buried. 

 
iii. Articles discuss FI dingoes only 
iv. See above, long-term 

management by rangers was to 
cull problem individuals. 

v. False. Had feeding ceased the 
conflict may not have escalated. 

vi. Present in the data 
vii. Present in the data and in 

management strategies 
viii. Present in the newspaper dataset 

 
ix. Present in the data 
 
x. Media interest in dingoes, often 

with warnings 

Level II 

i. Involves a larger number of 
people 

ii. Larger number of animals, 
typically the problem 
generalises to a population. 

iii. Diversity of stakeholder groups 
becoming involved 

iv. Experts called in to represent 
the views of different 
stakeholder groups 

v. Management of the problem 
has gone to senior managers. 

vi. Elected representatives are 
engaged 

vii. Some of the management 
actions themselves may add to 
the conflict  

viii. Conflict often broadens to 
include wider issues 

ix. Management of the issue 
attracts media interest 

x. Public meetings are often 
called as a result of the conflict 

 
xi. Committees formed to engage 

stakeholder groups  

 

i. Widespread reports of dingo 
aggression. Signage warns against 
feeding.  

ii. Practice of feeding isolated as the 
cause of dingo behavioural 
problems on Fraser Island. 

iii. Present in data 
iv. Report commissioned. 

Commentary in the media 
v. Implied from newspaper data and 

interviews 
 

vi. Not observed but implied from 
newspaper dataset 

vii. Present in the data, e.g. limits on 
feeding and access to food is 
controversial 

viii. Strongly present in the data, in 
particular QPWS competency 
challenged 

ix. Present in the data  
x. Not present, although reference is 

made to the suspension of public 
consultation process re: dingoes 

xi. Referred to in texts in the data 
(community consultation) 
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Level III 

 

i. The conflict is debated within a 
broader societal context (eg, 
conservation status of the 
species, legal framework for 
managing the species)  

ii. The number of stakeholder 
groups involved in the dispute 
diminishes but those that 
remain tend to be peak bodies 

iii. Executive level of government 
involved some times with 
ministerial representation at 
meetings 

iv. Considerable media attention  
v. Growing pressure to “do 

something” 
vi. Management decisions taken 

out of expedience rather than 
for longer-term social or 
ecological benefits 

vii. The dispute involves an array 
of issues unrelated to wildlife 
management 

 

i. Present in the data 
 

 
 
ii. Present in the data 

 

 

iii. Present in the data 
 
 
 

iv. Present in the data 
v. Present in the data 

 
 

vi. Present in the data 
 

 
 
vii. Present in the data 

 

Table 12. 2 - Application of conflict typology model to Fraser Island dingoes 

As a consequence of many generations of dingoes having regular and continuing 
contact with people, the animals have changed their natural habits losing their 
fear and wariness and relying to varying degrees on people for food. (p11) 

Claims many dingo incidents went unreported are supported by an incident in which an 

attack on a German tourist was not covered until well after he had left the island. 

Without giving the source of the information, one newspaper reported there had been 

as many as 400 incidents of dingo aggression prior to the death of Clinton Gage 

(Sunday Age 06/05/01,Melb) 

Examining the newspaper dataset using the WCT 

Conflict at Level I 

In the following sections key events in the dispute are presented in chronological order. 

They refer to specific instances of dingo aggression, to that aggression having been of 

concern for at least four years prior to the attack, to the existence of underlying social 
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tensions, to political involvement and to top down management delivered out of 

expediency.   

 

Simon Corbett 

First reported: 21 January, 1997 

There was a single text referring to an incident where a person was driven into the sea 

by a “pack of wild dogs.” There were other reports in the texts and interviews 

describing similar incidents.  

Visitors to Fraser Island have been warned against feeding the dingoes after a 
British tourist was chased into the sea by a pack of the wild dogs. 
     Mr Simon Corbett, 30, a London architect on holiday with his wife, Nicola, said 
he was set upon by three dingoes earlier this week while jogging alone on the 
beach at dusk near Indian Head on the island, off the southern Queensland 
coast.   
     "They surrounded me and drove me into the surf," Mr Corbett said. "I was 
waist deep in the water and the dogs were in with me, stopping me from getting 
out" (The Weekend Australian 18/01/01). 

 

Andrew Bartram  

First reported: 21 March 1997 

The name was found in six texts describing him as the victim of an attack. Only one 

story appeared at the time of the attack with all subsequent occurrences after attacks 

on other people. 

Two dingoes attacked and tried to drag away a five-year-old boy playing hide-
and-seek on Fraser Island, off the coast near Maryborough, on Wednesday. 
     Andrew Bartram, from Victoria, was playing near the barbecue area of Eurong 
Beach Resort on the island's south-east coast when the wild dogs pounced 
about 7.50pm, biting him on the legs and groin and then tried to drag him away  
(Courier Mail 21/03/97). 
 

Sarah Challands and Kim Richings  

First reported: 29 March, 1998 

The name “Sarah Challands” appeared in 20 articles and her companion, Kim 

Richings, was mentioned in nine of these. According to these articles she was bitten 14 

times and was traumatised by the incident while her companion was also injured 

fending off the attacking dingo/es. Two articles appeared at the time of the attack either 

about dingoes in general or in articles reporting dingo aggression and attacks. 

Subsequent articles also reported Ms Challands was suing the Queensland 

Government for $250,000. Although she was attacked in 1998, three years prior to the 
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death of Clinton Gage, her story like many other similar incidents was largely 

unreported until May 2001. 

Park rangers today will step up efforts to capture and destroy a rogue dingo on 
Fraser Island. 
     The mission follows the destruction of another dingo that had attacked two 
women at Indian Head earlier in the week.39  
     One woman, English backpacker Sarah Challands, 25, was hospitalised after 
being bitten by a dingo on a surf beach last Wednesday. 
     Her companion, Kim Richings, 24, was also injured in the attack (Sunday 
Mail, 29/03/98). 
 

Conflict escalates to Level II 

At Level II of a conflict the WCT predicts, among other things, previous management 

interventions have failed; there is increasing media attention given to the conflict; other 

issues are conjoined to the conflict and there will be a need to seek “expert opinion.”  

Kasey Rowles  

First reported:  7 April, 1998 

The name Kasey Rowles appears in 85 texts. Kasey Rowles was dragged by a dingo 

and subsequently rescued by her father or mother (accounts differ). An article dated 7 

April 1998 is the first report of the incident and in all there were 13 articles reporting the 

incident or describing issues raised by the incident between the 7th and 12th of April 

1998.  

The sausages sizzled as seven children from three families, travelling together 
on a camping holiday, played in the sand. They had just pitched their tents after 
arriving for a one-week stay. 
     The youngest child, 13-month-old Kasey Rowles, was playing three metres 
from her parents when she was suddenly grabbed by a dingo. 
     It dragged her for two metres before her father, Alan, alerted by the baby's 
screams, rushed at the animal, forcing it to release its grip and flee into the 
nearby wallum scrub. 
     "There was a lot of crying and screaming," said camper Naomi Elyward. "It all 
happened so quickly. They were saying a dingo had got their baby." 
     Alan Rowles said he heard a "crunch" sound as his daughter screamed, and 
that it shook her before trying to drag her away (Sydney Morning Herald 
8/4/1998). 

 

                                                

39 There is no other mention of this incident. 
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Community involvement 

This incident appears to have been the trigger for the QPWS undertaking a review of 

procedures to draft a dingo management plan for Fraser Island and arguably is the 

point at which the conflict escalated to Level II. Other documents and interviews 

indicate this involved considerable community consultation. From the article cited 

above:  

The latest incident has prompted Queensland's Environment Minister, Brian 
Littleproud, to order an urgent review of dingo management on the 180,000-
hectare island. Park authorities believe the review will result in the culling of at 
least some of the island's population of between 120 and 150 dingoes (Sydney 
Morning Herald 8/4/1998).  

The facts of the story were reported slightly differently elsewhere with one reporter 

linking commentary on the parents removing the child’s jump suit to check for injuries 

to the Azaria Chamberlain case. The Chamberlain case was deeply divisive in Australia 

for a number of reasons including debate over whether a dingo was capable of killing a 

child: to accept this required rejection of the belief in the dingo as being “man’s best 

friend.” Its occurrence in the dataset is indicative that the dingo problem on Fraser 

Island was associated with wider discourse on dingoes. 

“Primarily a dingo is a predator and you can't change that . . . the threat to 
children is very real.” 40 
     The attack has taken seconds. The little girl screams – screams echoed by 
louder ones as her mother leaps from the table with her husband and they lunge 
at the dingo. 
     The dog lets go and retreats into the shadows. 
     As the parents unzip the child's thick jumpsuit they see she's okay –  cuts, 
bruising and a deep bite mark, but only one spot where a tooth has broken the 
skin (Courier Mail, 11/04/98). 
 

Jennifer Glandberger 

First reported: 10 April, 1998 

According to one article in the dataset, on the same day Kasey Rowles was attacked 

by a dingo, a two year old girl, Jennifer Glandberger, the daughter of a Norwegian 

couple visiting Fraser Island was bitten by a dingo. There were six stories relating to 

the incident. 

                                                

40 The quote is attributed to Vic Hunter, a controversial wildlife documentary maker.  
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A three-year-old girl has been bitten by a dingo on Fraser Island, the fourth 
person to be attacked by dingos on the island in the past three weeks. A National 
Parks and Wildlife Service spokesman said Jennifer Glandberger, the daughter 
of Norwegian tourists, was bitten at Lake McKenzie last Saturday after being 
chased by a dingo. Also on Saturday, 13-month-old Kasey Rowles was bitten by 
a dingo (The Age 10/04/98). 

The role of the expert - Laurie Corbett  

Laurie Corbett is described in the texts as an “expert” on dingo ecology and behaviour 

and the author of a book on dingoes. After the initial attacks on Kasey Rowles he was 

contracted by QPWS to advise on the management of Fraser Island’s dingos. Much of 

his work was used in the dingo management plan “on the Minister’s desk” (interviews) 

at the time of the fatality. He was also the “dingo expert” referred to by name by some 

of the interviewees. 

A Fraser Island dingo management report drawn up by the Environment 
Department following recommendations by consultant and dingo expert Laurie 
Corbett earlier this year is expected to be released next month  (Courier 
Mail14/08/1998). 

 

Conflict escalates to Level III 

With the death of Clinton Gage the conflict progressed from a Level II conflict to a Level 

III dispute. Materials presented below record the intervention of the Premier Peter 

Beattie, the inclusion of wider disputes, top down management, media involvement and 

heated public debate. The most divisive of these issues was the decision to cull. 

Clinton Gage  

First reported: 1 May 2001 

There are 185 articles in which his name appears. Stories immediately after his death 

covered the circumstances surrounding the attack. Later texts covered aspects of the 

family’s loss as well as commenting on the management of dingoes on the island. A 

majority of the later articles linked the Chamberlain case with the other incidents 

involving dingo aggression on Fraser Island. 

Two unnamed Dutch backpackers  

First reported: 11 May, 2002 

Dingoes bit two women backpackers were treated on the island. The Premier Peter 

Beattie was reported as saying the two dingoes would be killed.  
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Torben Reelfs  

First reported: 15 June, 2002 

The two texts reporting an incident of a “German tourist” being attacked by a dingo give 

the date as June 19 and June 21, 2002.  The 80 kg Mr Reefs, “…was dragged as far 

as two meters” but otherwise unhurt. The Minister Dean Wells used the incident to 

reiterate his department’s policy of killing any dingo that was involved in a “negative 

interaction” (The Courier Mail, 15/06/02). 

 

Evidence of underlying tensions - Chamberlain 

Although the death of Azaria Chamberlain was unrelated to the immediate 

management of Fraser Island’s dingoes, texts in which the name appears clearly reflect 

the constructions of dingoes in which they were held to be benign by nature, or “man’s 

best friend” - a position strongly challenged by many of the texts in which 

“Chamberlain” occurred. These differing constructions will be discussed in greater 

length in the following chapter.  

The name “Chamberlain” appears in 85 stories. In all articles the word “Chamberlain” 

was linked with other words including: “Lindy,” “Lindy Chamberlain-Creighton,” “Michael 

Chamberlain” or “Azaria Chamberlain.” All occurrences were in association with other 

articles covering dingo aggression and related to the taking of Azaria Chamberlain by a 

dingo on August 17, 1980, the subsequent trial, incarceration and release of Lindy 

Chamberlain or to Michael Chamberlain’s conviction as an accessory. Many of the 

texts referred to underlying doubt many Australians hold regarding their innocence, and 

circumstances surrounding the death of Clinton Gage had according to some articles 

served to highlight these doubts. Both Michael Chamberlain and Lindy Chamberlain-

Creighton were quoted in various articles regarding the death of Clinton Gage and 

Michael Chamberlain commented on incident in which Kasey Rowles was attacked.  

Revelations in the dingo fiasco make a laughing stock of the expert witnesses 
who told the courts and all Australians in the Azaria Chamberlain murder trial that 
a dingo would not take a baby. 
     Lindy and Michael Chamberlain had their lives and their marriage wrecked in 
perhaps one of Australia's most publicised and erroneous courtroom disasters. 
     To demonstrate our remorse for the infliction of such a horrendous life-term 
sentence on innocent, grief-stricken citizens, perhaps the magic word "sorry" 
would be most appropriate. 
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     To speak on behalf of all Australians there is only one person who could relay 
the depth of our sincerity - John Howard  (Letters to the Editor, The Cairns Post 
23/05/2001). 

This example links two disparate tensions to the Fraser Island dispute. The first was 

the still current suspicions regarding the innocence of the Chamberlains while the 

second related to the refusal of the Prime Minister, John Howard, to apologise for past 

injustices against Aborigines.  

Ms Chamberlain-Creighton has found herself becoming angry at how this latest 
attack, after the deaths of Azaria and an Aboriginal child41 she knows about, was 
allowed to happen. 
     She believes the interests of the tourism industry run by people anxious that 
bad publicity on the danger of dingoes will put off visitors and of official bodies 
that have ignored warnings of the dangers, have been allowed to prevail over the 
need to protect people from the dingo menace. 
     “These children were needlessly killed and yet the majority of what we hear is 
all about tourism and who's going to pay what,'' Ms Chamberlain-Creighton said.      
“But crumbs! This isn't about money and tourism. It's about children's deaths.” 
     The first publicised Fraser Island attacks were at least 16 years ago. The 
locals have been saying for years something should be done. 
     “But Australians are pretty stupid. We admit that snakes are a problem and 
crocodiles attack, but we don't want to admit dingoes are as dangerous. We don't 
want to upset the tourism or pet lobbies. But we've got to be realistic. We 
wouldn't keep a lion as a pet, so why keep dingoes?'' (Sun Herald 6/05/02) 

Articles relating to dingo aggression in general also referenced the Chamberlains and 

later articles included references to all cases of dingo aggression on Fraser Island. 

Following the recent tragedy on Fraser Island much has been written about 
dingoes and comparisons have inevitably been made with the Azaria   
Chamberlain case at Ayers Rock two decades ago. 
     That dogs (including dingoes) can kill humans should surprise no one. 
     In Victoria alone, there have been five deaths from dog attacks in the past 20 
years, the victims including two babies, one toddler, a 12-year-old and an elderly 
man (Letters to the editor, The Australian, 10/05/2001). 

That vindication is directly felt, unfortunately, as a result of the Northern Territory 
government seeking to force us to do more miles to prove to them that their 
assessment of how our daughter died was not in context to the Morling Royal 
Commission findings, or the subsequent court cases despite clearly vindicating 
and exonerating Lindy Chamberlain-Creighton and myself. Coroner Jim 
Lownde's inquest finding in 1995, notwithstanding, in upholding the NT Supreme 
Court's decision to unconditionally clear us from any blame in our daughter's 
death, was a prime example of this continuing charade that a dingo couldn't have 
killed Azaria because dingoes, by some magic, could not ever kill children 
(Michael Chamberlain’s letter to the editor 08/05/2001). 

                                                

41 This is the only mention made of this incident I have found. 
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Native title / Indigenous ownership 

The term “Native Title” occurred in 18 texts although many more texts, particularly 

those written after the attack, used “Aboriginal” or “Indigenous” in relation to the 

ownership of the island and of the significance of the dingo in indigenous cultures. The 

claims of three indigenous groups, the Ngulungbara, Batchala and Dalungbara, over 

tracts of Fraser Island had been acknowledged by the Environment and Planning Court 

at the time of the attack.  The late Aboriginal activist, Mr John “Dalungdalee” Jones, 

applied to the Federal Court in Brisbane to have the culling halted. Later, he and his 

supporters began building a fence around Dilli Village and promised to start a program 

to feed the dingoes. He had threatened to sue the Beattie Government for $450,000 for 

the loss of the dingoes which he claimed to be the property of Fraser Island’s 

Aborigines. 

