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Abstract
Understanding the spatio-temporal distribution of ungulates is important for effec-
tive wildlife management, particularly for economically and ecologically important 
species such as wild boar (Sus scrofa). Wild boars are generally considered to exhibit 
substantial behavioral flexibility, but it is unclear how their behavior varies across dif-
ferent conservation management regimes and levels of human pressure. To analyze if 
and how wild boars adjust their space use or their temporal niche, we surveyed wild 
boars across the core and buffer zones (collectively referred to as the conservation 
zone) and the transition zone of a biosphere reserve. These zones represent low and 
high levels of human pressure, respectively. Specifically, we employed a network of 
53 camera traps distributed in the Schaalsee UNESCO Biosphere Reserve over a 14-
month period (19,062 trap nights) and estimated circadian activity patterns, diel ac-
tivity levels, and occupancy of wild boars in both zones. To account for differences in 
environmental conditions and day length, we estimated these parameters separately 
for seven 2-month periods. Our results showed that the wild boars were primarily 
nocturnal, with diurnal activity occurring dominantly during the summer months. The 
diel activity patterns in the two zones were very similar overall, although the wild 
boars were slightly less active in the transition zone than in the conservation zone. 
Diel activity levels also varied seasonally, ranging from 7.5 to 11.0 h day−1, and scaled 
positively with the length of the night (R2 = 0.66–0.67). Seasonal occupancy esti-
mates were exceptionally high (point estimates ranged from 0.65 to 0.99) and similar 
across zones, suggesting that the wild boars used most of the biosphere reserve. 
Overall, this result suggests that different conservation management regimes (in this 
case, the zoning of a biosphere reserve) have little impact on wild boar behavior. This 
finding is relevant for wildlife management in protected areas where possibly high 
wild boar densities could interfere with conservation goals within these areas and 
those of agricultural land use in their vicinity.
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1  | INTRODUC TION

Land use and other human pressures have substantial, yet complex 
consequences for wildlife populations (Tucker et al., 2020). Many 
large mammal species are in decline due to anthropogenic impacts 
(Bar-On et al., 2018; Craigie et al., 2010) and are subject to species 
filtering in human-dominated landscapes (Brashares, 2010; Riggio 
et al., 2018). In contrast, some species can persist or even thrive 
in human-dominated landscapes (Tucker et al., 2020). This is ex-
emplified by the rebounding of the populations of European large 
mammals, especially of many European ungulates (Apollonio et al., 
2010; Chapron et al., 2014). This is particularly the case for roe deer 
(Capreolus capreolus), red deer (Cervus elaphus), and wild boar (Sus 
scrofa), populations of which have increased markedly during recent 
decades (Carpio et al., 2020; Massei et al., 2015; Milner et al., 2006). 
What remains unclear in this context, however, is how space use 
of these ungulates has changed and whether it varies in relation to 
varying levels of human pressure.

The population and distributional range of wild boar have mark-
edly increased in recent times, with concomitant increases in the 
species' impact on other organisms and human livelihoods (Barrios-
Garcia & Ballari, 2012). The foraging behavior of wild boar (i.e., 
rooting: overturning the soil in search of food) leads to substantial 
crop and grassland damage (Cocca et al., 2007; Herrero et al., 2006; 
Schley et al., 2008; Schley & Roper, 2003). Furthermore, rooting can 
have negative effects on plant cover, diversity, and regeneration 
(Barrios-Garcia & Ballari, 2012), and wild boar behavior can there-
fore be in conflict with conservation goals. For example, the foraging 
behavior of wild boar can compromise the reproductive success of 
ground-breeding bird species (Carpio et al., 2014; Oja et al., 2017), 
threaten reptiles (Graitson et al., 2019), and negatively impact plant 
biodiversity (Hone, 2002). The recent increase in the wild boar pop-
ulation size has primarily been attributed to higher food availability 
due to agricultural intensification as well as milder winters due to 
climate change (Barrios-Garcia & Ballari, 2012; Massei et al., 2015; 
Vetter et al., 2015, 2020). Attempts to control wild boar populations 
through recreational hunting alone are typically considered ineffi-
cient and ineffective (Keuling et al., 2013, 2016), and the relative 
impact of hunting on wild boar mortality has recently decreased 
(Massei et al., 2015). Nevertheless, hunting remains the main cause 
of wild boar mortality in Central Europe (Keuling et al., 2013).

The success of wild boar populations in human-dominated land-
scapes can in part be attributed to the substantial plasticity of wild 
boar behavior (Lemel et al., 2003; Podgorski et al., 2013). Wild boars 
are habitat generalists and can survive well in a wide variety of hab-
itats, including agricultural fields, which are primarily used during 
the growing season (Amendolia et al., 2019; Johann et al., 2020; 
Morelle & Lejeune, 2015; Morelle et al., 2015; Thurfjell et al., 2009). 

