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The role of wildlife damage compensation in changing local residents’ attitudes
towards causing wildlife; A case study of Sichuan Wolong National Nature

Reserve
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Abstract: Wildlife damage compensation is one of the measures to mitigate conflict between human and wildlife. It intends
not only to reduce economic losses caused by wildlife damage, but also to change local residents’ negative attitude and
improve their tolerance towards causing wildlife. Taking Sichuan Wolong National Nature Reserve as case study, we
compared the local residents’ attitudes towards causing wildlife at present and after hypothesized compensation, and then
explored the significant influencing factors and underlying mechanism. Wilcoxon rank sum test and binary logistic regression
model were used to compare attitude changes and identify the significant influencing factors, respectively. Local residents’
attitude towards causing wildlife was divided into two dimensions, i.e. affection dimension and behavior dimension. The

results showed that wildlife damage compensation could significantly change local residents’ attitudes towards causing
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wildlife, and positive changes have taken place. But compensation effects on different dimensions of attitude changes were
different, specifically, affection attitude changed the most and changed from negative attitude to positive attitude.
Experience of wildlife damage could significantly reduce the positive attitude of local residents towards the causing wildlife.
The higher the farming income, or the greater the proportion of farming income in total income, the more likely the negative
attitude to expect increasing wildlife quantity, protect and hunt causing wildlife. The educated residents had a higher
probability to dislike wildlife. In the case of attitude changes, the respondents who owned more total area of farmland,
cornfield, and livestock number had lower probability to change affection attitude. The respondents who experienced greater
corn loss had lower probability to change behavior attitude. Base on research results above, some measures were put forward
to alleviate conflict between human and wildlife including popularizing compensation from animal damaging among local
residents, adapting compensation to local acceptance, adjusting local livelihood strategy and planting structure, and

improving local residents’ affection and responsibility to causing wildlife.

Key Words: wildlife damage compensation; local residents’ attitudes; attitude changes; measures to mitigate conflicts;

influencing factors; Sichuan Wolong National Nature Reserve
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Table 1 Description and assignment of local residents’ attitudes towards causing wildlife

AT Description of attitudes & Value assignment
RS Affection attitude R B (B =1) ;57 =0, IR (IR =-1)

WA B BB (B =1) s PSr (RAE=0) s M (D = -1 TH R K4 =-2)
F7 M5 Behavior attitude AP B (ZRF=1) s P =05 R (AL HF=-1)

FHARASEE B (ARIE=1) ;thsr=0; T (M= =-1)
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Table 2 Respondents’ demographics and socio-economic characteristics
- o o

HARHE Characteristics S(lf\ojljiig town/% H(}J:;gi town/% :I‘o::;/%

%48 Town 109(55.61) 87(44.39) 196( 100)

P53 Gender 5B 61(55.96) 45(51.72) 106(54.08)
S 48(44.04) 42(48.28) 90(45.92)

AEWE Age 18—35 14(12.84) 2(2.30) 16(8.16)
36—50 45(41.29) 31(35.63) 76(38.78)
51—65 38(34.86) 32(36.78) 70(35.71)
>65 12(11.01) 22(25.29) 34(17.35)

[ % Nation i I 97(88.99) 50(57.47) 147(75)
DU 9(8.26) 33(37.93) 42(21.43)
FET 3(2.75) 4(4.60) 7(3.57)

ZHBERE Educational level XH 19(17.43) 34(39.08) 53(27.04)
N 51(46.79) 25(28.74) 76(38.78)
LIN-LE 32(29.36) 28(32.18) 60(30.61)
KL KL 7(6.42) 0 7(3.57)

A Hi 5 T AR Total farmland area/ (hm?/F7) 0.2693 0.1073 0.1973

PEFE I FE " Number of livestock/ ( H/F) 24 3 15

HHEAECA Annual farming income/ (76 P~ a™!) 4007.88 909.19 2632.44

FEFHAFUA Annual livestock income/ (G P17 a”! ) 12158.66 2248.51 7759.77

FHEAENCA Annual household income/ (JC 771 a™!) 55521.49 37931.44 47713.66

M F SR AR E SRR B
WA R, B e R4 Y AR Sl ) 2 RO 2
69.39% (136 ) ()3 8 75 %F 52 i 28 1 3k AR ) K 70 iy B8 or _—
s B A S A R R R DURAE Y BOR y & O Witk