A group of traditional land owners and their supporters joined forces with Friends 
of the Earth volunteers to construct a "dingo protection fence" around the Dilli 
Village camp site on the south of the island. 

Other environmental activists began the first of a series of food drops for the wild 
dogs (Courier Mail 17/05/01).   

The Premier was dismissive and somewhat patronising of their efforts (from the same 

article).  

"As long as there is no risk to public safety . . . let them build their fence," Mr 
Beattie said (Courier Mail 17/05/01). 

It was apparent from some texts that it would be incorrect to assume there was a 

homogeneous Indigenous perspective on the management of dingoes. 

In a statement issued by the Gurang Land Council, members of both the 
Butchulla and Wondunna families (sic) rebuked Mr Jones. They said he had no 
authority to speak on behalf of the island's traditional owners, nor the registered 
title claimants "in relation to the management of dingoes or any other issue"….  
     (Butchulla elder) Ms Wilkinson described Mr Jones' actions last week in 
constructing a dingo fence at Dilli Village and leaving food drops for the dingoes 
as both "embarrassing" and "discourteous"… 
     "Any person knows you can put a fence up and the Government can rip it 
down. The fence was only done for the TV cameras. It's not our way of doing 
things." 
     Ms Wilkinson said Butchulla and Wondunna members had waited until last 
weekend's Gurang Land Council meeting at Hervey Bay to discuss the Fraser 
Island situation. They would now take the proper path by setting up talks with the 
State Government (Courier Mail 22/5/01). 
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Evidence of political involvement and top-down management 

The Cull – wildlife management versus political expedience 

The words “cull,” “culled” and “culling” appeared in 299 of the texts and almost all of the 

texts written on or after 01/05/01. Before the fatality, management of dingoes and the 

island was a source of conflict and had been for some time. Although the Fraser Island 

Dingo Management Strategy (EPA 2001) stated dingoes were overabundant on the 

island, maintained in part by access to human foods, there had been no attempt to 

reduce numbers after the completion of Corbett’s report.  

On the day after the fatality the front page of the Courier Mail carried a photo of a 

wildlife ranger pointing a gun at a stationary dingo only meters away. This is the most 

lasting and graphic image related to the death of Clinton Gage and the subsequent 

culling. The shooting was staged for the press photographers present and during 

interviews it was a constant theme among wildlife managers that the ranger who shot 

the dingo was under instructions to do and he was distressed by the incident and the 

level of public criticism he received. Culling attracted enormous media attention and the 

debate was heated, emotive and at times quite insensitive.  

"It's a political cull," fumed one ranger who admitted he broke down and cried 
yesterday morning after shooting a dingo that he had named, a dingo he knew 
posed no threat to anyone. "This is an arse-covering stunt”… 
It has been that way across the island. The dingo publicly "executed" at Waddy 
Point on Wednesday while the television cameras rolled was "not a problem dog," 
according to a local ranger. On that same day, rangers at Eurong stated they 
would not be killing any dingoes because there were no aggressive animals in 
that area. Within 24 hours, six dogs had been shot there. (Courier Mail, 05/05/01)  

What was of interest in the analysis of this dataset was the frequency with which 

comment was made on the debate itself.  

The most repellent aspect of the dingo attack on poor Clinton Gage has been the 
frenzied reaction of animal lovers to the cull of Fraser Island's wild dogs. It is as if 
the blameless life of nine-year-old Clinton was worth no more than the lives of 
the dingoes who killed him. All week, talkback radio callers and newspaper letter 
writers have gushed with compassion for the dogs. (Sydney Morning Herald, 
13/05/01) 

Wildlife professionals who were interviewed for the study claimed the Premier 

supported eradication and was genuinely surprised at the public outcry the culling had 

generated (see passage cited at the top of this chapter). Although there was no polling 

done on the issue, one article made the following observation. 
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The Beattie Government last week came in for widespread criticism following its 
dingo cull on Fraser Island prompted by a fatal attack on a young boy. An 
incredible response from talkback callers propelled the issue to number one for 
the week, with more than 600 calls. The majority of callers opposed the cull, 
perceiving it as a knee-jerk reaction, not a long-term solution. (The Australian 
10/0501) 

The number of dingoes killed after Clinton’s death is not entirely clear. One article 

claimed as many as 40 dingoes were killed as part of routine management prior to the 

incident. It is widely accepted two dingoes were shot on the day of the death and 

another 28 or 29 were shot in the following weeks. During interviews this figure was the 

most often cited by wildlife managers, although some island residents claimed far more 

had been shot. There was a sense that the cull ended when that figure had been 

reached although since then other dingoes displaying aggression have been  shot as a 

matter of routine management (interviews).  

In a hurried late afternoon sitting of the Federal Court in Brisbane, John 
"Dalungdalee" Jones and conservationist Lyndon Schneiders failed in their bid to 
have the culling halted.   
     Premier Peter Beattie last night welcomed the Federal Court decision saying 
it had "vindicated" his Government's decision to kill the dingoes. 
     After hearing the evidence Justice John Dowsett ruled the culling could 
continue but stated no more than 30 dingoes could be culled and the culling must 
finish by last light tonight (Courier Mail 05/05/01). 

Culling was the single issue on which different groups involved in the debate were most 

stridently opposed. Although the method of culling used on Fraser Island was by 

shooting, elsewhere baiting has been used. In the following quote the emotive 

responses of those witnessing the death of a baited dingo/wild dog is in stark contrast 

to the matter-of-fact response from the Minister’s office.  

A group of campers yesterday told of their horror at seeing a baited dingo die in 
agony in front of them on Teewah Beach, just south of Fraser Island, at the 
weekend. 
     Glenda Eckel of Brisbane said the incident had ruined her family's fishing 
weekend. 
     Mrs Eckel said they heard a dingo "howling like it was dying.” 
     Shortly afterwards a dingo ran on to the beach, kicked its legs in the air and 
died after about half an hour, she said. 
     "I was bawling, my son was disgusted, it was just terrible." 
     A spokeswoman for Environment Minister Dean Wells said last night it was 
routine practice for the rangers to bait around Cooloola National Park as a 
control for dingoes under the advice of the Natural Resources Department  
(Courier Mail 01/05/01). 

 

Peter Beattie and pressure to “do something” 
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The name Peter Beattie, the Queensland Premier, appeared in 124 of the texts with 

few occurring prior to the fatality.  In the majority of texts his comments on the 

management of dingoes were quoted or he and the government were criticised for poor 

management of dingoes. In the texts published immediately after Clinton Gage was 

killed the Premier was quoted as saying that actions would be taken to ensure that 

such a tragedy would never occur again. Letters to the editors and general reporting 

suggest this was interpreted as advocating eradication. 

According to sources within the Parks and Wildlife Service, the Premier initially 
favoured the complete eradication of Fraser's 200 dingoes and was only 
persuaded otherwise by the advice of the island's former head ranger Max 
Haste, who was recalled from Cardwell to put together a dingo management 
plan. 
     "No comment," replied Haste when asked yesterday if this were true. The 
Premier's office denied "a final solution" ever had been contemplated (Courier 
Mail 05/05/01). 

Queensland Premier Peter Beattie said yesterday he would not be intimidated by 
the hate mail that had poured into his office after he ordered a cull of Fraser 
Island dingoes. Mr Beattie said he remained determined to ensure the safety of 
visitors (The Age, 8/05/01). 

However, as the public outcry mounted over the culling he was portrayed even less 

flatteringly, with criticisms frequently containing the words “knee-jerk.”  

"What a total knee-jerk reaction by a hillbilly gun-state political lynch-party. You 
should be ashamed to allow the Queensland Premier to go ahead with this 
carnage…. 
     "So what now? Next time a taipan bites and kills someone, do we get together 
the Premier's lynch mob and kill every snake in Queensland. People get killed by 
snakes all the time in Queensland (Cairns Post, 07/05/01). 
 
And it serves us right, too, for demanding that usually gun-shy politicians always 
"do something" in a crisis. He did and they're dead (The Herald Sun (Melb.) 
10/05/01). 
 
It is very tempting to view Premier Peter Beattie's order for the killing of Fraser 
Island dingoes as a knee-jerk reaction based on misplaced emotions rather than 
science. There is a more likely reason. Perhaps he believes that his attempt to 
do something may obscure the fact that the Government has done virtually 
nothing about an issue which its own staff and researchers warned it about 
(Courier Mail, 05/05/01). 

It was noteworthy that the Premier rather than environment Minister directed action in 

the aftermath of the fatality. 

Attempting to fend off claims that his Government knew of the risk and failed to 
act, Mr Beattie unilaterally ended any community or scientific consultation and 
ordered Queensland Parks and Wildlife staff to begin culling dogs (Sydney 
Morning Herald 3/05/01). 
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The Premier was clearly caught out during Question Time on matters relating to the 

day-to-day running of QPWS. 

Maryborough MLA John Kingston asked Premier Peter Beattie in Parliament 
yesterday about shooting dingoes on Fraser Island. 
Following the recent spate of attacks, he wanted to know if National Parks and 
Wildlife Service rangers were licensed to use weapons… 
Beattie: Frankly, I wouldn't have a clue. 
A Government MP: I thought you knew everything. 
Beattie: I thought I did, too. I am just stunned to know that I do not (Courier Mail 
16/05/01). 

As the dispute progressed, the Premier appeared less at its centre, with management 

of dingoes reported more frequently in relation to long-term and strategic 

administration. The emphasis appeared to shift from his involvement in the dispute to 

management by the government.  Such texts also tended to report the involvement of 

the EPA and its Minister, Dean Wells. 

The Government has been re-assessing the management of Fraser Island since 
the fatal mauling of nine-year-old Brisbane boy Clinton Gage by dingoes while on 
holiday at Waddy Point on the island's northern tip on April 30.   
     Environment Minister Dean Wells, who visited the island yesterday, said…. 
His department had commissioned studies into sustainable visitor numbers and 
transport management (Herald Sun (Melb.), 30/06/01). 

As the dispute subsided there was a decrease in the frequency of stories related to 

Fraser Island and dingo management. At the same time those texts that did appear 

focused more on future management and less on individuals involved in the dispute. 

Conclusions 

The Wildlife Conflict Typology successfully mapped the conflict associated with the 

management of Fraser Island’s dingoes. The predictions that the conflict predated the 

fatality and the cull were demonstrated by the data. The categorisation of the conflict at 

its different levels was also supported.  

The attack on Kasey Knowles in 1998 saw intensification in management and an 

explicit recognition of the possibility of a fatal attack. The commissioning of research, 

the development of a management plan and greater efforts to limit human-dingo 

associations marked the conflict moving to its secondary stage. It is reasonable to 

believe that had the fatality not occurred the conflict might not have progressed beyond 

Level II. It is not clear whether the death of Clinton Gage or the culling that followed 

was the point at which the conflict escalated to Level III. The rapidity at which this 
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aspect of the dispute escalated and broadened to include other issues supported the 

proposition that the dispute had attained Level III.  

The traditional approaches to the categorisation of wildlife conflicts describe human-

wildlife conflicts and their management purely in terms of the control of pest and 

overabundant species and mitigating the economic damage they cause (Conover 

2001). The methodological and theoretical approaches used here share little with the 

underlying approach used by Conover in describing wildlife management as a means 

to mitigate human-wildlife conflicts.  

The “kill or conserve” dilemma surrounding management of the dingo (Dickman and 

Lunney 2001a) is a sound metaphor for Australian wildlife management in general as 

traditionally managing wildlife interfering with human interests most often employed 

lethal control. A further difference has been the tendency for the management of 

Australian wildlife conflicts, as opposed to pest management, to be most concentrated 

in urban areas and urban fringes. A possible explanation is that there is homogeneity in 

the construction of agricultural pests and that management actions occur on private 

property away from the eyes of those who do not share those constructions. It is likely 

some common methods used to control pest species in Australia such as leg hold traps 

and widespread baiting, would face strong public resistance in the US (Batchella et al. 

2000; Conover 2002: 173-6).  

Other researchers have broadly classified wildlife conflicts as: conflicts with wildlife; 

over wildlife as a resource; and conflicts projected on to wildlife, whereby the values 

ascribed to wildlife bring different stakeholder groups into conflict (Knight 2000: 20-1).  

In the latter category, Knight describes the setting and defence of moral boundaries, 

defining the different stakeholder positions emerging from the process of “social 

galvanisation” in which wildlife conflicts cause differing social groups to coalesce 

around identifiable perceptions of wildlife (Knight 2001:22). Knight’s categories work 

well when applied to Fraser Island’s dingoes: there is conflict with dingoes ranging from 

aggression in the form of bites, and the spoiling of and raiding foods to more serious 

aggression.42 There was conflict over the dingoes and there was conflict generated not 

only by the presence and behaviours of the dingoes but also their management. While 

                                                

42 During interviews there was some debate as to whether the attack on Clinton Gage was 

predatory in nature or whether it involved dominance behaviours. 



  Page 252 

these categories function as descriptors of wildlife conflict, the approach taken here is 

to look at wildlife conflicts as a continuum. While the conflict described here progressed 

through all of Knight’s categories, there is equally strong evidence of all those 

categories being simultaneously present in the Fraser Island conflict as it approached 

Level III. In particular, the involvement of the government in ordering the cull resulted in 

a stream of criticism levelled at the Premier. At times this criticism appeared to 

transcend the decision to cull. By the time the dispute had reached its highest intensity 

what was at issue was not the presence and behaviours of the dingoes, it was the 

management style of the Premier. 

Investigations of wildlife conflicts from outside the field of wildlife management have 

tended to focus on the social, cultural and economic aspects of a wildlife conflict 

(Knight 2000b; Herda-Rapp and Goedeke 2005) rather than looking at the method by 

which that conflict developed. Conflicts associated with wolves have been used to 

describe constructions of community and controversies surrounding reintroductions 

(Skogen and Krange 2003; Campion-Vincent 2005; Granfield and Colomy 2005; 

Scarce 2005). These studies describe the often protracted process of public debate 

preceding the reintroductions and imply these conflicts escalated in intensity to what 

would be claimed as a Level III conflict.  Again, these studies viewed disputes purely as 

social phenomenon and their conclusions add little to a wildlife manager’s tool box for 

the day-to-day management of human wildlife conflict. 
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Chapter 13 

Application of theory - Part 2: 

Application of the CMOSC43 model to the dispute over Fraser 

Island dingoes44 

 

You can see all the signs over there (on the mainland).  It's bigger than Ben Hur.  
There was actually a letter to the Editor the other day in the paper by a local 
person saying “what's the big deal about Fraser Island, a couple of trees and a 
bit of sandy track, talk about trumped up tourism and all that”… I guess what it 
represents more than anything to our international visitors is what Australia 
embodies and …, you know of course it's wonderful.  But… it's not a place you 
get to and go and “wow, Fraser Island”… (FI 2.1 PH & LB Female Council 
officer) 

I think there's a number of icons to Fraser.  The dingoes are one of them… the 
beach – driving along the beach is incredible for a lot of people. It’s something in 
Australia I think we take for granted. You can do it in so many places and it's not 
such a big thing but so many people just gasp when we drive onto the beach in 
the bus, they just didn't expect it. (FI 2.10 PH, Resort Staff) 

Background to the present study 

The first phase of the study, presented in Chapter 11, established the conflict on Fraser 

Island to be at Level III (dispute). The purpose of the present study is to apply the 

CMOSC model to the dispute using data gathered in two field trips to Fraser Island. 

The important components of the CMOSC model are those components predicting: a) 

there has been a history of dingo aggression; and b) pre-existing tensions will be drawn 

into the dispute. Evidence of the former was presented in the previous chapter; 

evidence of the latter is largely historical and predated the collection of data. It is 

therefore appropriate to present a brief history of the island highlighting the possible 

roots of some of existing tensions. 

                                                

43 Complexity, Morality, Ownership and Social Construction of wildlife.  
44 Some of the data collected for this study has been published in Burns, G. L. and Howard, P. 
J. (2003) "When wildlife tourism goes wrong: a case study of stakeholder and management 
issues regarding Dingoes on Fraser Island, Australia," Tourism Management, 24, 699-712. 
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The contested histories of Fraser Island 

Naming of the island is associated with the wreck of the Stirling Castle and survival of, 

among others, Mrs Eliza Fraser, the wife of the captain (Sinclair and Morrison 1990: 

47). Although survivor accounts of the ordeal suggest their time on Fraser Island was 

no picnic, it is more than likely that those elements of the story describing cannibalism, 

headhunting and torture at the hands of the island’s inhabitants were fanciful as there 

are no other records to suggest these practices were a part of Aboriginal culture on 

Fraser Island or elsewhere in the region. European history of Fraser Island is one of 

privation and cruelty whereas the creation legend of the Batjala people describes the 

entire region as a paradise abundant in all things (Williams 1982: 1, 15).45  

Logging and sand mining commenced in the 1960s (Sinclair 1994) and in 1977 the 

Queensland government agreed to extend logging leases for 40 years (Williams 1982). 