Wild boars can adjust the daily temporal patterns of their behavior 
(Figure 1) and become almost exclusively nocturnal in areas that are 
subject to hunting or greater human activity (Brivio et al., 2017; van 
Doormaal et al., 2015; Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, Dormann, 
et al., 2020; Ohashi et al., 2013; Russo et al., 1997). Additionally, 
seasonal changes (e.g., a decrease in resource availability and hiding 
cover) can mediate their spatial and temporal use and avoidance of 
human-impacted landscapes. For example, Viola et al. (2021) regis-
tered significant increases in wild boar abundance from early sum-
mer to autumn and hypothesized that these temporal shifts in the 
home range were related to the loss of hiding cover after the agricul-
tural harvest period. Likewise, urban and rural wild boars perceive 
humans differently, most likely due to their differential habituation 
to humans (Stillfried et al., 2017). Nevertheless, urban wild boars 
still strongly prefer natural landscapes (Stillfried et al., 2017) and 
the availability of (semi-)natural hiding places appears to be crucial 
for wild boar to cope with stressful situations (Rutten et al., 2020). 
This effect is also indicated by increased crop damage to agricultural 
fields in the vicinity of forests (Thurfjell et al., 2009), especially those 
where hunting is restricted or banned (Amici et al., 2012). In heavily 
hunted wild boar populations, both spatial and temporal behavioral 
adjustments in response to differences in human activity have been 
observed (e.g. Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, Dormann, et al., 2020; 
Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, Heurich, et al., 2020; Keuling et al., 
2008b; Massei et al., 2015). A better understanding the wide vari-
ability of wild boar behavior in human-dominated landscapes is thus 
particularly relevant for conservation planning in protected areas.

UNESCO biosphere reserves represent interesting quasi-
experimental settings to assess the effects of different human pres-
sures on the behavior of wildlife and wild boar specifically. Biosphere 
reserves are designed to integrate the management of natural re-
sources by combining conservation and human development through 
regional zoning. The zonal structure of biosphere reserves can serve 
as a useful proxy for a certain level of anthropogenic disturbance 
because each zone represents a defined intensity of human impact. 
The strictly protected core zone is characterized by a minimum of 
human intervention, and access is restricted to research, monitor-
ing, or educational purposes only. It is surrounded or adjoined by the 
buffer zone (high protection level) with the objective of conserving 
species-rich cultural landscapes. The core and buffer zone (which 
are considered together in this study as the “conservation zone”) 
are in turn surrounded by the transition zone, which has low or no 
protection status and consists mostly of agricultural land and set-
tlements. The goal of the transition zone is to achieve sustainable 
development in the wider area (UNESCO, 2017). Given these differ-
ent protection levels, wild boar in the conservation zone should be 
less exposed to human disturbance and predation risk than those in 
the transition zone. As wildlife species can change their diel activity 
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patterns toward greater nocturnal activity when subject to human 
disturbance (Gaynor et al., 2018), we would expect that (1) wild boar 
in the conservation zone exhibit more diurnal activity than wild boar 
in the transition zone. In addition, we would expect that wild boar 
primarily used less disturbed areas and thus hypothesized that (2) 
the occupancy of wild boar is greater in the conservation zone than 
in the transition zone. Finally, we would expect that (3) space use 
and diel activity patterns in wild boar are mediated by seasonal ef-
fects, as wild boar may adjust their space use according to variations 
in seasonal resource availability. For example, between May and 
October, wild boar often use agricultural fields until harvest (Keuling 
et al., 2009), and the home ranges of female wild boar may be greater 
during the summer months than during the winter months (Keuling 
et al., 2008a). Thus, we would expect a greater occupancy of wild 
boar in the transition zone during the summer months than during 
the winter months. In areas distant from the equator, where the day 
length varies (Vazquez et al., 2019), seasonality could also affect the 
timing of wild boar activity (Keuling et al., 2008b). If wild boar are 
primarily nocturnal and if sunset and sunrise are crucial triggers of 
wild boar activity (Hill et al., 2003; Lemel et al., 2003), we would ex-
pect that wild boar activity during the summer months would start 
later in the evening and end earlier in the morning than that in the 
winter months and that diel activity levels (i.e., the amount of time 
that wild boar are active) would be positively correlated with the 

length of the night. To test these specific predictions, we surveyed 
wild boar along a systematic network of camera traps distributed in 
the conservation and transition zones of the Schaalsee Biosphere 
Reserve over a 14-month period.

