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Abstract: The conflict between human and wildlife has been increasing dramatically in recent years. From
July 2012 to October 2014, we carried out a research on the control of the conflict between human and wild
boar (Sus scrofa) using the feces and voice of Amur tiger (Panthera tigris altaica) in the Hunchun area, Jilin
Province. We defined the validity period as the time span from the date of each treatment used in a range of
farmland to the date of wild boar presented over there. And we also defined the six of effective range as the
shortest distance from the treatment site with feces, player or from the center of control farms to the site of

damage made by wild boar. We converted the validity period and effective range to the period of validity
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index and the range index. The results of treatments showed that: (1) Compared with the control sampling
farms, Amur tiger feces presented significantly positive effect on controlling damage made by wild boar in
the period of validity index and the range index (P < 0.05, Mann-Whitney U test, Table 3); (2) Compared
with the control sampling farms, Amur tiger’s voice had significantly positive effect on controlling damage
caused by wild boar in the period of validity index and the range index (P < 0.05, Table 3); (3) Compared
with the control sampling farms, the treatment of both Amur tiger’s feces and voice used had significantly
positive effect on controlling damage by wild boar in the period of validity index and the range index (P <
0.05, Table 3); (4) Compare the treatment of Amur tiger’s feces or voice used alone to that both Amur tiger’s
feces and voice used contemporaneously, no any significant positive effect had been detected on controlling
damage by wild boar in the period of validity index and the range index (P > 0.05, Table 4). In conclusion,
Amur tiger feces and voice had a significant positive effect on controlling damage by wild boar since Amur
tiger is the natural enemy of wild boar and present in the Hunchun area, Jilin Province.
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Table 1

R1 HREFEVEIRFMEE

Sample sits and treatment in the study area

FEH G 5 S0 mi AR R
Plots number and center coordinate

b R A It
Measurement

A
A,
Az
Ay
As

43°10'30.0"N,
43°09'42.3"N,
43909'42.6"N,
4310'17.9"N,
43910'15.1"N,

131°0420.9"E
131°03'06.8"E
13193'06.0"E
13103'09.3"E
13103'11.0"E

ELIERCE AR ALY
Amur tiger’s feces exposed to the air

B;
B>
Bs
B4
Bs

43°10'08.5"N,
4310'10.4"N,
430'00.7"N,
4390'07.9"N,
430'05.7"N,

13103'07.7"E
13103'09.9"E
13103'10.4"E
13103'06.6"E
13103'06.9"E

A M TN R R 2 4 AR B P S AT
Amur tiger’s feces with rainproof shade

Ci
C,
Cs
Cq
Cs

4316'24.8"N,
4315'56,8"N,
4315'54.6"N,
4315'27.9"N,
4316'34.9"N,

130%59'36.2"E
13059'45.5"E
13059'44.1"E
130%924.0"E
130%9'32.5"E

FRICZRALLR R 30 s 2% 1 1)K 5 min
Playing back Amur tiger’s voice 30 s with 5 min interval repeatedly

D:
D,
Ds
D4
Ds

4314'53.4"N,
4314'45.7"N,
4315'53.7"N,
4316'02.8"N,
4316'03.9"N,

13100'14.9"E
13100'16.1"E
130%9'30.4"E
130%9'37.8"E
130%9'34.7"E

FERAAL R 1 min 25 (G A)FE 5 min
Playing back Amur tiger’s voice 1 min with 5 min interval repeatedly

=
=3
Es
Es
Es

43909'52.3"N,
4310'00.4"N,
4310'01.5"N,
4310'02.6"N,
4310'03.3"N,

1319302.2"E
131993'13.1"E
131993'13.7"E
131903'13.2"E
131903'15.4"E

FEWCARALPE A2 1.5 min 25 (% 5 min
Playing back Amur tiger’s voice 1.5 min with 5 min interval repeatedly