However, throughout the 1960s and 1970s there were growing calls for the cessation 

of logging and mining on the island.  After conservationists had successfully blocked 

attempts at sand mining in the Great Sandy Region it was a truculent Bjelke-Peterson 

government that approved four new sand mining leases on Fraser Island in 1971 

(Williams 1982). These were challenged by a number of conservation groups which 

later amalgamated into the Fraser Island Defenders Organisation (FIDO). The new 

organisation adopted a bulldog as its motif and “The Watchdog of Fraser Island” as its 

mission-statement. To the chagrin of some of the stakeholder groups interviewed in the 

course of the study, FIDO remains active in guiding Fraser Island’s management. In 

1971, FIDO lobbied the Federal Government to block sand mining on the island by 

withholding the requisite export licences. The campaign continued into 1973 when a 

new federal government set up an inquiry to assess Fraser Island’s suitability for 

addition to the National Estate. In 1973, the Committee of Inquiry into the National 

Estate visited the island and recommended the island’s inclusion. In spite of this, in 

1975 further export licences were approved. In 1976, state and federal governments 

adopted the recommendations of two  inquires and added Fraser Island to the National 

Estate, after which logging and mining ceased (Williams 1982, Sinclair 1994). 

In 1992, Fraser Island was listed as a World Heritage Area with particular values 

placed on such features as its perched lakes, and unique rainforests and wildlife (IUCN 

                                                

45 Olga Miller, a Batjala elder, was William’s informant. 
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1992). The boom in tourism, due in large part to recognition of the island’s natural 

assets, is identified as a significant contributor to difficulties encountered in managing 

the island’s dingoes (Burns and Howard 2003). Its development as a tourist destination 

whereby its “nature” has been packaged and marketed is now a threatening process in 

itself. The island’s degradation in this manner comes from the shift in meanings placed 

on “wilderness” and “nature” by its new harvesters – the eco-tour operators – and from 

the impact caused by 330,000 tourists and visitors per annum and their “food-packed 

four-wheel drives” (Peace 2001; Peace 2002). While the dingo was always considered 

to be part of the island’s past and an important part of its marketing, with the death of 

Clinton Gage it crossed the boundary dividing “nice nature” worldviews from those in 

which the dingo was a “feral” and spoiler, capable of ruining an island visit (Peace 

2001). 

It appears there is neither a single vision for Fraser Island’s future nor a shared 

narrative of its past. There are a number of conflicts over ownership46 of the island and 

the differing values – economic, aesthetic, cultural, heritage – different stakeholder 

groups ascribed to it. These conflicts existed between different social groups and 

reflect divisions apparent elsewhere in Australian society.  In particular the Native Title 

claims over the island, and to a lesser extent, disputes over what constitutes 

appropriate uses of the island are still very much the focus of current debates. During 

interviews residents, resort owners and tour operators frequently voiced their concerns 

that Native Title threatened access to the island. In this context and in the light of the 

theory presented here, management of one of it key symbols, the dingo, was also 

problematic.   

The contested meanings of dingo 

The CMOSC model predicts there will be varying constructions attached to the dingo. 

While these differing constructions are found in the data, there appears to be limited 

agreement among researchers and managers regarding aspects of the dingo.  

The different names given to both the island and the dingo draw immediate attention to 

the fact that neither exist as entities with shared meanings. In the data presented below 

                                                

46 The term ‘ownership’ embraces not just its legal meaning but includes more generalised 

associations that include notions of responsibility or ownership due to vested interests. 



  Page 256 

it is apparent the dingo has no single identity that will allow it to be administered under 

existing management paradigms. By way of example, there is no agreement, scientific 

or otherwise, as to what the dingo is biologically as it is referred to as a “wolf,” “dingo,” 

“dog” and “wild dog.” Additionally there is no consensus as to whether it is a feral or an 

indigenous species.  The evidence also points to ambiguity with regard to the status of 

the species itself. Even within the scientific and management community the dingo is 

the subject of differing constructions. These dictate whether it is perceived as native 

fauna or an interloper. 

The most popular theory regarding the presence of the dingo in Australia is that it 

descended from the grey wolf (Canis lupis), domesticated 6,000 – 10,000 years ago, 

and was transported from Asia by seafaring traders. Although the date is challenged, 

the dingo is believed to have been introduced to mainland Australia in a series of 

events that saw the species transported back and forth between the Pacific islands and 

Australia beginning around 3,500 years ago (Corbett, 1995: 12, 17). Corbett proposes 

the introduction was not a single event but a series of introductions occurring over 

many years (p.15) with the dingo’s subsequent physical, psychological and genetic 

make-up shaped by the twin forces of evolution and the “tinkering of mankind” (p.9). 

While early descriptions of dingoes in the presence of Aborigines suggest a 

commensal or companion animal relationship, in other parts of Asia dingoes were used 

as a food resource (p.19). This account is challenged by others who claim introduction 

may have been a single event with much of the genetic variation apparent in the 

species occurring prior to introduction (Savolainen et al. 2004).  The best estimate for 

the presence of the dingo on Fraser Island is around 1000 years (Corbett, personal 

communication, 17/02/06).  

In 1999, a symposium on the dingo was conducted by the Royal Zoological Society 

and its proceedings attest to a diversity of constructions associated with the dingo 

(Dickman and Lunney 2001a). The symposium was convened in part to explore the “kill 

or conserve” dilemma surrounding the species (Dickman and Lunney 2001b). A dingo 

trained as a “hearing-aid companion” was displayed by one attendee (described by 

Dickman and Lunney 2001), others detailed the differences in its legal status between 

states (Oakman 2001) and its status as a protected species in a national park and a 

pest elsewhere (Hardon 2001).  

The key conservation objective for the dingo is to halt further hybridisation of the 

species (Corbett 2001; Oakman 2001; Wilton 2001). The keeping of a stud book was 
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proposed as a means of conserving the species (Breckwoldt 2001), as was improved 

and informed management (Meek and Shields 2001). Corbett’s paper (2001) discussed 

at some length the inadvisability of keeping dingoes as companion animals. He also 

described the risks to humans associated with allowing dingoes to hybridise and 

warned of the increasing risks posed by dingoes on Fraser Island.  

I should add that the Queensland Government currently has a draft management 
plan under review… If such problems are not addressed, human deaths are not 
out of the question, at least if the wolf-dog hybrids in America are anything to go 
by. (Corbet 2001; 17)47 

The conclusions of the proceeding were somewhat guarded. Many values or 

constructions placed on the species reflected the interests of different stakeholder 

groups that included trappers, pastoralists, ecologists and breeders. With due 

consideration given to these interests it was proposed the species should be managed 

as a threatened species (Dickman and Lunney 2001b).  

Application of the CMOSC Model 

The model predicts that wildlife disputes will become the focus of a range of issues 

salient in the community, and that these issues, while not necessarily directly related to 

the dispute, will have considerable influence on how the dispute is resolved.  Some 

study participants were descended from families who first settled the area to make their 

living through logging on Fraser Island or working in the region’s sawmills. For this 

group, Fraser Island was a resource and their ability to exploit that resource had 

changed dramatically since its listing as a World Heritage Area. The role of wildlife 

managers is made difficult, if not untenable, because of the poor regard in which other 

stakeholder groups generally held them. There was a perception that QPWS performed 

poorly in other areas of responsibility such as fire management, sanitation, track and 

trail maintenance, rubbish and garbage removal, management of camp grounds, and 

the demeanour of staff and the values they place on the island itself. These 

perceptions undermined their abilities to instigate policies on dingo management that 

had community support.   

                                                

47 While the symposium predates the death of Clinton Gage on Fraser Island, in a postscript the 

authors report the proceedings were at a final draft stage when the death occurred.  
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Layout of the chapter  

This chapter presents interview data collected during two field trips to the island and 

with QPWS managers in Brisbane and Maryborough. Summaries of the data appear 

under the heading given by the predictions based on the CMOSC model. The summary 

and conclusions presented here draw together the findings of this and the previous 

chapter. 

Aims  

1) The overarching aim of the study presented here is to test the CMOSC model 

against a wildlife dispute.  Specifically, this study will examine the Fraser Island dingo 

dispute using an emergent theory based on observations of wildlife conflicts occurring 

in an Australian context.  

Specific predictions:  

1) Unrelated conflicts will become embroiled in debates over Fraser Island 

dingoes (i.e., wildlife disputes are complex).  The conflict over the management 

of dingoes will: 

a) Point to a history of problem dingo and/or visitor behaviour: and  

b) There will be an array of tensions unrelated to dingo management 

triggered as a result of the conflict/dispute.  

2) Expectations for management and behaviours of dingoes will carry strong moral 

overtones. 

The model predicts that at this level of conflict, there will be assertions made with 

regard to the management of Fraser Island’s dingoes that are based on the moral 

positions of different stakeholders. Those beliefs will proscribe a “proper” way to 

manage dingoes and these beliefs will be presented as being “right.” Additionally, it is 

predicted there will be constructions of dingoes leading to beliefs in right and proper 

ways for dingoes to behave. 

3) Ownership of dingoes will be contested 
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Ownership of dingoes and ownership of the “dingo problem” will be contested. It is 

further predicted that positive aspects of “dingoes” will be claimed by different groups 

and the negative aspects will be attributed to others. 

4) Humanised and scientific/ecologistic constructions of dingoes will contribute to 

the conflict. 

It is predicted that differing constructions of dingoes will be an integral component of 

the conflict. Moreover these constructions will be characterised by worldviews in which 

the behaviours of dingoes are humanised or anthropomorphised and these will be 

intuitive or experiential in their origins; or there will be ecological or scientific 

constructions portraying knowledge of dingoes drawn from “science.” 

Interviews 

Two field trips returned 50 in-depth, face-to-face interviews of which all but four were 

recorded on the island (See Appendix 12.1 for list of interviews).  

Many of the interviews with wildlife professionals were facilitated through contact with 

QPWS staff. EPA and QPWS staff were informed of our studies via contact with senior 

managers and potential informants were told they could speak to us if they wished but 

were under no compulsion to do so.  All but two interviews were taped; the others were 

recorded as notes and later transcribed. All interviews were transcribed and transcripts 

were entered into the QSR N-Vivo software package. 

Statement regarding the use of shared data 

Interview data collected during this phase of the study was in collaboration with a 

colleague, Leah Burns. Some of the difficulties of doing fieldwork on Fraser Island, 

such as having to travel considerable distances between interviews and having to 

travel between tides, meant that there were efficiencies to be gained in the collection of 

data simultaneously. Ms Burns and I conducted 14 interviews together and a further 34 

individually (LB = 12, PH = 22), with the same questionline used in all interviews. 

Interviews were transcribed and entered into QSR N-Vivo, a qualitative analysis 

software package. Initial coding was undertaken by me and used in the preparation of 

a publication (Burns and Howard 2003). Ms Burns’ interests are in the field of wildlife-

based tourism and she has conducted further field trips to the island. The data 
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collected during her subsequent trips have not been accessed for this thesis. Apart 

from the collaboration on the dataset described above, all subsequent analysis has 

been done independently.    

Analysis and findings 

 

Prediction 1 – Unrelated conflicts will become embroiled in debates over Fraser 

Island dingoes. 

1 Pre-existing tensions between stakeholder groups 

The CMOSC model predicts that pre-existing differences between stakeholder groups 

engaged in a wildlife dispute will emerge. The connection of these tensions to the dingo 

dispute was due almost entirely to perceptions of the island becoming degraded and 

the dingo “going bad” as a result of the actions of others. For interviewees drawn from 

residents and long-term visitors, these “others” were specifically backpackers and park 

managers. Increases in backpacker numbers were seen as the sole reason some 

areas were being spoiled and backpackers were the group most often blamed for 

feeding dingoes. Park managers were blamed for not “doing something” to limit the 

impact of backpackers and these failings led to the dingo attack which in turn led to the 

cull.  In contrast, park managers described their core business as infrastructure 

maintenance and managing tourist facilities. Some felt the use of the word “wildlife” in 

the title “Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service” led some of their critics to believe this 

made up a large part of what they did. 

There was evidence of a number of disputes simmering between different stakeholder 

groups at the time of the attack and the cull. Interviewees went into considerable detail 

on issues related to management of the island and a common theme for many of the 

resident and user groups was of the island being badly managed and that it “used to be 

better.” The spoiling of the island was for the most part was blamed on QPWS and “the 

government.”  Set out below are three examples of these tensions. 

1. Feeding – aggression, food-conditioning, desensitisation and taming 

I know for a fact that there are some over in the other valley that still feed them, 
and nothing or nobody will stop them from doing it. I know that they still feed 
them; they specifically bring meat to the island to feed them.  These are the 
people; once again you are trying to stop something that’s been going on for as 
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long as I can remember… You see those dingoes, some are so starving that they 
are staggering.  If you had a domestic dog and you saw it starving like that, 
wouldn’t you feed it? It’s the same thing.  They used to have, when we first came 
over here, there was one dingo that they called Boof here, and he was actually 
on telly. This was just before the first cull because they got Boof and everyone 
just went around crying because they killed Boof.  Boof was wonderful… with 
some of the staff that was over the resort, he’d come in and sit down and watch 
telly with them.  They didn’t do anything.  Paul used to wrestle him out in the 
yard, just like a dog and Boof was one of the ones that they killed – they trapped 
him and shot him.  There was no need for that.  At that time there was no 
hassles… but if that’s what they want, if they want the dingoes to go back to 
being wild, they’re going to have to give them some food or they’re going to 
starve or there’s going to be more attacks because as I said, just because we’d 
killed that dingo up there doesn’t mean that this dingo down here is not hungry 
(Female resident, FI 2.9 PH & LB). 

Feeding and desensitisation was an issue related directly to dingo management. It is 

included here because it highlights tensions between the different stakeholder groups 

with regard to the meanings they attach to feeding and the desensitisation of dingoes 

to humans (dingoes becoming “tame”). In one instance the culling of desensitised 

dingoes was the cause of conflict between different levels of management within 

QPWS.  

Most stakeholders accepted feeding (or not feeding) of dingoes played a role in their 

aggression, although there are differing opinions on its effects.  

Telling small children “this is how you scratch the dingo behind the ears.” And the 
owner of the shop showing them “this is how you do it”… Dingoes have been fed 
at townships for a long time and then the person goes back to the mainland for a 
couple of weeks, and the dog is hungry and goes straight down the beach and is 
harassing everybody else, demanding food and becoming aggressive when that 
food is not forthcoming.   So certainly there has been a lot of that in the past.  
Impossible for us to police but its certainly got major consequences for the 
surrounding area that we control… (Ranger, Int. 5 PH & LB). 

Residents asserted it was backpackers who fed the dingoes because it provided photo 

opportunities or because “backies” were “feral” or dirty and left food lying around their 

campsites. Nevertheless, residents still considered QPWS most at fault because they 

knew what backpackers were like and had failed to “do something.” That “something” 

was often identified as limiting the number of backpackers coming to the island and for 

not managing dingoes properly.  

Both managers and residents knew of residents who had regularly fed dingoes. 

Managers believed this was the reason dingoes had become desensitised.  
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I think there were cases where people said the dogs always got fed and that 
created behaviours that were different or attracted other animals to those areas.  
Yet on the other side, the constant feeding of certain dingoes, made many 
animals quite tame and a number of animals that were habituated were regarded 
by people who knew the animals as potentially lower risk animals than others 
that were in the same area… I guess there are always animals that won't ever 
attack.  Knowing which ones they are is pretty hard to define (Senior wildlife 
manager, B1 PH & LB). 

Residents believed feeding was not a problem because it “tamed them” and that these 

individual dingoes would now be safe to have around humans.  A resident, who 

claimed not to have fed dingoes, described having a dingo that lived in her yard and 

played with her children. 

Answer (F): She actually became so protective over here; she wouldn't let any 
other dogs come in the yard or anything.  But there's been other kids that have 
lived on the island that, they're outside playing and there's a little pup there and it 
comes over to you and you just pat it or talk to it, and it comes back and you talk 
to it again… Children and animals, the two sort of go together so we never 
thought anything of it. She (daughter) was just so friendly with this dog.  She'd sit 
out and read and do her homework and she'd just come and sit down beside her 
… (Group interview with residents, F2.11 PH & LB). 

One wildlife manager remembered a dingo that would ride in the back of her truck and 

would lie with its head on the lap of some campers as they sat around campfires at 

night. She was deeply upset that she was required to shoot a dingo for which she had 

a strong attachment. 