2  | MATERIAL AND METHODS

2.1 | Study area

The Schaalsee UNESCO Biosphere Reserve is located in northern 
Germany in the center of the conurbations of Hamburg, Lübeck, 
and Schwerin (central coordinates: 53°39′09″N, 10°59′25″E). It 
covers an area of approximately 310 km2 (expansion from north to 
south: ~32 km; from east to west: ~12 km) along the eastern shore 
of the Lake Schaalsee (Figure 2). Schaalsee was a natural part of 
the closed inner German border between 1961 and 1989. This sit-
uation supported undisturbed natural development and thereby 
created the basis for its designation as a biosphere reserve. The 
reserve is approximately 49% arable land, 21% grassland, 19% 
forest, 8% lakes and small water bodies, and 3% settlements and 
roads. The main biome type is a Baltic beech forest. The biosphere 
reserve comprises 18 nature conservation areas covering ap-
proximately 25% of its total area. Like all biosphere reserves, it is 

F I G U R E  1   Exemplary camera trap pictures of wild boar (Sus scrofa) in the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve
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divided into three different zones: (1) the core zone (17.6 km2; ~6% 
of the total area), (2) the buffer zone (92.4 km2; ~29%), and the (3) 
transition zone (195.7 km2; ~65%).

The region is influenced by both sub-Atlantic and subcontinental 
climates, as it is located in the intermediate area between these two 
climate zones. During the study period (July 2018–August 2019), 
the mean air temperature was 12°C. The lowest air temperature 
was reached in January 2019, at −8°C, and the highest was reached 
in July 2018, at 36°C. The average precipitation during the camera 
trapping session was 41 mm per month (mean variance of the daily 
precipitation: 16.2). The lowest mean precipitation levels during 
the study period were recorded in November 2018 (11.9 mm) and 
April 2019 (13.6 mm), while March 2019 (75.6 mm) and June 2019 
(119.6 mm) were the rainiest months (information derived from the 
reserve's weather station in Zarrentin).

Hunting in the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve is carried out by 
private hunters and professional foresters. The two administra-
tive districts of the region comprise approximately 80 hunting dis-
tricts. The mean annual hunting bag for wild boar in these hunting 
districts between 2012 and 2018 was about 1,280 individuals, 
with a rising trend over time. There are no closed seasons for wild 
boar hunting, aside from a general hunting ban on mother sows. 
Single hunts from blinds or by stalking take place year-round. 
The use of bait sites to facilitate hunting is common. Additionally, 
driven hunts are performed between October and January. In the 
core zone, hunting is allowed only to avoid wildlife damages to the 
adjacent agricultural fields or for animal health purposes. Aside 
from these situations, there is a fundamental ban on human inter-
ference and thus also on the management of game ungulates in 
core zone areas. In the buffer and transition zones, there are no 

F I G U R E  2   Location of camera trap 
stations, management zones, and key 
landscape features of the study area in 
the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve. The 
inset at the top right indicates the location 
of the study area within Germany
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special restrictions in terms of hunting. The difference between 
the buffer and transition zones is thus mostly characterized by the 
intensity of agriculture.

2.2 | Camera trap survey

We established our study area as a contiguous area of approximately 
200  km2 by clipping approximately 110  km2 of the total reserve 
(see the dotted line in Figure 2). We then placed a raster layer of 
4 × 4 km2 cells over the study area and marked one potential location 
for camera placement within each cell on the basis of aerial imagery. 
For logistical and data protection reasons, we restricted the camera 
locations to state forest areas or areas that are owned by the reserve 
administration, the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) or the Schaalsee-
Landschaft Communal Association (Zweckverband). In the field, we 
navigated to the predetermined camera location and scanned the 
surrounding area for wildlife trails, paths, or tracks. We attached 
camera traps (Bushnell TrophyCam and TrophyCam HD) to either a 
tree or a wooden pole (positioned with a metal ground sleeve) at a 
height of between 0.5 m and 0.9 m and fixed all cameras on stands, 
which allowed the camera trap's orientation and inclination to be ad-
justed. This facilitated the positioning of the cameras, especially on 
hilly terrain, to ensure that an individual of the target species would 
be fully visible in the photographs at the optimal detection range 
of the devices at approximately 10 m. We placed the camera traps 
in June 2018, and they were operational until we recovered them 
in August 2019 (unless cameras were malfunctioning or stolen). We 
visited them once per month for maintenance and to exchange mem-
ory cards. Four Bushnell camera traps were stolen during the study 
period and were replaced by Stealthcam devices (model GX45NG). 
In total, we set up 53 camera trap stations, of which 19 stations were 
established in the transition zone and 34 in the conservation zone.