(86.73%) AHHEFAMEIF R IE BN, WA R LA
4.59% (9 N) B R A % G 4 32 i W AR o i E M
HE— A 220, 92.85% 1Y 1 8 A5 X 5 A B RE B 1 4
FAME (AAERME T B LA T 2E R, O S
X PUA M AT RO RN HE R A (& 1), Hopg Bk
M LB G M2 Ry (54.10% ) , HUO2 mlk A B
M (28.429%) AN 12.02% Fi1 5.46% (1) 9% 4 4 %F 5 S 7=
F2 2 A AME R A AMEIE 2 (A0 BOR & R A B
BEARZZIN ), I A % G Rk B M T S DU & b
R i, SR MR R 34 M TR b M2 FAd R Ty
K.

3.2 tHXJERXTERIY NS

B4y i Percentage/%

BEHME
Z£%7J5 . Mode of compensation

E1
Fig.1 Respondents’

compensation

sz BRI oAt rb a2

ZHEZEAXNNEERE

willingness to choose the mode of

PHA A LRI (8] 2)  FEEEFAMEAR AT S H A2 A N B0 AT BRI B0 T, 4 X B 25 S sl i 28
FAE—E M 225 . MERESEERE AL IX e RO TR s Y i) 8 B LIEI N 3 A 62.64% 152 Ui # X 4555
YIRS ,49.47% 032 V5 8 AN F BEE R S B RN . (AMAT A BERE , R 280t X Jm R AER 2h P
AR, 73.47 % W 32 i 4 SRR 2E R Y, 68.37% 32 Ui 8 RO R ZE R 3
3.3 HESRAMEXT T AR A AR VR R R a2

PR A #MEI SRR T A DX RO 2 5 3l 4 1) 245 B ek A8 35 (P<0.001 ), HL DU 2385 B 1 T A FRURR 1) i
A (K 3), Ho BIREE MU A W, 2R EAE] 0.537, HUJRAT A A B H I RS BE R A5 (AR
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Fig.2 Respondents’ attitudes towards causing wildlife
PAH S35 0.367 F110.362) o {EAFE BRI, IRUAMEE T, PR47 25 BE A R S BE S 20 5035 3] 1 0.882 Fil
0.775 423 S i {1, N DA B2 AR 0] BR 285 32 Ao AT A s T RO (SRR S IEAED)
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Table 3 Changes of local residents’ attitudes towards causing wildlife

S %%Eﬁ;&k{fl}{ﬁ 1&1&:#14()15151&%]{& A Wilcoxon _
Attitude types withotlttlt:orirj:n::tion withtti:t(l)lm;e\rllz;;?nn Variation Valzuiaof 2 ﬁgiﬁ
TR B BEIRAE -0.384 0.153 0.537 9.901 0.000
Affection attitude WA -0.180 0.180 0.360 8.367 0.000
AT [CSiakyi 0.520 0.882 0.362 5.984 0.000
Behavior attitude AR 0.408 0.775 0.367 6.053 0.000

R T 2 S Bl 25 B A ORI O, 4 X R4 =28 AR B R A S B A RV RS B O sE 2, AE
FEARRT | B FAMEXS T IS AT O 25 B AR A i 88 (B S e R B A 7 U — e i 22 1 (&1 3) o
HPf IR B AR ) N 2 £ 53.29 % B A 00 G2 1055 DR A B oy b S S0 1100 285 B8 e R AR b ST Y 28
28.19% YR A X5 G2 i BRI oy v S7 s BRSO BRI b S Y S R BRI 3, A7 D0 285 B U8 1 B8R
b2 20.40% 11485 VR A0 G 0 DA 285 BE R A S B Hhy v ST B AR SO R . BB 03 e RAE RO e A MEfS L K
IR BERE BV THE RS YIRS (B RS R B SRR S b s 3 1 22.52% |
31.91% .6.12%F1 11.73%,