Ranger: The real sad thing was for both ____ and I was that we had to go 
around and shoot animals that we shouldn’t have shot. But we got a direction to 
do it so we just had to go and do it.  I'm an adult; I sat up there crying as I did it, 
it's pretty sad when it made me cry, when I think about it now, of course. It still 
upsets me. 
PH: You had to shoot dingoes from this area? 
Ranger:  We shot one from here.  She wasn't a threat.  Cheeky Girl we called 
her.  She loved playing with people, lots of kids.  She'd pull them and play with 
them wherever they were.  Followed me for bloody miles when I walked over to 
_____. When I went to mail a letter, she'd jump into the vehicles.  We never 
reacted which was a strange thing.  Her mother was the same.  Usually when 
you've got a dingo that habituated like that it's because people have been 
interacting with it.  But we just always completely ignored her always but she 
persevered for years.  And her mother was so quiet.  She didn't like men, the 
mother, but she liked her relationship with women.  If there was a group of 
women sitting around the fire in the campground, she'd go up and put her head 
on one of their knees to get a pat.  But a man couldn't get within 5 metres of her.  
That's how quiet she was and that's not good for a wild animal but that's the 
strain of dingo that we had here, they weren't aggressive at all. Neither were the 
ones at Waddy but that's another story (FI 2.13 PH & LB). 
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Almost all participants in the long term residents or visitor groups had witnessed 

feeding although none admitted to having done it themselves.   

Well, I tell you I did notice a lot of people that quite enjoyed the dingoes before 
the attack, turned against them when the cameras were on.  Like people that 
have had dingoes living very close to their house, one would suggest that they 
might have been feeding them. On the camera, after the attack, they were saying, 
oh dingoes have been a problem for years.  It was bizarre. (Female service 
provider FI 2.7 PH & LB) 

All groups were able to identify other groups they thought most responsible for feeding. 

Some believed the need to feed was caused by QPWS closing the dumps and 

removing other food sources, a point to be taken up in greater depth below. 

Many of the themes relating to feeding dingoes were identical to those emerging from 

the feeding study. Strongly present was the belief human interventions (the closing of 

the dump) necessitated that dingoes be fed or had caused them to move into 

campgrounds in search of food. In the feeding study it was the “greedy” land clearers 

who were blamed for animals needing food, while on Fraser Island, “starving wildlife” 

was blamed on QPWS rangers. In both cases the “need to feed” wildlife was attributed 

to the actions of others. 

2. Paradise lost – the spoiling of Fraser Island; access and overcrowding 

1 Roads, tracks and trails 

The stakeholder groups with a lengthy connection to the island believed “it’s not like it 

used to be.” Long-term or regular visitors were drawn to the area to camp and fish, and 

claimed that the island’s “wilderness” experience was spoiled by being surrounded by 

so many other visitors and, among other things, their refuse. This group, along with 

residents, claimed a genuine love for the island and believed their actions had little or 

no impact. Most had visited the island over many years and at least one for more than 

fifty. It was common for some long-term visitors to visit the island with groups of friends 

and other families often setting up camp on the same sites year after year. Members of 

this group expressed anger at no longer being able to use dune areas for driving and 

camping. This group believed increases in visitor numbers were impacting on the 

island and that there are not enough facilities to cope. Specifically they attribute much 

of this spoiling to there being too few toilets to cater to the demands placed on them by 

backpackers. In addition they claim track closures and restrictions on camping 

degrades their visit experience.  While some expressed a desire to have visitor 
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numbers limited, any restriction of their access was strongly opposed. I witnessed 

some visitors, whom I assumed because of their familiarity with the area were regular 

visitors, ignore signs advising on the closures of Platypus Bay beach. Vehicle tracks on 

the beach indicated this was done by many others. As a group they were unimpressed 

with the fees they paid, track closures, limits to access and the over-officiousness of 

rangers since the attack. 

Developing infrastructure and services on a sand island that is also a World Heritage 

listed area is problematic and expensive. One of the issues typifying these difficulties is 

the provision and maintenance of tracks across the island. The usual method of 

developing tracks involves simply grading off the surface vegetation. Being sand, these 

tracks are subject to wind and water erosion. It is therefore common to see the surface 

of the track sink well below the level of the surrounding substrate. To remain passible 

these tracks require high levels of maintenance, often accomplished by simply grading 

the track edge on to the track proper. This effectively widens the track thus exposing 

more substrate to erosion. One interviewee claimed that a drought in the area meant 

that the soil had dried to the extent that the wheels of vehicles were sinking deeper into 

the sand and that this was causing the sand to be ground into finer particles that were 

more easily carried off by wind.  

During the field trips, I observed that there were points on the beach which were 

crowded with tour buses, four wheel drives and parked aircraft. That same stretch of 

beach was also being used as a landing strip and further along there was sufficient 

traffic for the Queensland police to believe it worthwhile to set up a random breath 

testing “roadblock.”  At the time of the study, some roads on the island were being 

closed and more closures were planned. This was a source of considerable resentment 

for those stakeholder groups claiming a high degree of ownership of the island (tour 

operators, residents, long term visitors). Although reducing visitor numbers as a means 

of restricting human-dingo interactions had been discussed and rejected (EPA 2001); 

nevertheless many residents felt this was the real intent of QPWS. 

2 Commercialism versus heritage 

As a group, residents were the least homogeneous of those interviewed. Some 

members claimed resident status because they owned property on the island, while 

other residents who lived on the island due to work commitments identified themselves 

with other stakeholder groups, e.g., QPWS rangers and some resort staff.  Among the 

resident group were those who owned a “shack” and visited it on a regular or irregular 
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basis but who worked and lived mostly on the mainland. Few people just “lived” on the 

island, and those who did tended to work in the service industry, such as managing 

accommodation, running the ferry service, maintaining the lighthouse or providing a 

taxi and towing service. Within this group were older married couples, some of whom 

were semi-retired.   

The single unifying feature of the group was the sense of ownership they expressed 

towards the island and its dingoes.  It was common to interview residents whose 

families had lived in the area and worked on the island for several generations. The 

Fraser Island Association, an organisation representing residents and others with 

interests on Fraser Island, was extremely critical of the government and QPWS 

management of the island and was incensed when “greenies” were believed to have 

influenced government decisions regarding “their” island.  

Of those who identified themselves solely as residents belonging to no other group (i.e. 

not QPWS staff or resort staff), all claimed the lifestyle and the natural beauty of the 

island drew them to settle there. Many residents claimed increases in visitor numbers 

had impacted on their enjoyment of the island.  

Women resident: I personally feel as though you're like a monkey in a cage.  I 
was sitting out on the veranda having a cup of tea, and the buses are going past 
me, just looking at you.  Like, you don't have it happening in your normal home 
where you live but I suppose if you live somewhere like this, you sort of think, 
you get cars going past with people looking at the housing, which is fair enough.  
But you don't expect buses to be coming through as well.  That to me, is 
something I don't particularly like. That's just happened in the last year…. It's 
gone crackers tourism-wise.  I would like to see them make some sort of 
designated area for them to go  (Mixed group FI 2.11 PH & LB). 

A long term visitor/resident who works for one of the island’s volunteer services also 

remembered a quieter era. 

Well I can remember when we were kids, dad would say jokingly “don't run 
across the bloody beach, you'll get run over by a bus.”  If only he could see it 
now (FI 2.12 PH & LB). 

As a group they were almost unanimous in believing the island was better managed 

when it was being exploited for its timber reserves and mineral deposits.  

And then when they had the loggers, and the greenies, you could see that there 
was something happening politically and obviously they wanted the National 
Parks to take over, so Forestry went and that was devastating for us because we 
really thought that Forestry did a good job and were a lot better department in 
getting on with people and doing their work properly. So when it went over to 
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National Parks, about ten years ago, that's when you see a lot of changes 
(Service provider, husband and wife FI 2.6 PH & LB). 

Current management of the island, primarily by park managers and local area councils, 

was seen as failing because it placed heritage values above economic worth.  

Male: I honestly feel that Forestry managed the island better than the Parks and 
Wildlife. I would have thought the Forestry was for getting timber and Parks and 
Wildlife is supposed to be looking after the animals and that.  But I don't think 
they've got much of a management plan because they let the dingoes run 
berserk…. They let the dingo population increase and what about all the other 
wildlife on the island that has suffered because of that increase.  Wallabies were 
very noticeable; I don't know, lizards and all the rest of it would probably have 
decreased too. I don't take too much notice of the lizards anyway.  
Female: …We could look out through the window and there used to be a couple 
of bandicoots would come and just sit up and look at you. It was great, we 
enjoyed that immensely but we don't see that anymore (Husband and wife, rental 
property manager FI 2.13 PH & LB). 

While appreciating the natural-ness of the island, it was its economic potential that 

resident groups and tour operators principally valued. When asked, residents 

expressed a poor understanding of what the island’s “heritage value” might be.  

I think it's a moot point to some extent as far as world heritage listing and native 
title (are concerned). There won't be any more development, other than the 
freehold parcels of land that are here for sale (Resort manager 2.10 PH & LB). 

For this group, access to the island and ownership were themes strongly expressed 

during interviews. While closure of tracks impinged on their perceived rights to move 

about the island - and as a consequence challenged their perceived “ownership” of the 

island – the group also sought to limit the type of access to the island to certain classes 

of visitor or tourist – although they were divided on the classes of tourist or visitor they 

would limit.  

The constraints placed on building and other activities limited this group’s access to the 

potential wealth generated via the use of the island. Residents claimed they had the 

best interests of the island at heart and were infuriated when many management 

decisions were taken without consulting them in any meaningful way.  

Environmentalists were seen to hold too great an influence in decisions affecting the 

island and QPWS was seen as the “greenest” of the government’s departments. From 

a resident’s point of view what was worse was the undue influence John Sinclair, the 

environmental activist whose efforts did most to halt mining and logging,  had on island 

governance. 
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Male: At one stage letters that were sent to the government were answered by 
John Sinclair. So that was a little bit hard to take – that John Sinclair answered 
the letters so he must have a pretty good interest… 
Female: ... She would hear him on the ABC radio criticizing what was in letters 
that we had sent. Now how would he get that information? That information was 
put in letters to go to certain government departments but he had access to it … 
(Couple FI 2.13, PH & LB). 

Male: John Sinclair is the only one that has a tour operator's licence for the 
northern end of the island. He's Dean Well's right hand man (Mixed group, FI 
2.11 LB & PH). 

 

3 Too many of the wrong sort of people – interlopers, yuppies 

and backpackers 

With the increase in tourism on the island came changes to what was being sought 

from a visit experience. The traditional visitor was a person who came to the island to 

camp and fish. Heritage listing meant that many more people came to the island for 

novel reasons that were at times unfathomable to the some of the longer-term 

residents,  

What’s the difference between the day it wasn’t world heritage and the day after 
it was?  It’s the same thing.  It’s the same island, nothing’s changed.  It’s just 
bringing a different class of people to the island.  And I wasn’t being rude when I 
said, yuppie, I mean that literally, people that come over here, they don’t fish, 
which is what Fraser Island used to be all about…  Now you get people over 
here that don’t fish, wouldn’t know one end of the rod from the other, all they do 
is sit in their vehicles ooh this is pretty, this is lovely and they appreciate Fraser 
Island for what it is, a sand island and all this beautiful rainforest etcetera, 
etcetera. But they’re not what the locals call “Fraser Island people”   (Couple FI 
2.9 PH & LB). 

While all groups identified Fraser Island’s principal drawcard as being “the opportunity 

to relax in a beautiful natural setting,” it was ironic that a repeated criticism made of 

backpackers was that they only came for a “good time.” Backpackers tended to be 

young visitors from overseas; many hired four-wheel drive vehicles on the mainland 

and split the costs between up to twelve people. Typically they stayed at the cheaper 

accommodation or camped either at designated sites or elsewhere on the island.  

Female: I think the backpackers are Fraser Island “users” whereas the other 
people love the place and that's where it differs. (Other visitors) bring money I 
suppose to the resorts.  Backpackers, where do they bring the money to? ... 
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Male: Not to the island.   They don't bring it to the island, they bring it to Hervey 
Bay.  They buy all this food in Hervey Bay and once they get here, they won't 
even buy fuel ...  (Service provider, husband and wife FI 2.6 PH & LB). 

They go on a 3 day self-drive which I think would be horrendous, but anyway all 
piled into the back of a Landcruiser and they camp with not good equipment and 
all the rest of it. But I guess that's part of their adventure as they see it (Resort 
staff manager FI 2.10 PH & LB). 

One of the campsites was not serviced with toilet blocks or showers and the poor state 

of that campground was attributed to the behaviours of backpackers.  

So it's easier for them to come up here and rent to have a shower and toilet.  
And obviously for the environment… it has to be a lot better for the island than 
the backpacker problem where there is not enough toilets in areas so that's what 
we feel (Semi retired couple who rent out served units FI 2.13 PH & LB). 

As a group, “backies” were the least valued by other groups and much of the 

degradation of the island was seen as a result of it becoming accessible to them. The 

notion of the interloper and feral as being out of place in the Australian landscape is 

mirrored in the commentary of one interviewee who proposed “concentration camps” 

for backpackers to limit their impact. 

If you did some of the things in their country that they're doing over here, you 
wouldn't get away with it.  And of course they're here for a good time. You've only 
got to have a look at the back of some of their vehicles, some of their gear, we're 
talking feral, well they go over there for a good time.  Their alcohol consumption 
and their little bit of grass and that…  I can't understand why they haven't done it, 
why they can't concentrate them more.  The likes of Dilli Village, why can't we 
make the likes of Dilli Village into a base camp for these people and let them 
radiate out from there, instead of going into places like the back of Indian Head?  
They just strip it - that was nice country – they have just stripped it and I can't 
see why Parks keep turning a blind eye to it.  Everyone has got theories and 
perhaps we might… no, we wouldn't do more damage by concentrating them into 
Dilli Village (Mainland-based resident and Tour operator FI 2.5 PH). 

As a destination it was said that backpackers only came to Fraser Island so they could 

“tick off” one of Australia’s must-see places. 

Purely because it's entrenched and it's in your guide book.  I've done a fair bit of 
travelling overseas and if your guidebook says you must see, you give it a 
chance.  You see a few things and you go “yes if this book says it's worth seeing, 
it usually is” so I guess people are coming for those reasons.  It's quite affordable  
(Resort staff manager and tour guide, FI 2.10 PH & LB). 

And they're the backpackers and they come over to have a good time and let 
their hair down...  As far as the nature is concerned, they really don't know much 
about it, they're here mainly for a good time - 3 nights and 3 days and they're 
gone. Harass the campers. Then they're gone. [Then] they say they've seen 
Fraser Island (Service provider, husband and wife FI 2.6 PH & LB). 
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Backpackers, it was claimed, only used the island as a place to party, and in many 

cases their presence was said to impact on the experience of others. As well as only 

coming for a “good time” they were also referred to as users and abusers.    

Most of the backies that come over for a good time, not a long time –  and that’s 
how they treat the island, they don’t care.  They’re not coming back so they don’t 
care who they offend as long as they do what they want to do.  We’ve now got to 
the situation where we won’t put backpackers into our units because of the few 
that have spoilt it for the majority. (Female resident, lets out units FI 2.1 PH & LB) 

This view of backpackers is widespread but not universal. One resort and tour manager 

stated that the perceptions many on the island held with regard to backpackers was 

unsubstantiated. 

… We do a passenger comment sheet asking occupation and those sorts of 
things. It doesn't specifically ask about their educational level but you can see 
from the occupations, I would say 60% are university educated…  Those people 
are highly educated, they're fairly intelligent, reasonable people like you and I 
and anybody else….   I’ve backpacked plenty and I'm not a shoplifter or I don't 
chop down trees and things. (Resort staff manager and tour guide FI 2.10 PH & 
LB) 

There was another type of visitor who lived out of a backpack but was differentiated 

from backpackers because their visitor experience was more “natural.” They were 

those who sought to traverse the island on foot. They were called “hikers” and “real 

naturalists” and were acknowledged as adding some value to the island economy 

because of their use of services and were clearly not considered “abusers.”  

A lot of people want to go from Kingfisher or Wungulgul Creek to Central Station. 
They don't call themselves backpackers anymore, they call themselves walkers 
but they don't want to be the same as the backpackers that come and hire the 
vehicles.  The ones we get are walkers so _____ (husband) picks them up from 
barges and takes them to Central Station and they set up camp, do their walking 
and then he takes them back to barges.  A lot of time he'll take them to say, point 
A and they walk to point B, he picks them up from point B in a couple of days 
time after they've walked and then he takes them to somewhere else and then 
they'll do another walk because the island is too big to walk the whole way. 
(Service provider, husband and wife FI 2.6 PH & LB) 

Because backpackers were seen as spoilers, and although some stated they had seen 

backpackers feeding and behaving inappropriately around dingoes, those most critical 

of dingo management simply recalled a time when there were fewer backpackers and 

less dingo aggression.  
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4 Toilets and amenities 

The provision of toilets and amenities and their upkeep and cleaning was a topic 

covered – sometimes in graphic detail – by most stakeholder groups. Those visitors 

voicing disappointment over their visit often cited the dissatisfaction with facilities on 

the island. It is a topic strongly associated with either maintaining or improving the 

visitor experience or with its degradation.   