We processed, organized, and tagged all images using the open-
source software CAMELOT version 1.6.2 (Hendry & Mann, 2018). 
The tags included the species as well as the number of individuals, 
sex, and age class if recognizable. In line with other camera trap re-
search, we counted two observations of the same species as inde-
pendent if they were at least 30 min apart (Briceno-Mendez et al., 
2016; Havmøller et al., 2020). For the statistical analyses, we grouped 
the wild boar events into seven seasonal clusters. Each cluster com-
prised 2  months of data and represented a time period of similar 
day length and vegetation phenology and contained a sufficient 
number of detections to model activity patterns as well as capture 
histories to model occupancy. The seasonal clusters were defined as 
follows: late summer 2018 (LS2018): July–August; fall 2018 (F2018): 
September–October; winter 2018 (W2018): November–December; 
winter 2019 (W2019): January–February; spring 2019 (S2019): 
March–April; early summer 2019 (ES2019): May–June; and late sum-
mer 2019 (LS2019): July–August. For each bimonthly period, we 
obtained the night length of the last day of the first month (sunrise-
and-sunset.com, 2020). We considered the images from the camera 
traps from the conservation zone (i.e., the combined core and buffer 

zones) together because we had few cameras in the core zone and 
because the two zones do not differ much with respect to human 
impacts that could affect wild boar behavior.

2.3 | Statistical analysis

To analyze and illustrate wild boar diel activity patterns, we used 
the activity (Rowcliffe, 2019; Rowcliffe et al., 2014) and overlap 
(Ridout & Linkie, 2009) R packages (R Core Team, 2019). Based on 
the time-stamped photographs, we modeled the circadian rhythms 
of wild boar for each bimonthly period and management zone. We 
conducted pairwise comparisons (i.e., time-matched comparisons 
between the conservation and transition zones) of the diel activ-
ity distributions (i.e., assessing the overlap and shape of the distri-
butions) and of the wild boar diel activity levels (i.e., assessing the 
proportion of daily activity) using the compareCkern and compareAct 
functions, respectively. For all comparisons, we used 1000 boot-
strap replicates. To broadly describe how much of the wild boar ac-
tivity occurred during the daytime (defined here as the time after 
sunrise and before sunset) and the nighttime (defined as the time 
after sunset and before sunrise), we calculated the proportions of 
daytime and nighttime camera events for each season and manage-
ment zone. To further analyze whether diel activity levels were as-
sociated with night length, we plotted the duration of active time 
day−1 (calculated by multiplying the activity level by 24 h) against the 
night length (defined as the time period between sunset and sunrise) 
during each bimonthly period and fitted separate linear regressions 
for these relationships in both zones of the reserve.

To assess the broad-scale distribution patterns of wild boar in the 
study area, we fitted single-season occupancy models (MacKenzie 
et al., 2017) for each time period in the R package unmarked (Fiske 
& Chandler, 2011). For the entire survey period, we created capture 
histories of wild boar at each station (presence = 1, absence = 0) 
based on the calendar weeks. For each bimonthly period, we 
matched the calendar weeks as closely as possible, generally result-
ing in 9 weeks per bimonthly period (except for W2019 = 8 weeks 
and LS 2019 = 7 weeks), and used these capture histories for occu-
pancy modeling. When cameras were stolen or malfunctioning for 
more than three days per calendar week, we assigned “NA” to the 
corresponding cell and week.

Because sampling effort differed across zones, and as we were 
interested in broad-scale differences in the distribution of wild boar, 
we evaluated four candidate occupancy models: (1) an intercept only 
model where detection probability (p) and occupancy (psi/ψ) are con-
stant, (2) one model with constant p and psi conditional on the zone 
of the biosphere reserve, (3) one candidate model with constant psi 
and p conditional on the zone of the biosphere reserve, and (4) the 
most complex model where psi and p are conditional on the zone 
of the biosphere reserve. To account for multiple models receiv-
ing similar support, we used model-averaging to aggregate models 
that performed equally (ΔAICc < 2) using the AICcmodavg package 
in R (Mazerolle, 2020). We back-transformed the model-averaged 
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occupancy and detection probability estimates using the predict 
function and plotted these bimonthly estimates.