F1
F2
Fs
Fa
Fs

4314'55.5"N,
4314'49.0"N,
4314'46.0"N,
4315'00.4"N,
43915'05.2"N,

130%59'36.2"E
1305935.5"E
130%9'37.5"E
130%9'31.8"E
130%9'32.1"E

FEIRARIL R 1.5 min 25 A [k 10 min
Playing back Amur tiger’s voice 1.5 min with 10 min interval repeatedly

4315'18.1"N,
4307'48.9"N,
4316'27.6"N,
4307'46.4"N,
4316'24.4"N,

130%59'34.1"E
13190131.1"E
130%59'34.0"E
1319121.0"E
130%59'41.3"E

FEICZRALIR S 1.5 min 25 (1 TRIBE 15 min
Playing back Amur tiger’s voice 1.5m with 15 min interval repeatedly

4310'02.8"N,
43909'36.8"N,
4310'27.0"N,
4310'17.7"N,
43911'09.9"N,

13103'11.8"E
13193'07.5"E
1319321.0"E
13103'08.3"E
1310554.9"E

ARAG PRSP 35 [ A
Bothe Amur tiger’s feces and voice used contemporaneous

43°11'02.5"N,
43°10'55.7"N,
43°10'40.4"N,
43°10'37.2"N,
43°10'34.5"N,

131°05'14.6"E
131°0520.2"E
131°06'11.9"E
131°06'11.1"E
131°06'13.9"E

X AR
Control sites
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Table 2 Transformation of effective day index and range index

B AT BONK ) (d)
Region of effective day

AR

Index of effective day

BB ) (m)
Region of effective range

BlescEiE

Index of range

= 30 1.0
29~ 27 0.9
26~24 0.8
23~21 0.7
20~18 0.6
17~15 0.5
14~12 0.4
11~9 0.3
8~6 0.2
5~3 0.1
2~0 0.0

= 50 1.0
50 ~ 40 0.8
40~ 30 0.6
30~20 0.4
20~10 0.2
10~0 0.0
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Table 3 Comparison of different methods on controlling damage by wild boar
4341 Group
s HE
A B C D E F G H |CRHED
Control
TR R R KL
Number of plots damaged by 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 5
wild boar
T 0.88 0.92 0.74 0.96 0.92 0.76 0.78 0.98 0.32
Mean
rh%_j‘& 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.20
ROV Median
Index of FRUEDY 53 (7 2
effectiveday  Inter-Quartile 0.22 0.15 0.48 0.07 0.15 0.44 0.41 0.04 0.37
Range
z -2487  -2487 -2128  -2487 -2487  -2234 -2227  -2603
P 0.016 0.016 0.032 0.016 0.016 0.032 0.032 0.008
P 0.80 0.84 0.68 0.92 0.88 0.68 0.72 0.96 0.00
Mean
rMi.M 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.60 0.60 1.00 0.00
L% Median
Index of FRAEDY 5317
range Inter-Quartile 0.37 0.30 0.59 0.15 0.22 0.30 0.37 0.07 0.00
Range
z -2449  -2887 -2835 -2887  -2.887 -2795 -2805 -2.887
P 0.032 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008

“27. “P” R ARWE T 55 R A BEAT HL L

“Z”, “P” means the results of comparison between the farm with different methods and the control farm with Mann-Whitney U.

HA N REE s Heikk s L C5RPHEE 2012),
ST, ARBETUT R TR AR AL e SR S
77 47 B 5 o AR AR e 5 RO o
B4 £ ) £ T I, A BT o6 G 7 A
PEIF 2 ™ AR R DU A B 4 110 7 28 80 R
(Schlageter et al. 2012) . bR KIA7AE 45 B
WK T U, B G AR AL SR ISR B e AR
[, T SRS, AR AG R L OBk Y AR
JEE 75 A I FH 2R A D S (5 A0 7 1 5 i
5020 50 BALAR LE, A ROR R AORYE T i 0%
FAEREZER (P<0.05), Bifs . ik
FHE (2012) HIBFFERI], ZRAGEI I TAJ A
Ko, FIHARACR AT, 755 B 45 B fe i
AR .
AR AL LT A5 N 7 5 () B I FH 5 56 20 AH