Lake Mackenzie – there’s one male pedestal in a toilet block that gets 3000 users 
a week….  
     The effluent is a problem.  We've got 2 toilet blocks here servicing that many 
people so firstly there's not enough toilet blocks so the level of effluent treatment 
that's coming out is not adequate  (Senior ranger Int. 6 LB). 

Again it was seen as QPWS responsibility to maintain these facilities and to do 

something about the shortfall. By not providing enough facilities, and for allowing 

backpacker to use unserviced areas, QPWS was blamed for degrading the island. 

The state of the unofficial campground at Indian Head, which was without a permanent 

toilet block, was simply blamed on backpackers, and by association, park managers. 

Fishermen and those coming to camp were seen as responsible in their disposal of 

wastes – as they set up “bush toilets” – while others, backpackers and their ilk, were 

not. If there was a single issue on which many of the island’s resident groups were able 

to differentiate between the different user groups it was around the issue of waste 

management.  

You get someone that comes and camps and fishes for a week, they set up a 
toilet. The backpackers don't.  I was doing an early job one morning, and here's a 
girl squatting right in the middle of the road, just off the beach at Cornwell's 
Break….  Didn't dig a hole, didn't do anything. So that's one thing that they don't 
care about, they just do it wherever they feel like it (Service provider, husband 
and wife FI 2.6 PH & LB). 

Many of the rangers interviewed said that although the perception was that they were 

there to look after the flora and fauna, in reality the majority of their time was spent on 

such tasks as cleaning and maintaining the toilet blocks. Having to manage dingo 

aggression was work, they said, in addition to their core duties.  

Toilets are a really big part of national parks.  There is just nothing we can do 
about it.  These people just want to go to the toilet and toilet management just 
becomes huge (Senior WL manager B1 PH & LB). 
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It was an issue that also frustrated park managers and was considered the single least 

appealing part of the work they did.  

As far as the work itself goes, I suppose it's the old adage “not enough money, 
not enough time, not enough staff.”  If you had all those, it would be quite fun.   
Cleaning the toilets is never fun - it's one of the downers (Senior wildlife manager 
Int. 6 LB). 

 

5 QPWS competency  

The highly visible roles performed by park managers meant that all stakeholder groups 

voiced an opinion on their performance. In contrast, and probably due to their roles as 

government employees, park managers tended to be more circumspect in their 

comments on other groups.   

One story, told by different sources, was of a ranger who was jogging on the beach 

being forced into the water by dingoes. The undertone of these narratives was that if 

rangers themselves could not competently manage the aberrant behaviours of dingoes 

then how were others to live with them. Resident groups blamed QPWS for any 

degradation and asserted the island was better managed when under the jurisdiction of 

the “Department of Forestry.” They cited better road access, fewer people, less 

frequent wildfires, and better management of dingoes.  

Female: With Forestry they seemed to have less staff but they seemed to get 
more done. I know that there are probably a lot more people coming to the island 
but… with the day trippers, they always made sure that they didn't go over their 
quota per month. I'm sure National Parks don't do that (Couple FI 2.6 PH & LB). 

During the second field trip there was a large wildfire on the island. QPWS was blamed 

for either letting a hazard reduction burn get out of hand, or on the inability of QPWS to 

competently fight fires.  

… I know the head of Forestry who used to come up here and was in charge of 
the island he said to me once… I’d kick their arses till their noses bled if they 
were working for me. That’s what he thought of Parks and Wildlife management 
(Island resident FI 2.13 PH & LB). 

This meant fire management became an issue raised by many interviewees and was 

given as a further example of poor management.  

Male : Every time they have a burn there is a little bit less that comes back each 
time…. 
Female: Well, have a close look at it and have a look at the height of the trees, 
how high the scorch marks are... In our training… we've just done level 1 and 
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level 2.  In our training, the scorch marks shouldn't be no more than three metres 
high, that's the limit of the scorch mark up a tree that supposed to be a decent 
height on these big tall gums… They don't mind what the fire does as long they 
got it done. I think Orchid Beach has a record of being the only part of national 
parks on the island that keeps their back-burns done. They don't care how it's 
done, as long as it's done.  It keeps their brownie points up (Semi retired couple, 
service providers FI 2.13 PH & LB). 

QPWS on the other hand described some of the fires as “ecological burns” designed to 

regenerate forests rather than “hazard reduction burns” used more commonly in forest 

management.  Being more familiar with forestry management practices, many 

residents did not believe the island was being managed appropriately under QPWS. 

PH: My understanding is that when … logging was being done, the island was 
being managed to develop timber –  so they had a different fire regime.  Now the 
major income for the island is tourism, they’re looking to enhance the natural 
values by not using the same sort of fire regime. 
Interviewee …I believe that’s their way of explaining why they are not doing their 
job.  They say it because it sounds good, but too bad about the people who live 
here, who have houses here and all the rest of it (Female service provider and 
resident FI 2.9 PH & LB). 

 

5 QPWS demeanour  

There was an apparent “us-and-them” attitude when discussing “the government,” and 

in particular, QPWS.  When new facilities were built for rangers it was criticised as 

being “lifestyle accommodation;” the money, residents said, should have been spent on 

providing new toilets and other facilities. By comparison, “forestry” personnel in the 

past had survived with more austere accommodation. The perceived incompetence 

and wastefulness of QPWS was also raised with regard to the staffing and 

management of the lighthouse reserve. The buildings renovated “at the taxpayer’s 

expense” and an expensive wind generator that had been blown down were particularly 

popular talking points. 

Residents felt rangers had become more officious since the incident and many could 

cite example of rangers being rude to visitors and tourists.  

One bloke was there cleaning his fish and he had a whole bucket and a ranger 
came along and said “that hole is not deep enough’' (to bury fish offal).  He said 
"I thought it was fairly deep.’' The ranger said ’'Well, it's not deep enough.”  He 
said “You look like you need the exercise so dig it deeper." This is what he said 
to these people and he's a resident here, he owns a house here.  The ranger is 
nothing, they just come here to work and then they go  (Couple FI 2.6 PH & LB). 
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They’re saying they're going to put eight more rangers on the island. You could 
talk to anyone on this island and I'm not kidding, that lives here permanently and 
they'd all laugh at you, because the ones that are here don't work anyway.  I'm 
being very personal but they don't.  So why do they need eight of them? (Service 
providers, husband and wife FI 2.13 PH & LB) 

 

Prediction 2 - Expectations for management and behaviours of dingoes will 

carry strong moral overtones. 

We got a range of comments from very nasty to very supportive.  We were called 
murderers; one of our blokes had a death threat.  I think that's the thing that 
caught the politicians by surprise just how vehement the public response was 
going to be and just how divided and totally overboard that it was going to get. 
(Ranger Int. 5 PH) 

1 Good and bad wildlife  

Culling produced a variety of emotional responses; there was a sense of moral outrage 

associated with anthropomorphised or humanised constructions of wildlife and these 

will be covered in greater detail below. There was also considerable evidence of 

generalised beliefs in the existence of good and bad species. The good ones included 

wallabies, brumbies, bandicoots, dingoes and assorted birdlife. The bad ones included 

crows, funnel-web spiders, brumbies - and in one instance cats (both brumbies and 

cats had supposedly been eradicated from the island) - and to a lesser extent dingoes. 

Some observed that species such as bandicoots and wallabies had “come back” after 

the cull. As observed in the feeding study (Chapters 8 and 10), there was no 

consensus on which species were in or out of favour.  Bad wildlife was capable of 

displacing good and the decline of wallabies, goannas and bandicoots was attributed to 

the “overabundance” of dingoes. Similarly on Fraser Island crows “moving in” were 

perceived as responsible for the decline of swallows and bee-eaters. There was also a 

perception that poor fire management by QPWS had caused nature to become 

unbalanced.   

We've had a Dr. Raven from Queensland University who came up here and gave 
us a talk on funnel-web spiders… He said the reason for the increase of web 
spiders was because of the burns. Because they kill the natural predator which 
was centipedes and bandicoots - and they're (QPWS) killing them out - and 
because the funnel-webs burrows down about 18 inches the burn-offs weren't 
affecting them at all. Some places, there was as many funnel-webs as nearly one 
to the square metre….You don't let one animal get out of control and knock 
everything else before they –  well, let them knock a human off – before they 
finally get it in control. The dingoes around here, from when I first came up to the 
island, you wouldn't see them; they'd hide behind a tree.  Now they just race up 
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to you, you can't even run them away. (Service provider, husband and wife, FI 
2.13 PH & LB) 

 

2 Good and bad dingoes - the new rogues 

Individual dingoes could also be good or bad. More common than categorising dingoes 

as bad was the presence of the ubiquitous rogues – the good dingo gone bad. It was of 

note that many rangers believed in the “good dingo” (non-aggressive and tame) while 

senior managers stated that culling was not so much to get rid of dingoes known to be 

aggressive as these were already culled under present management practices, but to 

kill those dingoes that had become food-conditioned or desensitised (tame). 

While there was no call from any participants to spare the dingoes responsible for 

Clinton Gage’s death, most felt that culling “non-rogue” dingoes was indefensible. 

However, for senior managers, culling was justified on slightly different grounds. The 

dingoes that were shot were still rogues but they were rogues of an entirely different 

making. For them, a dingo had gone “rogue” if it had allowed itself to share space with 

humans or to have become “desensitised” – this was in spite of it being recognised as 

non-aggressive and of no known threat to humans.  

… (T)he constant feeding of certain dingoes, made many animals quite tame and 
a number of animals that were habituated were regarded by people who knew 
the animals as potentially lower risk animals than others that were in the same 
area.  That's just because they knew them and they knew the nature of those 
animals.  I guess there are always animals that won't ever attack.  

For this senior wildlife manager, “tame” had become the “new rogue.”48 

So a determination was made that the cull was targeted at habituated animals… 
(Senior WL manager B1 PH & LB) 

With the desensitised dingoes gone rangers could have a “fresh start.” In the past, 

rangers and managers claimed interpretation messages had been ignored. Since the 

fatality, however, managers believed visitors would take these messages regarding 

feeding more seriously. Those messages would be reinforced if there were no “tame” 

dingoes seen around the campgrounds.  As well as a providing a fresh start with park 

visitors, there was a belief that rangers would have a better chance of managing 

                                                

48 I am indebted to Leah Burns for drawing my attention to this association. 
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dingoes because any new ones that moved into the area would not have learned their 

“bad habits” from already food conditioned and desensitised dingoes.   

3 Good and bad management 

[The rangers’ job] …was to get rid of the rogue dingo that they knew about ten 
days before that incident happened and they did nothing about that dog. The 
locals that lived up there had reported this dingo and reported it and reported it 
and reported it and they did nothing about it.  And then all of a sudden, we have 
a death…. Mr Beattie in his wisdom, (said) shoot the dingoes, get rid of them…. 
It was wrong; they shouldn’t have ever done that.  Most of the dingo attacks, 
prior to that little boy, were dogs that were either taunted or they were being fed 
and they wanted more food. There was an incident reported where an English 
backpacker got bitten at Lake Mackenzie.  What they didn’t report was that five 
minutes before she was bitten she had been feeding that dog steak. She ran out 
of steak so the dog bit her, so come on, be fair, be fair to the dingoes but then 
what happened was the National Parks went round and they shot anything they 
saw walking on four legs, mostly young females (Female, works on island, FI 
2.9). 

This quote encapsulates the main themes associated with beliefs in a morally 

appropriate way to manage wildlife. First, there is the assertion that rangers had failed 

to discharge their obligation to “do the right thing;” second there is implied criticism of 

political meddling (that is culling was being done for the wrong reason and these were 

political); third is outrage at the culling of innocents (the ones that had nothing to do 

with the attack); and fourth is the belief that dingo aggression was caused by 

mistreatment (being taunted and fed) and in this respect their culling was “unfair.” For 

this interviewee, QPWS management was demonstrably and morally wrong. 

Most rangers had reservations about the cull often stating that it was not done for the 

“right reasons.” One senior ranger claimed that the first he knew of the cull was when 

his office began receiving hate mail (faxes) and abusive telephone calls. This implied 

the decision to cull was taken without any input from rangers and the belief that the 

decision was a politically motivated, top down management directive was held by most 

stakeholder groups. Some participants placed the blame of the fatality at the feet of 

QPWS staff who had not taken appropriate action when the two dingoes involved in the 

attack had become aggressive.49 

                                                

49 There was nothing elsewhere in the data either supporting or refuting the claim that the 

dingoes blamed for the death of Clinton Gage had previously displayed aggression. 
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Some rangers with attachments to individual dingoes cried as they recounted the 

events surrounding the cull.  More common was a clash of competing moralities that 

saw rangers express anger at their treatment from members of the public. In the 

following quote, a ranger talks of the reaction of one of his colleagues. 

Ultimately I would say that _____ feels emotional about what's happened.  It was 
not her choice, not something that she wanted in terms of the culling of the 
dingoes.  She says that people now hate rangers and there is some animosity 
that she's felt towards her, both on the island and off.  She's just had a few days 
off and when people ask what she does, she's says she's a ranger on 
_________. They say “oh you're those people who shoot dingoes” and this 
clearly upsets her as that is not something that she's happy that's happened.   
She's emotional and she's frustrated, I guess, the two dominant things.  She gets 
frustrated by what she terms selfish people, people who don't care, these are 
people who are feeding the dingoes and other animals and as long as they get 
their photograph, then they're fine.  She says to the people “by feeding the 
wildlife here, you think you're fine but one day that dingo might have to be shot 
because you fed it” but for the most part she thinks people don't care.  People 
say “yes, alright whatever you reckon” and then just carry on doing what they 
want to do once she's left anyway.  And as long as they've had their photograph, 
that's all that really bothers them  (Ranger Int. 7 LB). 

All stakeholder groups made statements to the effect that dingoes needed to be better 

managed. Rangers and park managers believed they managed dingoes well enough 

but they were powerless to control many of the forces causing dingoes to become 

food-conditioned and aggressive, of which feeding and high visitor numbers were 

commonly cited.50 Only one participant unreservedly supported the cull while most felt 

it was an overreaction and wrong.  

The obvious conclusion would be that these differing moralities are drawn from differing 

constructions of the dingo. However, the discussion set out below regarding the 

scientific and anthropomorphic constructions of dingoes suggests the answer may be 

more complex.  

 

                                                

50 In 2002, legislation was passed increasing fines for feeding and improper food storage. In 

addition rangers were empowered to enter onto private property in order to enforce these 

provisions.  
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Prediction 3 - Ownership of dingoes and the “dingo problem” will be 

contested.  

 

But you only have to talk to any ranger on the island and ask them what group of 
people on the island are the biggest problems.  If we are talking in regard to 
dingoes – but even if we expand it out and talk about island management - what 
group of people represent the biggest problems?  It's the locals.  Yet locals 
perceive themselves to be the best and they perceive themselves to have 
ownership and they want all sorts of concessions because of that.  If you go to 
local committees with local people on them you're going to get that pressure and 
that influence in decision making. (Male resort staff Int.11 PH & LB) 

An important facet of ownership in this case is the disputed histories of Fraser Island 

itself. Within this dispute are issues regarding Native Title and past and present 

commercial interest vested in the island.  Associated with issues surrounding the 

“ownership” of the island is the question of the dingo’s significance. The importance of 

the dingo to resident groups was its iconic value and its associations with wilderness, 

both of which were of importance in the marketing of the island.  

Ownership of the dingo problem – responsibility, othering and “do 

something” 

Feeding of dingoes is considered an integral part of what is called the “dingo problem” 

and while the influence of feeding on dingo aggression is debatable, it is a topic that 

will not be covered here. The commonly held view by most stakeholder groups was 

that dingoes were being fed by visitors and some residents and as a result they had 

had become desensitised to the presence of humans - and associated humans with 

food. The decision to cull non-aggressive “tame” dingoes was based on the assumption 

that these animals had become food-conditioned.  

Theory predicts stakeholders will claim ownership of positive aspects of the human-

dingo interaction and assign responsibility for negative aspects to others.  At one tourist 

information shopfront I collected 48 brochures and flyers promoting visits to Fraser 

Island and the majority (37) used a dingo as part of the promotional images for the 

island. Most stakeholders belonging to groups benefiting from tourism conceded that 

seeing a dingo was one expectation most tourists held. The cull, more than dingo 

aggression, threatened these expectations, with many in that group claiming the cull 

was excessive and unfairly targeted tame dingoes, that is,  those dingoes  tourists were 

most likely to see. 
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In this dispute two slightly differing issues emerged when examining ownership of 

dingoes and the “dingo problem.” With the exception of Indigenous claims, ownership 

of dingoes was not contested, as all stakeholder groups in the study recognised 

QPWS’s responsibility for their management. What was in dispute was ownership of 

the “dingo problem.” Again, how the problem was defined and who was held 

responsible was dependent on the constructions the different groups took into the 

dispute. For example, some residents claimed dingo aggression was due to the 

dingoes being starved while rangers saw it as a result of desensitisation and 

habituation. Based on these constructions the solutions for these groups was to feed 

and cull respectively.  