3  | RESULTS

Our 14-month-long camera trap survey yielded a total of 4,017 wild 
boar events (core & buffer zone: 2,903; transition zone: 1,114) from 
an effort of 19,062 camera trap days (core & buffer zone: 12,154; 
transition zone: 6,872). Based on the camera trapping rates, the spe-
cies with the highest relative abundance was roe deer (43% of all 
camera trap events), followed by wild boar (25%). Red deer (1.1%) 
and fallow deer (0.4%) were considerably less abundant. Invasive 
raccoons (Procyon lotor) ranked third, at 10% of all observations and 
thus showed a higher relative abundance than autochthonous red 
foxes (Vulpes vulpes), at 7% of all observations.

The analyses of our camera trap data indicated that the bi-
monthly diel activity distributions of the observed wild boar were 
predominantly characterized by nocturnal behavior. This was con-
sistent throughout the bimonthly periods and in both the conserva-
tion and transition zones of the biosphere reserve (Figure 3). During 
most bimonthly periods, wild boar exhibited singular activity peaks 
during the first half or the middle of the night (fall 2018, winter 2018, 
winter 2019, and spring 2019). However, during the summer months 
(late summer 2018, early summer 2019, and late summer 2019), ac-
tivity peaked in the first half of the night and the time before sunrise 
(Figure 3). The pairwise, time-matched comparisons indicated that 
the diel activity patterns in the conservation and transition zones 
overlapped to a large degree (Table 1) and generally did not differ 
significantly between zones. However, during spring 2019 and early 
summer 2019, the daily distributions differed significantly between 
zones (Table 1). Although they were mostly nocturnal, the wild boar 
exhibited some diurnal activity (Figure 4), especially in the early 
morning and early evening (Figure 3). The proportion of diurnal ac-
tivity was particularly noticeable during the summer periods (late 
summer 2018, early summer 2019, late summer 2019) and tended 
to be greater in the conservation zone than in the transition zone 
(Figure 4). The diel activity levels ranged from 7.5 to 11  h day−1. 
Over the course of the year, the bimonthly diel activity levels of 
wild boar fluctuated considerably in the conservation and transition 
zones (Figure 5). The seasonally matched diel activity level estimates 
tended to be slightly lower in the transition zone than in the con-
servation zone, yet these differences were significant during only 
the fall 2018 period (Table 2). Fall 2018 was also the period with 
the highest diel activity levels in the conservation zone (11 h day−1, 
95% CI: 9.4–11.6), followed by only slightly lower values during the 
following winter periods (W2018: 10.9  h day−1, 95% CI: 9.4–11.7; 
W2019: 10.3 h day−1, 95% CI: 8.6–10.7). Similarly, diel activity levels 

in the transition zone were the highest during the winter seasons 
(2018: 10.3  h day−1, 95% CI: 8.3–11.3; 2019: 9.9  h day−1, 95% CI: 
7.9–10.8) and the lowest in early summer 2019 (7.5  h day−1, 95% 
CI: 6.2–8.5) (Figure 5a). Overall, wild boar diel activity levels were 
slightly higher in the conservation zone than in the transition zone 
(Figure 5b), yet the pairwise comparisons revealed significant differ-
ences in diel activity levels during only the fall 2018 period (Table 2). 
The bimonthly diel activity level estimates were positively associ-
ated with night length, and the linear regression models explained 
a substantial amount of the observed variation in estimated diel ac-
tivity levels (R2 = 0.66 for the conservation zone; R2 = 0.67 for the 
transition zone) (Figure 5b).

Model selection often highlighted the intercept-only models 
(LS2018, W2018, W2019, S2019) and models where detection prob-
ability was conditional on the zone (LS2018, F2018, W2018, W2019, 
S2019, and ES2019) as the best-performing models. During four sur-
vey periods (F2018, S2019, ES2019, and LS2109), there was some 
support for the hypothesis that wild boar occupancy was different 
across zones (Table 3). Model-averaged estimates indicate high wild 
boar occupancy in both zones of the biosphere reserve throughout 
the study period (Figure 6a), with model-averaged point estimates 
ranging from 0.65 to 0.99. Across most (5/7) bimonthly periods, 
there was weak evidence for occupancy estimates of wild boar to 
differ between the zones of the reserve (Figure 6a). However, during 
the early and late summer period 2019, we found strong support for 
wild boar occupancy to be lower in the transition zone than in the 
conservation zone (Table 3; Figure 6a). The detection probabilities 
of wild boar were fairly constant across the bimonthly periods, with 
model-averaged point estimates ranging between 0.42 and 0.62 
(Figure 6b). Model selection generally provided support for slightly 
lower detection probabilities in the transition zones compared to the 
conservation zone, especially during the winter of 2018 and early 
summer of 2019 (Figure 6b; Table 3).