3.4 R[FZEBUZS R KRG R R R

MUAZE SRR (R 4) 22 B AR SRR 2205 18 D0 LA SO A K- 35 R 3R 35 52 i+ D 1
X FEER S YIS (P<0.05) o MEEI 7 XORT , 2 75 524 B 2 S Wy e ORI 17 S B AT S 25 B A [ i 52
i R 28 (P<0.05) , 5E MR BEARTR] (B = —2-994 Bupms = —2-156 Bryose = —1.537 By =—1.391) ,[HFZ M
5 A2, 4RIy 32 Bk B A S 0 25 W 5 R AIRFs RO TEEsh sh W BRGSO, Ja R AR Sl
AR HE A 2 R X s RS BE (P<0.05) |, 552 I B 2R BE DRI 25 B M AR S (B =
—0.045 By =—1.066 By s =—0.041)  FRICHBAEBAME S, SR A R ERA EE B 4 X E R
Xf TR Zh YT S B T BE R B R, A DR R 2 BRI SO 2 B S KX TEE R S A (P<
0.05) , Z it BB 1AL X s R T2 Zh Wy iy 2 DS T R IR (B ey =—1.357) 6

D RN 2 55 5 W 0 25 2 A5 U 5 A Al | oK b P A B0 DL T K b Y 451 % TRV G
(P<0.05) . M7 2Ok, 1 RS BE 1Y 2% 52 380 4 b G T AR | 6 K i T ARURI 4% 3 506 1) 0 35 97 1) 2], D
TR R O K, 15 TS B MU A T BE AN (B e = =039 Bygrnserr = —0.146 Brypin e = —0.015) , T K HiL
5% AR 25 R M e DX B AT O 2R, X PR 4 25 B I 28 A8 2 R 07 X — B0 (B = —3-457 By =
~2.515) , B K Mg 2% I ARBOR 47 28 B U Y m REPE N
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Fig.3 Proportions of different types of residents and their pattern of attitude changes

%4 3T Logistic B3R IGERF S EHFEFE

Table 4 Result of binary logistic regression model and significant factors

K N (S84 [A] 545 5 Regression result Hésmer—Lemesi{_)W
Model Variable ( Reference ) B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) | %ﬁ E%ﬁ
Chi square Sig.
BE M 3R HIREE REZIWEN(E) -2.994 0.451 44.104 0.000 0.05 0.404 0.817
Factors of attitudes BEEZHHE (F) -1.357 0.482 7.920 0.005 0.258
WIEAE  REEZEIR(R) -2.156 0.395 29.754 0.000 0.116 1.555 0.956
HHERALLE -0.045 0.017 6.877 0.009 0.956
TRiPERE REZBIWEIN(F) -1.537 0.515 8.914 0.003 0.215 4.752 0.576
BRI B A -1.066 0.399 7.138 0.008 0.344
AREE  REEZIIR(E) -1.391 0.452 9.463 0.002 0.249 1.701 0.945
BHERALLE -0.041 0.012 11.91 0.001 0.96
EAfEmNE BIREAE FORMEAR -0.39 0.162 5.783 0.016 0.677 4.495 0.106
Factors of attitude WIS e T -0.146 0.066 4.911 0.027 0.864 2.295 0.971
changes P F -0.015 0.006 5.126 0.024 0.985
PRSI TR G i -3.457 1.527 5.123 0.024 0.032 0.002 0.629
WIARSE ORI TR -2.515 1.224 4.218 0.040 0.081 2.05 0.359

B: A R HL Coefficient of regression;S.E. : ARifEIR 2 Standard error; Wald ; FU/RFE(H ; Sig. : i &P Significance ; Exp(B) : L3 LL (17119 R ¥ 948
B )
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(K 2) o AT R RS B T AT g A5 BE AT F 2 (0 T A4 FH LD ) — 3, B A o 15 JR A R % T 1 1)
FTRASIE R ZIRIRY S A v W0 245 B 20 B AN — S50 J8r DR T 8 5 W 5 DX 4™ A 114 M 2 3l 0 47 okl g LA
LA A sy 7™ D B ST  BE A5G, BV iy BAE A R b X R B W O AN B B (B R B BE AR T
SRR BERBYHA TR AN Nl . I, FFER2 MAAE IXE RS R A R 3 R AR AL, 3 T kae 4t
DX O BE R B AL R R RS 5 AR RS AT O A BE A IE ) A S+ HE 2L