QPWS implicitly acknowledged ownership of the dingoes, recognising their 

responsibility to conserve the species as a “protected species in a national park.” In 

developing a risk assessment strategy QPWS also acknowledged their role in 

minimising threats to humans. In essence this meant some aspects of the “dingo 

problem” were owned by QPWS although desensitisation and food-conditioning was 

seen as the fault of the Other. What was refreshing was that QPWS also accepted 

responsibility for changing the behaviours of humans as well as dingoes. In the 

following excerpt a senior wildlife manager interviewed in Brisbane describes the 

application of a new management model implemented on the island. 

(Rangers)… said it was the first time that they ever actually felt that they could 
manage the situation rather than someone just saying “make sure everyone that 
ever comes here knows that they are not allowed to feed the dingo or get close 
to it.”  It was much more manageable on a site by site basis.  So the focus of the 
risk assessment – which was different from other things that they'd done before –  
was site by site management and looking at ways of reducing those negative 
interactions.  The positive interactions will always occur and there's a fine line 
between what's a positive interaction and what's a negative one.  If you're 
photographing a dog from twenty metres that might be a perfectly positive 
interaction but trying to photograph it from ten might make it negative. (Senior 
wildlife manager B1 PH & LB)  

None of the interviewees claimed to have fed dingoes, although given the supposed 

prevalence of the practice prior to the attack it is probable we were not always told the 

truth. However, almost everyone interviewed knew of others who fed and/or had 

witnessed people feeding. When asked directly “how would you manage the dingo 

problem” or “what they understood the dingo problem to be,” almost all answered with 

statements to the effect that it was a “people problem.”  

PH: How do you think that dingoes should be better managed? 
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Male: I don't know about how dingoes should be better managed, maybe people 
should be better managed than the dingoes. 
PH: Tell me more… 
Male: People shouldn't be allowed to just freely go to the island to just take a car 
over, to just go to the island by themselves… The incident of the dingoes may 
never have happened if all those people were on a guided tour. Because if you're 
on a guided tour, you cannot feed a dingo, you would get an on-spot fine for the 
tour operator for one thing... it is really strictly monitored on guided tours. On a 
self-drive, you just hire a car or people that take their stuff to the island, on that 
part of the island they can do what they want (Tour operator, FI 2.3 PH). 

The interviewee was a tour agent operating from Maryborough. In this excerpt “doing 

something” meant restricting visitors to travelling on tours. The “others” at fault for 

dingo aggression in his opinion were unsupervised tourists. Resort owners and 

residents providing accommodation tended to blame backpackers and campers.  The 

obvious observation is that those groups being “othered” are those perceived as 

threatening the economic interests of those doing the “othering.” As a corollary, the 

single stakeholder group perceived to be most at fault is QPWS because of all the 

stakeholders they are believed to be the most empowered to “do something.”   

… It was Mr Beattie seen to be doing something, something grand because this 
has happened.  That’s all he’s achieved, he hasn’t achieved anything else other 
than getting rid of x number of dingoes, pure Australian dingo from Fraser Island 
(Service provider FI 2.9 LB & PH). 

The call to “do something” has been previously interpreted as a belief that a wildlife 

problem was the responsibility of others. A frequent criticism of the Premier’s 

involvement in the dispute was that he was motivated by the desire to be seen as 

taking action. In this case, taking ownership of the dingo problem meant all negative 

aspects of the management of Fraser Island dingoes had become his. By owning the 

problem and by taking what was widely believed to be a unilateral decision to cull, the 

problem shifted from being about out-of-control dingoes to being about controlling an 

unrestrained Premier. What previously was a dingo problem had become almost 

entirely a people problem.   

 

Prediction 4 – Humanised/anthropomorphised and scientific/ecologistic 

constructions of dingoes will contribute to the conflict.  

The model holds that differing constructions of dingoes will be an integral component of 

the dispute. Moreover these constructions will be characterised by worldviews in which 

the behaviours of dingoes are humanised or anthropomorphised and these will be 



  Page 280 

intuitive or experiential in their origins and based on interactions with individuals of a 

species. Or, there will be ecological or scientific constructions which will portray 

knowledge of dingoes drawn from scientific and/or ecological knowledge based on 

studies of meta-populations. 

The anthropomorphised accounts in the data are complex and range from believing 

dingoes are starving and if fed their aggression towards humans would cease, to those 

describing dingo behaviours and social structures in humanised terms. Foremost 

among these is the perception that the dingoes were starving because previously 

abundant food sources had been removed.  

Overall, this data did not strongly support the prediction that aspects of the dispute 

could be assigned to the different constructions placed on the dingo. Firstly, while 

strongly anthropomorphised constructions were observed there was little evidence of 

purely scientific constructions. Secondly, those stakeholders groups in conflict often 

appeared to share the same constructions. For example, the ranger who cried as she 

described having to shoot a tame dingo, appeared to maintain a particularly humanised 

or anthropomorphised construction based on the knowledge of individual dingoes. 

Similarly, those holding supposedly scientific constructions such as senior managers 

believed that the culling of 30 dingoes would allow a “fresh start” for park rangers 

because all of the rogue dingoes would be gone. Yet there appeared to be no “science” 

in deciding 30 was the right number of dingoes to shoot. In all of the data collected it 

was never made clear how this figure was derived other than one senior manager who 

said “it seemed about right.”  Newspaper reports also stated culling was to finish at 

“last light” on the 5th May 2001 (Courier Mail 05/05/01). This “sentence,” irrespective of 

its effectiveness as a management tool, appeared to have other purposes. It was 

widely reported in the media and discussed during interviews that the cull represented 

a public display by the government of the dingo problem being addressed (doing 

something). In both the newspaper dataset and in the interviews there was a sense 

that dingoes were being punished, not just for “rogue-ish” behaviours but as a deterrent 

to other dingoes. 

As a demonstration of political verve, the dingo cull exemplifies the beliefs that humans 

are “in nature but not of it.” While this represents more an anthropocentric than an 

anthropomorphic construction, it does not exemplify management based ecological or 

scientific constructions. Instead the actions reflect constructions, possibly more akin to 

Kellert’s negativistic or dominionistic values (Kellert 1987, 1996).  Conversely, if the 
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action was punitive or even symbolically punitive then there is a case to be made for 

claiming the impetus for the cull was purely anthropomorphic.  Both cases suggest the 

cull was not informed by best available ecological or scientific knowledge.  

The following excerpt is from an interview with a ranger who cried when a dingo she 

had become attached to was shot. Her initial descriptions of infanticide and the 

breeding suppression were informed by scientific knowledge similar to that offered by 

Corbett (2002: 131-135). However, this was mixed with her humanised observations of 

the behaviour of individual dingoes. 

The territory is protected and dominated by the dominant male and the dominant 
female protects her mating rites with that male and she'll kill any lesser dominant 
females who try to mate with the male.  If he does happen to mate with another 
bitch in the area, the pups never survive unless they're being artificially fed.  
That's what used to happen sometimes in the old dumps.  You could have two, 
sometimes three bitches having pups in the dump areas which is totally 
unnatural.  You don't see that anywhere else in Australia  (Ranger Int.13 PH). 

The scientific detachment apparent in the above quote is in contrast to her feelings 

about the killing of her dingo. These descriptions include details of personal 

observations of smaller groups (the dump dingoes) through to her descriptions of 

personal attachments to individual dingoes, a marker for anthropomorphised/ 

humanised constructions.  The same ranger was critical of locals who fed dingoes but 

was also critical of the directive to shoot food-conditioned but non-aggressive dingoes 

in her immediate area.  This is a clear-counter example of the prediction that 

anthropomorphised and scientific constructions exist dichotomously and/or are 

mutually exclusive. 

Dogs and dingoes 

Although use of the terms “dogs” and “dingoes” did not in itself point to an 

anthropomorphised construction, there was considerable fuzziness regarding the 

identity of “dingoes” among managers. Most rangers and managers regularly slipped 

between the terms “dingo” and “dog” and were hard pressed to give a reason for this.  

Yes.  I do it myself because I've worked in New South Wales on wild dogs and 
they are dogs, we call them dogs but it has the connotation of being a friendly 
animal that we are used to and a lot of people said we should always refer to 
them as dingoes when we are talking about dingoes.  I'm comfortable going both 
ways,  I've worked on koalas and for years I didn't want to call them “teddy 
bears” or “teddies” … I think it's general language that people do use (these 
names).  It’s slang I guess in some ways, and it's easier to say “dog” than “dingo” 
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sometimes and maybe you just slip into that.  (Senior wildlife manager (policy) 
B1 LB & PH) 

This ambiguity was never adequately explained and may have reflected a familiarity 

with the species or a degrading of the species from its high status of wolf or dingo to 

the status of a mere dog (a pest) thus enabling it to be culled in good conscience.  

Validation of data 

The study displayed considerable intra- and inter- group reliability. Most stakeholder 

groups were well aware of the key issues, and while they may not have agreed with the 

actions or opinions of others in their group, they were well acquainted with what those 

actions and opinions were. Although there was little agreement over how Fraser 

Island’s dingoes should be managed, all groups were knew the positions of the other 

groups. For example, desensitisation and habituation were key issues for QPWS while 

for other groups it was constructed as taming. Similarly feeding and food conditioning 

was seen as a core component of problem behaviours by QPWS while for other 

stakeholder groups dingo aggression was attributed to them being starved.   

The use of the CMOSC model  

Other tensions related to QPWS management of Fraser Island suggest that the agency 

is held in such low esteem that almost anything they do will be seen as wrong in the 

eyes of other stakeholder groups. Although this deep distrust can be traced to 

differences in the values different groups place on the island, that distrust creates an 

exceptionally poor work environment for many of the rangers. It also makes 

cooperative management of the island and its resources almost impossible and 

inevitably results in top down management, which of course builds greater resentment 

(see Chapter 11).  It is also reasonable to suppose that many stakeholders considered 

other disputes more serious than the management of dingoes. I now regret I did not 

ask resident interviewees to rank the management issues they considered of greatest 

concern.  
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Taking dingoes off the agenda 

Management actions that were not based on best available knowledge or practices 

could be traced to the influence of the media. Possibly as a consequence, both the 

Premier and the minister responsible for the environment reported being surprised at 

the high levels of hostility aroused by the cull, thus indicating the dispute attained a 

level of complexity not fully comprehended by government at its executive level.  In this 

study, the levels of complexity were such that there was little likelihood any QPWS 

management initiatives would have met the concerns of other stakeholder groups. 

Success required clear separation of the many issues associated with the management 

of Fraser Island from those surrounding the management of dingoes. This would either 

allow initiatives to more clearly focus on the management of dingoes or, if other 

conflicts emerging in the dispute are of greater importance, it would allow management 

of dingoes to be taken off the conflict agenda.  

The skills to successfully deconstruct a dispute of such complexity, or more importantly 

to cut off a conflict before it escalates, are not part of the “science and art” of Australian 

wildlife management. Greater emphasis must be placed on developing management 

approaches based on the premise that wildlife and its management are social 

phenomena. In this regard wildlife managers may find the development and use of 

social marketing strategies to be more effective in managing dingo aggression than 

shooting dingoes and fining tourists.  

The language used by different stakeholders suggests that there are considerable 

differences surrounding terms such as “heritage value” and “natural values.” These 

terms enjoyed considerable currency in planning documents for the island and in the 

language used by managers when describing their key functions. In contrast many 

locals felt these terms defined the economic worth of these assets in terms of their 

ability to attract tourists. Similarly there were considerable differences in the meanings 

attached to “tame” and “habituated.” Locals felt safe around “tame” dingoes while 

wildlife managers saw habituated dingoes principally as the greatest threat. On this 

point there was evidence in the data to support both positions as both locals and 

rangers justified their actions on their personal observation of dingoes. Without being 

able to clearly define what the “dingo problem” was (feeding, tame, habituated, etc.), 
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the actions of the Other were always going to be seen as its cause. There was nothing 

in the data suggesting this ambiguity had been addressed or even understood by 

wildlife managers.  

While the contested meanings of tameness and habituation drew attention to the fact 

that there had been no meeting of minds among the key stakeholder groups, these 

differences had other dimensions. For long-term visitors to the island, there was a time 

when it was extremely rare to see dingoes at all. However, with the change in the 

island’s use, those visiting the island now expect to see the dingo. One ranger stated it 

was difficult to describe what he thought was a positive human-dingo interaction. If a 

dingo’s approach to humans was no closer than 20 metres he felt it was probably a 

positive encounter, below that it was negative. For the tourist however, a positive 

encounter often involved “seeing a dingo up close.” The iconic image of the friendly 

dingo as part of Fraser Island’s appeal is embedded in its marketing (Peace 2001, 

2002) and implies ownership of the dingo (or at least the image of wildness it evokes) 

by those with vested interests in the island. Since the study, some efforts have been 

made to discourage this sort of publicity, however a quick browse of websites for 

Fraser Island tour operators suggest the dingo is still strongly promoted as one of the 

island’s assets. Given the pressure of tourist expectations, maintaining the 20 metre 

safety zone for dingoes and visitors will be difficult. Even with hazing and culling it is 

hard to imagine rangers will be able to enforce safe distances if visitor expectations 

remain unchanged. If these distances begin to shrink then it would be a fair comment 

that for at least one stakeholder group the dingo problem has not been addressed.  

The prediction that the relative positions of the stakeholders would align with the way 

wildlife was constructed for them was not strongly supported. This may simply reflect 

the paucity of research done in the area of human-dingo interactions and the difficulty 

making complex explanations of dingo behaviour accessible to the public. What 

appeared instead were a number of apparently pseudo-scientific statements such as 

those relating to pack dynamics. Some statements reported in the press that were 

purportedly made by experts also seemed to carry anthropomorphised overtones. With 

the exceptions of research used in the management plan (EPA 2002), few statements 

quoted in the press or recorded during interviews appeared to have been based on 

published studies. More common were statements based only on supposedly informed 

or “expert opinion.”  
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Many interviewees, from across all stakeholder groups, reframed the “dingo problem” 

as a human problem which they then attributed to others.  What is not acknowledged is 

that the motivation for seeking close encounters with dingos flows from an 

anthropomorphised construction of dingos. Yet, in proposed solutions to “the dingo 

problem” there was no mention of exploring the reasons people fed dingoes or sought 

closer interactions. Additionally there is little comprehension, and possibly little regard, 

for the implications of such management approaches in a wider social context. While it 

has become clichéd for managers to describe dingo problems as human problems 

there is little to imply this insight goes beyond adapting the tools of traditional wildlife 

management.  

The ferocity of the response to the cull and the intense moral outrage expressed over 

the killing of “innocent” dingoes reinforces the claim that Australians place considerable 

worth on their fauna. Those same observations point to a poor understanding, at least 

by the Queensland State Government and its agencies, of its constituent’s opinions on 

these issues.  Much time, money and effort has been spent on education campaigns 

that attempt to shape the attitudes and behaviours of visitors on Fraser Island. 

However, other than responding to overt public pressures, there is little to indicate 

Government and its agencies have conceptualised wildlife as a social phenomena. Or, 

stated differently, agencies have not recognised that other constructions of wildlife, 

whether or not informed by science or personal experience, are valid. The next 

paradigm shift in wildlife management may involve sensitising managers to the vast 

array of legitimate experiences to be found in human-wildlife interactions.  

Further research is needed to unpack the dingo problem in order that more specific and 

measurable management strategies are adopted.  A reasonable entry point is to look at 

the relative distances at which different stakeholders consider a positive human-dingo 

interaction takes place. Such studies would allow the use of theoretical approaches 

exploring boundary maintenance issues for the different groups and would be 

innovative in the field of wildlife management (see for example Douglas 1966; Douglas 

and Wildavsky 1982; Holden 2000). 

Fraser Island epilogue 

The secret of keeping the Island less affected by tourism is to reduce the number 
of inexperienced, once in a lifetime, visitors having access to it by simply paying 
a humble camping fee…. 
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The agitators for the WHL [world heritage listing] have a lot to answer for as all it 
achieved was an invasion of overseas people that no one was prepared to fund 
or service. The losers have been the much smaller group of residents and 
regular visitors who have been enjoying the Island for decades with minimal 
damage… We are a very large country with a very small population which would 
suggest that there should be enough room for everybody and that we shouldn’t 
be experiencing these problems  (Parups 2006: 1). 