4  | DISCUSSION

Most landscapes across the globe are now human-dominated (Ellis 
et al., 2021). Understanding how wildlife alters its behavior in such 
landscapes is thus important for effectively managing the positive 
and negative impacts of wildlife (Ceausu et al., 2019; Neumann et al., 
2021) and finding solutions to achieve coexistence between wildlife 
and people (König, Carter, et al., 2021; König et al., 2020). Here, we 
analyzed wild boar diel activity patterns across the different conser-
vation zones of a biosphere reserve, which represent different levels 
of disturbance, using a systematic camera trap survey and occu-
pancy modeling. Our findings highlight that during most of the study 
period, wild boar diel activity was not notably different between the 

F I G U R E  3   Bimonthly activity patterns of wild boar (Sus scrofa) in the conservation (a, c, e, g, I, k, m) and transition (b, d, f, h, j, l, n) zones of 
the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve, Germany. LS2018: July–August 2018 (a, b); F2018: September–October 2018 (c, d); W2018: November–
December 2018 (e, f); W2019: January–February 2019 (g, h); S2019: March–April 2019 (i, j); ES2019: May-June 2019 (k, l); LS2019: July–
August 2019 (m, n). The gray shaded areas represent activities at nighttime, defined as the time between sunset and sunrise
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zones with different levels of disturbance. Occupancy levels were 
generally high throughout the reserve, indicating that zoning had 
little influence on wild boar space use. Considering that wild boar 
numbers in Europe have been increasing strongly recently, resulting 
in growing conflicts with agriculture and conservation, our results 
highlight that wild boar population management should be aligned 
with other land management goals. More generally, our study shows 
that structuring a landscape into zones with different disturbance 

levels alone does not essentially influence the diel activity patterns 
of or space use by wild boar.

4.1 | Wild boar nocturnality and human activity

Our results are well in line with studies on the diel activity pat-
terns of wild boar subject to hunting pressure (Boitani et al., 1994; 
Brivio et al., 2017; van Doormaal et al., 2015; Johann, Handschuh, 
Linderoth, Dormann, et al., 2020; Keuling et al., 2008b; Ohashi 
et al., 2013; Podgorski et al., 2013; Russo et al., 1997), as our 
14-month-long camera trap study suggests that the wild boar 
in the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve in northern Germany were 
primarily nocturnal (Figures 3 and 4). Although the wild boar is 
often classified as nocturnal (Bennie et al., 2014), there is ample 
evidence that wild boars exhibit substantial diurnal activity and 
tend to be rather cathemeral if they are not subject to hunting 
(de Assis Morais et al., 2020; Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, 
Dormann, et al., 2020; Podgorski et al., 2013). Shifts to nocturnal 
behavior in response to human disturbance have been observed 
in multiple species, and such shifts have been hypothesized to 
affect individual fitness, population dynamics, species interac-
tions, and evolution (Gaynor et al., 2018). In wild boar, adjust-
ing activity to times when humans are less active seems to be 
a fitness-enhancing strategy, as indicated by the increasing wild 
boar populations across Europe (Carpio et al., 2020; Keuling et al., 
2013, 2016; Massei et al., 2015).

TA B L E  1   Test statistics from randomization tests (1000 
bootstrap iterations) of the probability that bimonthly (LS2018: 
July–August 2018; F2018: September–October 2018; W2018: 
November–December 2018; W2019: January–February 2019; 
S2019: March–April 2019; ES2019: May–June 2019; LS2019: July–
August 2019) circular observations of wild boar in the conservation 
zone are from the same distribution as the circular observations of 
wild boar in the transition zone of the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve, 
Germany

Observed 
overlap

Mean null 
overlap

SE of null 
distribution p-value

LS2018 0.877 0.916 0.023 .061

F2018 0.877 0.917 0.025 .314

W2018 0.891 0.928 0.022 .054

W2019 0.903 0.928 0.022 .149

S2019 0.886 0.931 0.019 .019

ES2019 0.870 0.926 0.020 .007

LS2019 0.850 0.876 0.029 .172

F I G U R E  4   Proportion of nighttime and daytime camera trap events for wild boar in the conservation and transition zones of the 
Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve during bimonthly (LS2018: July–August 2018; F2018: September–October 2018; W2018: November–
December 2018; W2019: January–February 2019; S2019: March–April 2019; ES2019: May–June 2019; LS2019: July–August 2019) time 
periods
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4.2 | Wild boar nocturnality and seasonality