WFFERI ALK X T2 S W B S B 52 B AN IR B2, Herp a2 i 85 A sh Wi RO 28 0 4 . 35
AL DX R S BE AR M (36 4)  FEHLABAIFZT A R B 3 AT R PR My i 28 28 1 2 O B A IX i R A3
f2H JFBEINGR T HAF 2 PE 80 iR A A S sh i AR DY | HLZ D i 58 R BB &2 | 3o 2 2 3l i v DR A
BRI, K R RO , SR BRI HE TR R ek DX R0 26 55 5 0 1 T 285
AT REE R o AR FE X X s R B 22 R IR 2 — e ol S 2 A 19 45 0 21 ) AR RO 45 | i
3 A B e S LU B I BEIR 2  PRL b > b J RO T AR SO P i, % T B A
P R A A R OO , i Ak D B TEE S W RS . AR X RAE THRRIE 5 0 T2 3 i
SR UIN AL HARIT T rp Ay A B AR R BUANTR], A DL Ol D 2 A AR5 L 528 b, A DX ROX TR
(Canis lupus ) BHEFFREM 22 2L 5 HRFR K 3 a2 80 60 ARBR T 38 o S (AR IR, B phy 2
7 ) A 5 4 e A A TR B4 s

W9 A BUAL X s RS2 B 1 Dl 2 3 R i W T Ae R sh WS, HAZ i 0 AOAE X RO T2 5 50 )
AR RS I (K 4) o A oAt DX R B LR A 22 2 BRI | 208 R BE X AE X B A 25 B R 0 75 2O A
— B, 0 Stormer" ! WFFT K ALK LA X, 32 25077 2 38 80 v 11 i R o 245 2 )y 0 10 265 B B 0, 7 Jyrwaa >
FIE QG RPN Fe ] 2 B0 Rt 2 v 1) i S S e S W R B R 2 BE SR . Stormer 15 LA RN 2B
J3E Ry A DX BT 22 1 A 3 e 9 0 2 (A2 ) AN 2= Sy SR e s A7 B 107 Jyrwa FIRQUDRRE
VE PR 52 280 R R v 4 B S RE VOIR B sy PR 4 A i 2 DL R A 35 30% AR BRI AR /N A T LR
EHHEFERZR T XORE EA TS — AR, BI5 2 S 0 A= T2 R BTik A 5, AT BoE R
RAFE D B A4 05 U2 IR, 2 A i NS AR SC LR THAR ™ PR DX o B A s ) AL 2808 A ml g
R A A SRR HE B O B
4.2 RIBCAME S X RS B B K D] 3

fERBEAME R AL X RS S 0 I IS B FAT M A R A A T IR ) A AR (36 3) , U B M 1Y
AR BRI E  TEAME S A 2R T R R FEE ) TE o) BSOS, XoF 0 A X R IE 0] 94T M S BA B
R fe Rt . EAPTFEERI] NS MU N R R LR R AL G PRI, 925 L A X RO T
A= By Ay S R v T AR 14 G BT RSO A TR DX 1 S AR R A O H RTA R
S S AR P A TE AR RITEIE AR A AR AR AT UL LS T R R e =2
RO B SO W BUR RO RE L T AR AR B SR M B 230 35 ) 1
IR AR S T AR AR A AL 2 A S AR U RS B OB IR T (£ 4) , &
PSR ENTTYAVIE S A0 % NMEER & L NI R E o9 At G D iy S NPT B S N TTE AR R8RS NTTE AR R P59 +
FICTE A, HACBOR , Bl 2 5 S W B OR (0 KU K DR ke s R A 155 SRS P AR Ay T e AR /DN, AR TE 3R
WY, 5 T8 BUA R TE I B A £ T e e DX B A2 B  (H ST AR LU A B AR BE B2, 41 Bautista 552 B 58 K
P DX S ERORP AR A 1 A0 285 88 55 AR OB B JC B AR (A XU B 8RN ) o T A AR (I & i) A7 5%, T
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Sponarski %Y FENNEE K Cape Breton b [ SR 2 W8 (5 & B, 38 1o (A 560 A B Bl 5 52 0 AR T A ATTx
TEREF BRI el L4 ik AR ( Canis latrans ) 2RI 3G 0T X5 AR 0945 LSk NI REAIR T TCIE BUA , A R4
BT AT T IR A EE . Ak Koeneke Hoenicka %512 HF 97 26 B 3@ 1 ¥ /K 3 361 55 K 11 & ( Carcharodon
carcharias) AT H.BN LA, AT IH BRI A0 2R 0 R i L | A1 7 o) 1) 5 U e A LA B I U
SART RO B S R T H | P2 X AE RS 0 S B AT R TOE AR O R S NS B AR
s,
4.3 XPEEFAMEARER G R

AN F AR A X A BE MU AR AR AT 5T T 2 M A R | R IR S M AT el et IX
R TR DY RS E ABTEAN RIS BEYERE Z WA E 22 57, S AV A AMEIE R g o2l A IX m R A
THRFIE LA SR O FLBUR S5 2 500 00 I A RN S e A M i A R A — o W1 2 3 U 7