The Fraser Island Association newsletter for the June 2006 quarter continued in its 

criticisms of Fraser Island’s management. According to the newsletter the closing of 

tracks and trails, would “restrict and hinder enjoyment of the Island by ever more 

regulation and control” (Parups 2006: 1). Also criticised was the over-bureaucratisation 

of park management, the inclusion of the wrong people in the decision making process, 

the inability of the “true” owners of the island to manage it properly, new “protective” 

legislation and the unwarranted influence of the “rabid green and (the) conservation 

movement.”  The author rejoiced that the legal advice given to resident groups was that 

the Native Title claim to the island was “without merit” and would likely not succeed.  In 

general and in common with previous newsletters, ridicule and scorn was directed at 

management efforts of the “National Parks and Wildlife Service.”  

Except for one element this newsletter is similar to all the other newsletters published 

in the period after Clinton Gage’s death: residents’ ownership of the island is believed 

to be under threat, others are responsible for spoiling the island and management of 

the island’s resources is “wrong.” What is different about this newsletter is that there is 

no mention of dingoes or their management.  In the period since the fatality, other 

examples of QPWS’s perceived incompetence achieved greater saliency. For 

managers the good news is that their management of dingoes is no longer under 

scrutiny but the bad news is that the underlying issue has not been resolved. In a 

sense it is the passage of time, and that alone, which has taken dingoes off the conflict 

agenda.  

The process of culling problem dingoes continues and visitors acting inappropriately 

around dingoes are fined in much the same way as occurred prior to Clinton’s death. 

And, as long as dingoes and people behave as managers believe they should then the 

risks associated with humans and dingoes sharing space have been “managed.”  

However, should another negative human-dingo interaction make the front pages there 

is reason to believe many of the old tensions will simply resurface. In these 

circumstances the viability of Fraser Island’s dingoes will again be under threat and 

managers will find themselves caught again between resident and other groups 
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defending their financial interests and senior bureaucrats attempting to manage risk. 

What managers in this case have not done is to disentangle dingo management from 

the many other disputes in which they are presently engaged.  

The management of Fraser Island’s dingoes is illustrative of the need to reassess 

wildlife management in general and the following chapter will attempt to present the 

principle findings of this thesis in a manner which addresses what I see as the current 

limitations of Australian wildlife management. 
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Chapter 14 

Summary, discussion and conclusions 

Summary 

This thesis began with the observation that there was no apparent or cohesive 

philosophy governing the management of Australian fauna. This was supported by the 

exploration of the many and varied definitions and descriptions given to wildlife 

(Chapter 1). Australian wildlife management research, as distinct from zoological 

research, had focused primarily on agricultural pest management, or on the 

management of problem species in urban environments. It was also observed that 

many conflicts relating to wildlife, particularly in urban areas, were not resolved by 

simply killing or relocating the “problem” animals, or by giving affected people ecology 

lessons. During exploratory fieldwork, I observed that wildlife conflicts were about more 

than just wildlife. People complained about being ignored, of “slipping standards” and 

more. If a wildlife conflict was bringing to the surface a range of unrelated issues then 

such conflicts are in fact no more than a Rorschark test of sorts. I reasoned that as a 

means of exploring Australian constructions of wildlife, human-wildlife conflicts would 

be as sound a place to start as any.   

In Chapter 2 evidence was presented implying Australian biodiversity was under threat 

and that, prima facie, wildlife management did not meet the general expectation that 

Australian fauna should be managed for its intrinsic importance. This prompted an 

investigation into the roots of wildlife management (Chapter 3) and its impact on 

Australia (Chapter 4). In the 1960s and 1970s a new paradigm emerged in the US 

placing a range of values on wildlife and advocating wildlife management in accord with 

those values. Although initially mechanistic in its application of those values, it marked 

(at least officially) the beginning of “human dimensions” approaches to the 

management of (American) wildlife (Chapter 5).  In spite of much being written about 

values-based management in the US and its role in wildlife conflicts I argued that this 

approach was theoretically inconsistent, or at the least, confused (Chapter 6). I 

concluded that although the Wildlife Society and its journals exert considerable 

influence on Australian wildlife management there is reason to believe there are 

significant historical differences in Australian and American approaches to the 

utilisation and management of wildlife. These differences I argued undermine the 

applicability of theory not derived from the Australian experience.  
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While human dimensions research is limited in Australia, in the US it has been used to 

assay the values of different stakeholder groups (Decker et al. 1987; Kellert 1996, 

1997). However, many of the proponents of this approach have expressed frustration 

that managers remain mired in the old school preoccupation with game management 

(Decker et al. 1992b; Kellert 1995; Decker et al. 1996; Decker and Chase 1997). 

Because human dimensions research is dominated by studies of the value orientations 

of different stakeholder groups, I undertook a thematic analysis of Australian 

experiences of wildlife using both categories developed from Kellert’s work (1987, 

1996, 1997) and those drawn from Australian wildlife conflicts (Chapter 8), newspapers 

(Chapter 9) and responses from participants in a study of wildlife feeding (Chapter 10). 

These studies confirmed that Kellert’s value typology worked as descriptors of many 

emergent themes – but they remained just that. Because they had not been grounded 

in the Australian experience their explanatory power was compromised; what emerged 

instead was a theoretical model which offered insights into the many facets and 

constructions of wildlife which surface during wildlife conflicts (Chapter 11).  

By being grounded in exclusively Australian studies of wildlife conflict, the two 

theoretical models developed in Chapters 8 and 11 offered not only an explanation of 

conflict but enabled predictions to be made with regard to existing or emerging 

conflicts. The Wildlife Conflict Typology (WCT) accurately mapped the emergence of a 

dispute over the management of Fraser Island dingoes (Chapter 12). The (CMOSC) 

model developed in Chapter 11 was successful in identifying aspects of the complexity, 

ownership and moral imperatives that were enmeshed in wildlife disputes. The 

prediction that stakeholders would adopt positions defined by their constructions of 

wildlife had only limited support. This was partially explained by the nature of the 

complex dingo dispute, that is, as the conflict escalated it had less to do with wildlife 

management and more to do with management of the island. The constructions of 

wildlife were then of less importance than issues surrounding, risk management, 

ownership and access to the island. 

In Chapter 1 I asked the question, “What are human-wildlife conflicts, how do they 

evolve and how might they be resolved?”  The answer to those questions is set out in 

the following four sections. 
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What are human wildlife conflicts? 

The answer to the first and second part of the question was answered in Chapter 8 with 

the development of a process model of conflict. This implied that there was no such 

thing as a wildlife conflict but rather a range of phenomena called “wildlife conflicts” and 

these can differ markedly. Conflicts ranged in intensity from simple complaints made by 

individuals about a species subpopulation or against individual members of a species. 

Examples of this were magpie aggression, brush-turkey mound building and the 

presence of crows. These examples had most in common with the definition of a 

wildlife conflict in which the actions of either humans or wildlife negatively impacted on 

the other. More complex were those in which the importance ascribed to wildlife by 

different stakeholder groups brought them into conflict. Examples of this were dolphin 

management at Tin Can Bay and the earlier stages of the Maclean High School flying-

fox colony (Chapter 8) which fell under the categorisations in which wildlife 

categorisations were seen as conflicts over wildlife. The third and final stage, and the 

most serious form of wildlife conflict, was that of a dispute.  Disputes not only involve 

aspects of the previous two levels of conflict but draw in other unrelated social 

tensions. This level of conflict is best illustrated in the latter stages of the Maclean 

dispute (Chapter 8) and the Fraser Island study (Chapter 12 and 13). Disputes of this 

nature parallel descriptions of conflict being “projected” onto wildlife. 

How do they evolve? 

Wildlife conflicts evolve in part because wildlife represents different things to different 

people and, under some conditions, these differences alone cause conflict. This occurs 

because differing constructions of wildlife raise different expectations with regard to its 

management. In the cases studied here, those expectations carried moral overtones – 

wildlife had to behave properly and wildlife had to be managed properly.  Even when 

wildlife managers humanised and anthropomorphised wildlife behaviour (Chapter 13), 

as a group they believed their construction of wildlife was informed by science and as a 

consequence their actions were “right.” Some expressed the belief that many “wildlife 

problems” would disappear if others shared this construction. This was in spite of 

managers at all levels acknowledging that for the most part they were park managers 

rather than wildlife managers.  For those whose constructions of wildlife were 

anthropomorphised, wildlife managers were seen as being responsible for solving 

wildlife problems. Specifically this meant mitigating the impacts of “bad” wildlife, and 

protecting or conserving the “good.” For this group there was an imperative that 
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managers not necessarily share their construction of wildlife, but rather do what they 

believed wildlife managers were supposed to do, namely, “look after” wildlife. When 

wildlife conflicts emerged this group seldom felt managers met this expectation. 

The theory generated in this thesis proposes that wildlife conflicts, particularly those 

occurring in urban and peri-urban Australia, are often complex and may progress from 

nuisance wildlife behaviour to more complex social disputes. In Chapter 5, I discussed 

urbanisation and the influence of demographic and social change. In the US, this is 

seen in the growing demand for wildlife to be managed for its amenity and in the 

growth of the anti-hunting lobby. In Australia, while it is widely accepted that city and 

country people construct wildlife differently, little research has been done. The ABC’s 

list of pest species (Thomson and Doust 2005) derived from a survey of listeners, 

differed markedly from agency-based assessments of pest species  (Chapter 1 this 

thesis). One possible explanation for this difference was the disproportionate number of 

survey respondents drawn from metropolitan areas (Thompson, pers. comm. 2004, 

ABC unpublished data). Conflicts in which “city” and “country” values clash are 

attributed to city people attempting to impose “city values” on country people. While the 

studies presented here made no attempt to measure different attitudes in city and rural 

populations, what could be framed as “city-country value” clashes were strongly 

present in the Fraser Island study.  These clashes were interpreted primarily in terms of 

“ownership” of the island. Complainant groups believed their long association with the 

island and their economic interests entitled them to greater access to the decision-

making process. Park managers believed their responsibility was to sustainably 

manage the island as a national asset in the national interest, with (only) due 

consideration given to the interests of other groups. The most intense aspects of this 

conflict were traceable to issues of ownership and access to the island.  Assessments 

of QPWS management of dingos were interpreted in the light of their perceived 

manifold failings in other areas. In this regard the conflict over dingoes, at least for 

stakeholder groups with ownership claims to the island, was no more important (and 

possibly less so), than road closures, the influx of backpackers, fire management and, 

not surprisingly, Native Title claims. 

How these types of conflict might be resolved will be covered in greater depth below.  
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Specific findings  

In addition to the general conclusions discussed above there were a number of specific 

conclusions. The following findings will inform the final section of this thesis, namely, 

the presentation of strategies to resolve wildlife conflicts. 

1) In general, the literature reviewed suggests there is no overarching 

philosophy governing wildlife management in Australia.  

2) Although the studies presented here did not specifically investigate what 

“wildlife” means, it is apparent that there is no clear understanding of its 

importance to Australians or of expectations for management.  

3) Overall indigenous wildlife was intrinsically valued. When the behaviours of 

wildlife caused complaints this was attributed to rogues – good wildlife gone 

bad. The rogue was an entity enabling those confronted with the “abnormal” 

behaviours of wildlife to defend their beliefs that wildlife was inherently 

good.  

4) The studies uncovered two clear constructions of wildlife: a construction 

purportedly informed by ecology, science and the study of meta-populations 

and was ideally dispassionate; and a construction drawn from personal 

experience of individuals of a species which conceptualised these 

observations in a humanised or anthropomorphised way. 

5) Management of wildlife is a moral problem.  Irrespective of the way in which 

wildlife was constructed there was a strong sense of “right” and “wrong” in 

the way it should behave and how it should be managed. 

6) “Othering” and ownership were clearly identified as aspects of wildlife 

conflicts and disputes. When wildlife behaved as it should, it was a common 

resource that could be enjoyed by all - although what constituted the “quiet 

enjoyment” of wildlife was also contested. However, when it “went rogue” it 

was the fault of others.  

7) The Wildlife Conflict Typology developed in the Chapter 8 reframes the 

different types of conflict as a continuum. This approach has two immediate 

strengths. Firstly, whereas other categorisations were drawn from either 

meta-analyses or an analysis of a single conflict and were disparate in 

terms of theoretical perspective and the settings in which they occurred, the 

WCT was derived from observations of many conflicts made in the course of 
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a single study. Secondly, that the WCT offers a manager tools by which 

s/he can assess the seriousness of a complaint and apportion resources 

accordingly. 

8) The approach to management of Fraser Island’s dingoes indicates that 

wildlife management is directed more by risk management and political 

expediency than the conservation needs of a species or the wishes of 

visitors and other stakeholders. In this regard, current management falls 

short of the expectation that wildlife “need protection” and/or conservation. 

Resolving wildlife conflicts 

In the absence of a clear understanding of what Australians want from their wildlife a 

simple assumption is made based on the finding of the Senate Committee for the 

Utilisation of Wildlife (Australia Parliament Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and 

Transport References Committee and Woodley 1998), namely, Australians intrinsically 

value their wildlife. From this flows the expectation that it should be conserved in 

general and that conflicts that put wildlife at risk should be resolved in ways which do 

not threaten the viability of the species involved. 

Theory developed in the previous chapters offer four strategies by which wildlife 

conflicts may be resolved. 

 

1) Recognising the validity of alternative constructions of 

wildlife  

In the Preface, I described a wildlife professional delivering an interpretation message 

he knew was at odds with his audience’s beliefs. His insistence that wildlife had 

evolved, rather than been created, clearly illustrated his view that there was a right and 

wrong way to understand nature. He was adamant that his audience should hold the 

same constructions of wildlife as he did, one based on science and ecology. His was 

the right way to understand wildlife and any other constructions, in particular 

creationism, were morally wrong.  In the Feeding Study a wildlife manager believed, 

without question, that feeding was morally wrong. She said if people knew what she 

knew they would not do it. These were not isolated instances but reflected an 

underlying belief that to resolve wildlife problems, managers had to “educate” 

complainants, and others, so that they would share their constructions of wildlife. 
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An alternative approach would be to adopt (social) marketing strategies to disseminate 

relevant wildlife messages. This would involve managers canvassing and accepting 

competing constructions of wildlife as valid and using that understanding to ensure 

interpretive information is shaped to accord with the constructions of their target 

audience. In the example taken from the preface, the reason for the “meet the bats” 

night was to discuss the concerns many people had with regard to the risk of disease, 

dispel some myths and to raise community awareness with regard to the loss of flying-

fox habitats and the ecological importance of the species. All of which, with some 

grace, could be accommodated without the need to challenge anyone’s beliefs in the 

origins of nature. It does not matter one iota whether the listener preferred to believe it 

was  millions of years of evolution or God’s all-wise decree which brought flying-foxes 

into the suburbs; the important message was that populations are under threat and that 

they play a critical role in the environment.  

2) Adaptive management 

Almost all participants in the Feeding Study said they felt feeding wildlife added to their 

enjoyment of life. Others reported wildlife feeding occurred in between 30 to 60 per 

cent of suburban homes (Mclees 2000; Thomas 2000; Rollinson et al. 2003). However, 

in spite of feeding being widely practiced and exceedingly popular and beneficial to 

those who fed, managers felt compelled to discourage feeding. Some of their concerns 

appeared legitimate, even if untested. While desensitisation was attributed to “food-

conditioning” in dingoes and was linked to aggression towards humans, all participants 

in the dingo study were able to cite examples of dingoes becoming “tame” or non-

aggressive through feeding. Wildlife managers also said that feeding led to other 

problems, which they lacked the resources to resolve.  Without further investigation it is 

difficult to determine to what extent managers oppose wildlife feeding because it 

challenges their constructions of wildlife or is a resource and risk management issue.  

At no time did managers consider feeding wildlife to be a legitimate form of human-

wildlife interaction or did they consider developing interpretive strategies to enable 

those who fed wildlife to do so in a way that met agency concerns. 

There is a demonstrable need for agencies to re-evaluate their notions of what are 

acceptable interactions with wildlife since the “look but don’t touch” approach clearly 

has limited impact. Such an approach would see greater ownership of wildlife vested in 

the public.  Those who wish to promote feeding or close contact with wildlife may do so 

if the risks to both humans and wildlife can be clearly identified, mitigated and insured 
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against. Similarly, communities affected by the presence of flying-foxes have agitated 

for agencies to act on their behalf and disturb or relocate those colonies. Although 

there have been recent successes, there is also the strong possibility that once 

disturbed flying-foxes will relocate to an area where they will cause similar or greater 

nuisance to others. An alternative to agencies accepting responsibility for relocation, 

and quite possibly liability, is to identify key issues such as animal welfare, species 

status, risks etc. and to turn those responsibilities over to affected communities.   

The effect of this strategy is to break down the us-and-them dichotomy which exists 

with regard to wildlife. The positive effects are that it has the potential to build the 

support base, and as a consequence the political chutzpah of wildlife management 

agencies in general.   