Our analyses provided only partial support for the hypothesis that 
conservation zoning in a biosphere reserve has a marked effect 
on wild boar diel activity patterns. In five of the seven selected bi-
monthly periods, we did not detect significant differences in diel 
activity patterns between the conservation and transition zones 
(Table 1). However, during the summer seasons, the diurnal activ-
ity of wild boar was consistently greater in the conservation zone 
than in the transition zone (Figure 4); this result supports our first 
hypothesis. The apparent seasonal aspect of this effect could indi-
cate that human disturbances in the different management zones 
differ seasonally (e.g., increased human activity in the agricultural 
fields in the transition zone) and that wild boars adaptively respond 

to such differences. In our study area, as well as in other study areas 
across Germany (Erdtmann & Keuling, 2020; Johann, Handschuh, 
Linderoth, Dormann, et al., 2020; Keuling et al., 2008b), wild boar 
spent more than half of the day resting (Figure 5). In our study, the 
active time that included movement, foraging, and social inter-
actions was positively correlated with the night length (Figure 5b 
(compare also Keuling et al., 2008b)), indicating that wild boar diel 
activity is constrained to times when it is dark (Figures 3 and 4). 
Thus, the diurnal activity around dusk and dawn we found during 
the summer months (Figure 3) may merely be required to allow for 
sufficient foraging time during periods of the year when the nights 
are short (Keuling et al., 2008a, 2008b). The positive association 
between night length and diel activity level is consistent with the 
hypothesis that wild boar use the cover of the night for their activi-
ties (compare also Keuling et al. (2008b) in a neighboring study area), 
but our results showing high wild boar diel activity levels during the 
winter months are in contrast to the wild boar diel activity patterns 
observed in southern Germany. Based on data from accelerometers 
fitted to wild boars, Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, Dormann, et al. 
(2020) found the highest wild boar diel activity during the summer 
months. Keuling et al. (2008b) also found the highest activity rates 
per hour in summer, while the total duration of activities per 24-h 
cycle remained similar year-round. We suspect that differences in 
environmental and weather conditions [e.g., there may have been 
more snow cover during the winter months in the study of Johann, 
Handschuh, Linderoth, Dormann, et al. (2020) than in our study] 
could explain such differences in seasonal diel activity levels (Lemel 
et al., 2003). Interestingly, Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, Dormann, 
et al. (2020) found one activity peak around midnight, which is 
broadly in line with our results for the fall, winter, and spring periods 
(Figure 3). However, during the summer months in 2018 and 2019 
(both summers were exceptionally warm), wild boar activity in our 
study area peaked just before sunrise (Figure 3). Because wild boar 
adjust their diel activity to the air temperature and avoid being ac-
tive at temperatures above a region-specific threshold (Figure 5 in 

F I G U R E  5   (a) Bimonthly (LS2018: July–August 2018; F2018: 
September–October 2018; W2018: November–December 2018; 
W2019: January–February 2019; S2019: March–April 2019; 
ES2019: May–June 2019; LS2019: July–August 2019) activity levels 
(estimated in hours active day−1) and associated 95% confidence 
intervals for wild boar (Sus scrofa) in the conservation and transition 
zones of the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve, Germany; (b) depicts the 
relationship between wild boar activity (measured in hours day−1) 
and the night length for each bimonthly period

TA B L E  2   Test statistics from the Wald test for differences 
between bimonthly (LS2018: July–August 2018; F2018: 
September–October 2018; W2018: November-December 2018; 
W2019: January–February 2019; S2019: March–April 2019; 
ES2019: May–June 2019; LS2019: July–August 2019) estimates of 
wild boar activity levels in the conservation zone and the transition 
zone of the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve, Germany

Difference
SE of the 
difference W-score p-value

LS2018 0.023 0.039 0.359 .549

F2018 0.083 0.040 4.230 .040

W2018 0.025 0.040 0.383 .536

W2019 0.017 0.038 0.185 .667

S2019 0.002 0.039 0.003 .954

ES2019 0.059 0.034 3.018 .082

LS2019 −0.025 0.045 0.302 .583
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Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, Dormann, et al. (2020)), it is there-
fore plausible that wild boar are preferentially active during the com-
paratively cold times before sunrise during the summer months. In 
sum, our study suggests that conservation zoning affects the diel 
activity patterns and budgets of wild boar only during the summer 
months and only to a relatively small extent. Generally, wild boar diel 
activity in our study area was primarily restricted to the nighttime 
and may also have been mediated by the ambient temperature.

4.3 | Do wild boar adjust their space use?