TE H I R B AR X B AR PR R T SR 18408 R P kM 1T R A S R Y L AR O TR A
(CANAHFIE B FORBUR AR ) | M Z0E T ICIE A . A58 & A TCIE A G - — 238 5 JliAS , #E X 1R
IR AME T ORI kM RE B AME T O B R M R DR I kM B B4 TR A T 4 K
SEFRS , T RRAR T S A R v ™ 2R B 58 A - SR U XU B A | BDXE A R 2 s ml IR By U A, =
AL BIAI AR A AR TR (a3 4T 1) AR ARARO AT A A ST i SO/ i/ 1 2 i oy
KB RLAS o DU B SAS | B PR 26 55 wp 98 sl i DR I 7 > 90 B A0 p, Al A7 ZE b Rl N & i = %
Bkt DX RO £ S ) A BB AL IG N . 756 e 2 FAMEBUR I, A EE % SR S IR Y B A
% R AR AME T R VS S R ARSI | B RORE B b R 4 AE T AME 1A SPE , WAL S & 2 R g NS B
ERSIL7/LiORLIEAN

5 Zi5EW

51 %55

ARFFAFH EELELUT .

(1) 4 DX BROX T2 = 2 W 285 B AN TR 285 B A B Tl A7 e 22 501, L v RS B LAV AR 32, 43 il 62.64%
1 49.47 % W) 525 5 1) 2 DRAS FE RN BB A B AN A7 A8 EE VB R 3, 73 54T 73.47% F1 68.37% 132 17 &
AR LR 25 BE IR A A R RN

(2) B A= Sh Y S M AT DI 2 el A X RO T2 S5 30 i A B2, HL YO0 IF ) 3 | (R el 8 AR 7R
NS BEYEFE Z [ AFAE 25 5 o AMEEXT 5 DR BE 1 A28 B R WA 53.29 % H T A A B A+ IX e R e 2 A FHUB
SE B EIEE] 0.537,

(3) 11 X o R F 2R Sh W S B DS B el AR =2 B 2 A s, 2564 RAEH O R — , Hop 2
1527 3 B A SR BEVE RO SR M FR BRI FE R DA R A2 207 R B e Ak X e RS, Ak
HiETET R A R R | R AR s R R e A DX R RS B ) AR, R OK b R TR s S R A X R
TTABENME, 26 kF, LiRsgnm R R A 1EHALE] R4 X R RA TR X5 2S5 MEAR DG 2 A 2
RIZEAER P ZE R
52 #iX

T B R AME A R, RN SR R MG B A X RO TR S A R R
@1}\(

(1) SRR MEE R B, 8 S A5t MENL R . DR JCE e ABL 4y 1AM D7 =X, R IRH &5 6 1 P9 45 b XA
BAMEE PR AME SRR LM Z Tu b aME T 2, e B ME R R FEBE S e I RMEEAR I L SORME S A
AT B ARl BRARSE 5 AR

(2) VAR AT RS RIFIAE 2540, AR AVE WA 2 > 2 = v 58 1) 2 B2 D/ 4 IX s R G ARll F R A
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R, ARFE L RS L R BT (. b, | 35 23k 25 e b S5 AR i DR, & SR I 7l , i e AR AR e L 25
A, BEARHE DX B TS S DR i XU 0L, A7 B T2 i B a2 n A &kt . HLUGR AR R 45 4, ] 4 3%
W EARFF G Z R B Yk Bm s (AR A b JE R 2 P AR IR, d2 080 FOK AR T AR
P AT RS = HE2E R S A S0 B E 2R IS 5% ( Lactuca sativa ) BI85 IV 24 S5 B9 T 25 44 45

(3) il ik Z Ay KB E AL R T A sh W) i IR BT . +E DX R T4 3 W) iy B I 5T 02
BB AIARAS LR, AT PRAMUAUR SRS A M — 22 T T BN 2 e m e A n A dlote . Jtisas
ANMHHIRBE BORE G RAESETBOT R A S B B A MBE , 32wtk X E R ST B 8 258 58
G3 R R REAEAE A L ) 2 P O A R SO A 740 0 8, 3 Fsf 85 o ek IXC e B e 2 5 S =R s ) 1) . 2l e A 44
B, KA U I, it o e s M (S R AR Y AT BB
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