X IR, A RO O B A AR
FHxR (P <0.05), F¥EZIIHRERIFEE
FEEi=R{CIRTE N W 1 vt 43 R R | o e P
P IR (RIS AP M 5 T 2B PR A AE [ LS
WES JINLICER(SEE X B EGEC Ry e U S SR
JEES S RATHR, A AR SR ] AR 2
T, SEMEE B, DRI B AR
PEAEAT L 71 1A SR HOR v 4R Bl
B ORI

IRACIR I P RAAE T B A T —
SE (BRI W T AT S g 4 o B AR LE
TR BIAIAE R 225 (P < 0.05), BEFTH
B SRHR 742 15 Tt (14 SIS0 K A1 [ AR ™ o
P P T TR ARG H 0 Bl s
WFEAABANIN 5 BEAR B, Xk BERE A [
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Table 4 Comparison of difference of effective index and range index of each treatment

43¢ Group
A B c ) E F G H
z
A
=]
z - 0.149
B
P 1.000
c z -0.775 - 0.900
P 0.548 0.548
5 z - 0.149 - 0.149 - 0.900
FAOES P 1.000 1.000 0.548
Effective day
index z - 0.149 0.000 - 0.900 - 0.149
E
P 1.000 1.000 0.548 1.000
. z - 0.655 - 0.904 -0.239 -0.904 - 0.904
P 0.690 0.548 0.841 0.548 0.548
. z - 0516 - 0.900 -0.354 - 0.900 - 0.900 -0.239
P 0.690 0.548 0.841 0.548 0.548 0.841
" z - 0.149 - 0.149 - 0.900 - 0.149 - 0.149 -0.904 - 0.900
P 1.000 1.000 0.548 1.000 1.000 0.548 0.548
z
A
=]
z - 0.149
B
P 1.000
c z -0.387 - 0.655
P 0.841 0.690
5 z -0.149 - 0.149 -0.904
e P 1.000 1.000 0.548
Range index z - 0.149 - 0.149 - 0.904 -0.149
E
P 1.000 1.000 0.548 1.000
. z - 1.230 - 1.230 -0.217 - 1.695 - 1.346
P 0.310 0.310 0.841 0.151 0.222
R z -0.827 -0.827 -0.112 -1.315 - 0.949 -0.219
P 0.548 0.548 1.000 0.310 0.421 0.841
H z - 0.149 - 0.149 -0.904 - 0.149 - 0.149 - 2.019 - 1.536

€27, “P7 RIRNBEPITN TR T IA L MIEAT HRL

“Z”, “P” means the results of comparison between the farm with different methods with Mann-Whitney U.

AGELS N ESR  E

RN 2R B R S AT L RN ] AR B e 7
5 [ I I FH ARG R SN 75 5 1) 25 R Bl 12 7
IR AT BRI B SR e e AN 2 (P>
0.05). WFFUIMIIA], FEEHIC PR IFABE, X

HISY TR E A, DR L N AR
AU i 6 2 - 18 o R 2 L 1 A LB R S S
2], A RAYE BN Bl s 5Oy T W 22 57
(P> 0.05), FEFRHED B G 3™ H ) T2
Wt 5% AR TWIE=Z, SR
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BEAAER )% Y5 (Fournier-Chambrillon et al.
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PP AR D BB FE R (Andrzejewski et al. 1978).
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ANTRI 95 428 7 VAT RO P Ao R Fis £ 835 7%
SIS A o

FEAR MO X A AE 2 P R, Wi (Canis
lupus) FIZRALFIEE, BRARILFEAME P22
FOA R HCRF R B i B fE o AN IR BT A R
SR 2 IAE A% FH AT e S5 HUAS SE A ) B
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KL T T 3CHE, FrubEa .
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