3) Taking wildlife out of wildlife conflicts 

In the studies presented in Chapter 8 the conflicts surrounding flying-fox colonies 

coalesce to a relatively small number of issues. For affected communities the 

interpretative messages developed to meet these concerns were either ignored or 

counter arguments rapidly evolved to refute those messages. In these instances 

managers simply did not uncover the “real” concerns and fears of residents close to the 

colony.  Using the issue of health as an example, wildlife managers drew on the 

expertise of health professionals and veterinarians. The messages they delivered to 

residents were extremely conservative and stressed avoiding flying-foxes at all costs 

and to seek medical attention if a person “came into contact with a bat,” This was a 

poor strategy; while the issue being addressed was “health and safety” what 

underpinned resident concerns was fear. It was fear that proximity to a colony raised 

the risk of contact, and fear that contact was deadly. When residents wanted to know if 

proximity to the colony raised their risk of disease the response they were given was 

couched in the qualified language of science, namely, “there is no evidence that living 

close to colonies increases a person’s risk of disease.” The response was perfectly 

valid, as at the time a single death had been attributed to a flying-fox bite, but the 

message interpreted by the affected community was “even the experts can’t tell us.” 

The interpretive message failed; it did not reduce fear, in fact it probably heightened it. 

If managers and “experts” had identified fear as the key issue, then their message 

should have used risk analysis and concluded, for instance, with the message that a 
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person has a better chance of winning Lotto (one in 8.145 million)51 than being fatally 

infected by a flying-fox (a single case known in Australia).  

In the conflicts observed, no attempt was made to deconstruct the dispute in order to 

address its different facets. As witnessed in the Fraser Island dispute, when the matter 

was taken out of the hands of the wildlife managers and responsibility was accepted by 

the Premier, and the cull was ordered, the dispute escalated.  As well as issues 

surrounding park and dingo management, opinions regarding the leadership style of 

the Premier simply inflamed the conflict. This was in addition to a range of pre-existing 

tensions over ownership and access to the island. Culling dingoes not only seemed 

cruel and excessive to many of the island’s residents and user groups, it also 

threatened their economic interests. By way of diffusing this dispute and in addition to 

giving these groups greater ownership of dingo management, an alternative approach 

would be to commission a trusted third party with no interests in the island, such as the 

RSPCA, to take on the role of management. This would ensure animosities over 

QPWS management of the island are separated from dingo management. 

Agencies aware of these complexities may in future be able to defuse an escalating 

conflict by either using external moderators with skills in conflict resolution or 

developing those skills themselves.   

4) Community-informed management 

Throughout this work it was asserted that Australian wildlife management had no 

overarching philosophy. The various Acts cited in Chapters 1 and 2 related to the 

definition and conservation (and eradications) of some species but there was no work 

available articulating the aims and objectives of Australian wildlife management in 

general. In different states, wildlife management falls under the jurisdiction of 

departments which manage mining (Department of Natural Resources and the 

Environment in Victoria), parks (Queensland Parks and Wildlife), land management 

and forestry in Western Australia  (Department of Conservation and Land 

Management) and so on.  In short, there is no single agency whose brief it is to 

manage wildlife. 

                                                

51 Calculated for 6 numbers drawn without replacement from 40. 
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Data collected in the Feeding Study and the Newspaper Study reported a widespread 

concern for wildlife based on habitat loss and “human greed.” Irrespective of the 

definitions and management of pest and nuisance species, there was a call for 

“something to be done” with respect to their continuance. In future, agencies may be 

better empowered to resist top down management, or hold greater sway in limiting 

threats to habitats if they were able to draw on quantifiable community support. Further 

work is needed in this field to assay community opinion not only on the constructions of 

wildlife but also on expectations with regard to its management. Such work must 

recognise that different communities will hold different constructions of wildlife and 

these constructions will govern expectations with regard to its management. 

In the interviews conducted for this thesis all wildlife professionals worked in 

government agencies. Rather than being a limitation of the study it may simply reflect 

the nature of wildlife management in this country. That is, the historical approach to 

wildlife management in Australia has been the control of agricultural pests and there 

has been little recognition in principally rural communities for the indigenous fauna to 

be conserved. In the course of this study I did not observe any non-government 

personnel formally engaged in the decision making process. In the US the exclusion of 

non-consumptive wildlife interest groups in decision-making has seen some aspects of 

management taken out of the hands of wildlife agencies via voter initiated referendums 

(Nie 2001; Nie 2004). Given that Australian wildlife management is driven by 

government and departmental policy and that agencies exclude wider interest groups 

from decision-making, the community interest might be better represented by an 

independent professional association drawing on not just wildlife managers but 

ecologists, zoologists, planners, veterinarians, peak bodies such as the RSPCA and, of 

course, social scientists. 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 – Newspaper Study data entry pro forma – Epi6  

 
This text was used for data entry using the Epi6 Epidemiological software package. 
 
ID  <idnum> 
storyID  #### 
Story Date  <dd/mm/yy> 
 
CONTENT: 
(Type) of animal :       #     Poss=1, 
                                Snake=2, 
                                Brush Turk = 3, 
                                FF=4, 
                                Magpies=5 
                                Crows=6, 
                                OTHERS/More than 1 species mentioned =7, 
                                DUPLICATE = 8, 
                                Incidental = 9 
(Pos/Neg)                 #    1=very neg 2=neg. 3=neutral4 =positive,5=very positive 
(Informative)     #    1= nil, 2 =only a bit, 3 = reasonably inform 4 = V inform 
(peopleproblem)         # 
(problembeh)             _________________________________________ 
                          _________________________________________ 
                          _________________________________________ 
Content  themes 
(dosome)  #    Something's got to be done 
(badvsgood)  #    Bad animals responsible for the decline of the good 
(habitatloss)  #    Loss of habitat 
(feeding)  #    Feeding animals 
(morebefore)  #    Was more of them now than before 
(conserve  #    Conservation 
(probspecies)   #    The animals are a problem species 
(WLasfood)  #    Wildlife as food 
(pestsasfood)  #    Pests species managed by becoming food 
(WLoutdoors)  #    Wildlife as part of a outdoors experience 
(WLtourexp)  #    Wildlife as part of a tourist experience 
(other_themes)       _____________________________________ 
                      _____________________________________ 
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                      _____________________________________ 
VALUES 
(spiritual)  #    Elements of the story were of a spiritual nature 
(dangrmen)  #    WL as dangerous or menacing, fearsome threatening 
(socval)  #    Relates to the social/cultural value of the animal 
(commval)  #    WL has an economic value 
(thetcomm)  #    WL as a threat to commercial interests  (loss of fruit etc) 
(recval)  #    Recreational values + ve or - ve of WL 
(consumptive)  #    Consumptive (food hunting fishing) 
(Intrinsic)  #    Intrinsic/existential values 
(anthrop)  #    The story was anthropomorphic in its approach 
(addsQOL)  #    The presence of the animal  ADDS to quality of life 
(minusQOL)  #    The presence of the animal DETRACTS from quality of life. 
 
KELLERT'S SCALES 
 
(Naturalistic)   # Relates to Naturalistic attitudes 
    (Satisfactions from experiences with WL) 
(Ecologistic)  # Relates to the Ecologistic) attitudes 

(Interdependence between species) 
(Scientistic)  # Relates to the Scientistic attitudes 

(Structures of life at a subspecies level eg medicine 
biology, cellular etc) 

(Humanistic)  # Relates to the Humanistic attitudes 
(Expressing emotional attachment, caring, bonding) 

(Moralistic)  # Relates to the Moralistic attitudes 
(Fair treatment of animals and nature, minimise harm) 

(Aesthetic)  # Aesthetic attitudes 
(Emotional, pleasurable response to nature. 
Physical splendour) 

(Utilitarian)   # Utilitarian attitudes 
(food clothing commercialism, tourism, biotechnology) 

(Dominionistic) # Dominionistic attitudes 
(Tame the wild, face N's challenges. 
Suppress or obliterate its forms) 

(Negativistic)  # Negativistic attitudes 
     (WL as a threat fearful, distancing and respect.) 
(Symbolistic)  # Symbolistic icons, use in language etc 

(Metaphors, figures of speech etc) 
(Neutralistic)  # Neutralistic attitudes 

(passive avoidance, indifference) 
 

(Idiom)             # 
(storytype)        #    TYPE OF STORY 
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                          1 = feature, 
                           2 = Letters to ED, 
                           3 = Opinion, 
                           4 = article/story 
                          5 = Travel) 
 
(emotive)  #  1 to 4 (not emotive, mildly emotive, strongly emotive v. 

  strongly Emotive.) 
 
(knowledge)    #   (Writer's knowledge 1=poor,2=okay, 3=good, 

  4=v. good) 
 
(Juicy Bits    #     (1=no 2=yes) 
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Appendix 2 – Wildlife Feeding Survey Form 
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Appendix 3 Wildlife Feeding Study data entry pro forma 

– Epi6  

 
ID Number ### 
 
Sex             # 1 = female 2 = male 
Age            #  group (1 to 7) 
Occupation     #   1 = qual. & professional, 7 = blue collar 
Domestic arrangement     # (1 to 4, 5 = other) 
Education      #    year 10 
               #    year 12 
               #    Diploma 
               #    Trade or other certificate 
               #    Undergrad degree 
               #    Post grad degree 
               #    Other 
 
Q.1  Lived in area       ## 
 
Q.2  Feed wildlife       #    (yes = 1 no = 2) 
 
How long fed             ##    give estimate if need be 
 
List species fed   ##   (too general eg. birds frogs etc = 99) 

   (give number) 
What fed # (Appropriate or inappropriate.  score 1 to 5) 
Comprod #      1 = mentions commercial product) 
Water only #     (1 = yes, 2, = no) 
Amount fed #     (V, Appropriate = 1, v. inappropriate = 5) 
Amount spent   ###  (give as a per week number to nearest dollar) 
                                   (999 = no idea) 
 
Q.3  Number of species seen  ### 
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Appendix 3 - Wildlife Feeding Study data entry pro forma  Epi6 

 
ID Number ### 
 
Sex             # 1 = female 2 = male 
Age            #  group (1 to 7) 
Occupation     #   1 = qual. & professional, 7 = blue collar 
Domestic arrangement     # (1 to 4, 5 = other) 
Education      #    year 10 
               #    year 12 
               #    Diploma 
               #    Trade or other certificate 
               #    Undergrad degree 
               #    Post grad degree 
               #    Other 
 
Q.1  Lived in area       ## 
 
Q.2  Feed wildlife       #    (yes = 1 no = 2) 
 
How long fed             ##    give estimate if need be 
 
List species fed   ##   (too general eg. birds frogs etc = 99) 

   (give number) 
What fed # (Appropriate or inappropriate.  score 1 to 5) 
Comprod #      1 = mentions commercial product) 
Water only #     (1 = yes, 2, = no) 
Amount fed #     (V, Appropriate = 1, v. inappropriate = 5) 
Amount spent   ###  (give as a per week number to nearest dollar) 
                                   (999 = no idea) 
 
Q.3  Number of species seen  ### 
 
Q.4  More of                ##   Give number 
 
Q.5  Less of 
 
Crows   # 
White cockatoos # 
pigeons   # 
Brush turkeys  # 
Cats   # 
Possums  # 
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Foxes   # 
Dogs   # 
flying-foxes  # 
snakes   # 
 cane toads  # 
ibis   # 
Mynah   # 
                   Others #   _______________________ 
 
Q.6 Why feed 
               #    gives pleasure 
               #    Land clearing/atone for damage to env 
               #    help in the hard times 
               #    no benefit but no harm 
               #    always done it 
               #    does more for us than them 
               #    Educates people 
               #    To attract animals to the garden 
 
Q.7  Benefits  #    okay as long as not dependent 
               #    get them through the hard times 
               #    aids people/benefits humans 
               #    provides a safe haven 
 
Q.8  Harm      #    Dependency 
               #    poor food 
               #    predation 
               #    to trusting of humans 
               #    Other theme - give number 
 
Q.9  Other themes  ### 
 
Want more info  # 
From the survey score (1 to 5) the person on their: 
Ratings for apparent: 
     empathy for wildlife    # 
     guilt at feeding (1= none, 5 = lots)   # 
     ownership  (1=low, 5=high)   # 
     spiritual  (1=low, 5=high)                   # 
     Anthropomorphism    (1=low, 5=high)        # 
     Inappropriate feeding practices              # 
 
 
OTHER THEMES 
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     Less wildlife now than there was before       #  (  1 = yes 
     The bad species are chasing away the good    #  (  2 = no 
     Something should be done                      #   
 
     Other (give code)                              ### 
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Appendix 4 – List of Participants in the Fraser Island 

Study 

 

Document Fre-
quency 
of visits 
to 
island 

from 
where 

Inter-
viewer 

Job/role Relation-
ship with 
island 

Sex 

B1 regular  state LB & PH senior manager 
QPWS 

not on island male 

F1 2~4 LB not 
known 

regional LB & PH Council Officer job female 

F1 2~6 lives on 
Island 

lives on 
island 

LB & PH Taxi tow truck 
operator 

work and 
pleasure 

couple 
(M F) 

FI 2~1 LB not 
known 

regional LB senior manager 
QPWS 

not on island female 

FI 2~1 PH not 
known 

regional LB & PH Council Officer not on island female 

FI 2~10 regular  regional LB & PH Resort staff 
management 

job male 

FI 2~11 lives on 
Island 

lives on 
island 

LB & PH diverse occupations: 
island- based 

work and 
pleasure 

Group 
mixed 
sex 

FI 2~12 routine regional LB & PH lighthouse keeper work and 
pleasure 

male 

FI 2~13 lives on 
Island 

lives on 
island 

LB & PH resident - lets out 
units 

retired / semi 
retired 

couple 
(M F) 

FI 2~2 LB not 
known 

regional LB Butchalla Elder not on island female 

FI 2~2 PH regular  regional PH senior manager 
QPWS 

job male 

FI 2~3 PH regular  regional PH Tour agent job male 

FI 2~4 PH irregular regional PH Tour agent work and 
pleasure 

male 

FI 2~5 PH regular  regional PH locksmith / engraver long term 
visitor owns 
a shack  

male 

FI 2~7 routine regional LB & PH Wife of ranger, runs 
cabins  

work and 
pleasure 

female 

FI 2~8 routine regional LB driver Sand Island 
Safaris 

job male 

FI 2~9 lives on 
Island 

regional LB & PH resident - lets out 
units 

work and 
pleasure 

female 

INT1_Oct ~1 not 
known 

regional LB & PH Council Officer job female 

INTERVIEW 1 routine regional LB manager job male 

INTERVIEW 10 routine state LB ranger job male 
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Document Fre-
quency 
of visits 
to 
island 

from 
where 

Inter-
viewer 

Job/role Relation-
ship with 
island 

Sex 

INTERVIEW 11 routine regional LB & PH conservation ranger 
at KFB resort 

job male 

INTERVIEW 12 routine regional LB resort staff - guide job male 

INTERVIEW 13 routine interstate PH ranger job male 

INTERVIEW 14 previous interstate PH tourist recreation male 

INTERVIEW 15 previous interstate PH tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 16 irregular not known PH tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 17 virgin internation
al 

PH tourist recreation Group 
mixed 
sex 

INTERVIEW 18 regular  state PH visitor recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 19 previous internation
al 

PH tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 2 regular  state and 
elsewhere 

LB visitor recreation group of 
intervie
wees 
(5) all 
male 

INTERVIEW 20 regular  state LB visitor recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 21 virgin regional PH tourist recreation male 

INTERVIEW 22 virgin internation
al 

PH tourist recreation family 

INTERVIEW 23 virgin internation
al 

PH tourist recreation family 

INTERVIEW 23a virgin internation
al 

PH tourist recreation family 

INTERVIEW 24a irregular state and 
elsewhere 

PH tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 25 virgin internation
al 

PH tourist work and 
pleasure 

female 

INTERVIEW 26 virgin internation
al 

PH tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 27 previous internation
al 

PH tourist work and 
pleasure 

female 

INTERVIEW 28A virgin internation
al 

PH tourist work and 
pleasure 

male 

INTERVIEW 29 regular  interstate PH TOUR GUIDE job female 

INTERVIEW 3 regular  state and 
elsewhere 

LB visitor recreation Group 
mixed 
sex 

INTERVIEW 30 routine regional PH Resort staff job female 
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Document Fre-
quency 
of visits 
to 
island 

from 
where 

Inter-
viewer 

Job/role Relation-
ship with 
island 

Sex 

INTERVIEW 4 virgin interstate LB tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 5 routine lives on 
island 

- ranger job male 

INTERVIEW 6 routine regional - ranger job male 

INTERVIEW 7 routine state and 
elsewhere 

- ranger job female 

INTERVIEW 8 virgin interstate - tourist recreation couple 
(M F) 

INTERVIEW 9 regular  state and 
elsewhere 

- visitor work and 
pleasure 

group of 
participa
nts (all 
male) 

INTERVIEW 31 routine regional LB & PH conservation ranger 
at KFB resort 

job female 

 

 