Our camera trap survey revealed high estimates of wild boar occupancy 
in both the transition and conservation zones of the biosphere reserve, 
suggesting that the species was widely distributed across the reserve. 
Except for the early and late summer of 2019 (when there was relatively 
strong support for occupancy to be lower in the transition zone than 
in the conservation zone), the occupancy estimates were similar across 

TA B L E  3   Model selection table, showing key statistics of candidate models for estimating bimonthly (LS2018: July–August 2018; F2018: 
September–October 2018; W2018: November–December 2018; W2019: January–February 2019; S2019: March–April 2019; ES2019: May–
June 2019; LS2019: July–August 2019) wild boar occupancy in the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve, Germany

Model p (Intercept) psi (Intercept) p (zone) psi (zone) df logLik AICc ΔAICc Weight

LS2018

1 .02 1.81 2 −258.78 521.80 0.00 0.40

2 .14 1.80 + 3 −257.81 522.20 0.33 0.34

3 .02 1.66 + 3 −258.67 523.90 2.04 0.14

4 .15 1.64 + + 4 −257.67 524.30 2.44 0.12

F2018

2 .47 2.85 + 3 −258.58 523.70 0.00 0.68

4 .47 3.37 + + 4 −258.16 525.30 1.55 0.31

1 .20 2.71 2 −264.99 534.30 10.55 0.00

3 .20 3.39 + 3 −264.40 535.40 11.64 0.00

W2018

1 .24 4.25 2 −267.67 539.60 0.00 0.46

2 .32 4.13 + 3 −267.19 540.90 1.32 0.24

3 .24 3.61 + 3 −267.34 541.20 1.62 0.20

4 .33 3.55 + + 4 −266.83 542.60 3.00 0.10

W2019

1 .25 2.48 2 −240.27 484.80 0.00 0.38

2 .14 2.46 + 3 −239.25 485.00 0.22 0.34

3 .25 2.76 + 3 −240.05 486.60 1.82 0.15

4 .14 2.78 + + 4 −238.98 486.90 2.07 0.13

S2019

2 .56 3.17 + 3 −277.44 561.40 0.00 0.40

1 .44 3.16 2 −278.72 561.70 0.28 0.35

4 .56 3.44 + + 4 −277.34 563.60 2.18 0.13

3 .44 3.44 + 3 −278.61 563.80 2.35 0.12

ES2019

4 .30 7.60 + + 4 −282.31 573.50 0.00 0.53

2 .33 2.54 + 3 −284.38 575.30 1.77 0.22

3 .16 8.98 + 3 −284.50 575.50 2.01 0.19

1 .18 2.53 2 −286.87 578.00 4.47 0.06

LS2019

3 .26 3.59 + 3 −178.53 363.60 0.00 0.53

4 .38 3.50 + + 4 −177.57 364.10 0.47 0.42

2 .39 1.89 + 3 −181.57 369.70 6.08 0.03

1 .26 1.79 2 −182.89 370.10 6.43 0.02

Note: We tested for candidate models in which detection probability (p) or occupancy (psi) are either constant (.) or conditional on the conservation 
zone (zone).
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the zones of the biosphere reserve (Table 3; Figure 6). Thus, similar to 
our conclusion regarding the activity pattern hypothesis, our results 
only partially support the hypothesis that zoning affects space use by 
wild boar. The literature describes contrasting effects of seasonality 
on wild boar movement in Central Europe. Morelle and Lejeune (2015) 
suggested that wild boar populations in Belgium increase their range 
during the growing season, whereas Johann, Handschuh, Linderoth, 
Dormann, et al. (2020) found that GPS-collared wild boar in southern 
Germany expanded their home range sizes during the winter months. 
Without more detailed information on the movement patterns of indi-
vidual wild boars within our study area, it is difficult to hypothesize why 
wild boar occupancy tended to be lower in the transition zone during 
the summer months. More generally, however, our camera trap survey 
does not necessarily support the hypothesized seasonal shift in the 
distribution of wild boar (Keuling et al., 2009; Morelle & Lejeune, 2015) 

from forests (mostly in the conservation zone) during the nongrowing 
season to agricultural areas (mostly in the transition zone) during the 
growing season. Given the high occupancy estimates in both zones, it 
is plausible that the wild boar population in the Schaalsee Biosphere 
Reserve occurs at a locally high density. As resources are limited, habi-
tat selection is likely density-dependent (Avgar et al., 2020), making it 
hard to reveal habitat suitability and selection for generalists, such as 
wild boar (Morelle et al., 2015). Disentangling whether conservation 
zoning has relevant fitness consequences for wild boar would require 
a more detailed spatial analysis that outlines which areas are sources 
(i.e., mapping effective recruitment) and which areas are sinks (i.e., 
mapping mortality) for wild boar sounders (e.g., Mosser et al., 2009).

4.4 | Implications for wild boar management

The main objectives of protected areas are to maintain ecosystems 
and their biodiversity, (Pullin et al., 2013), along with social and de-
velopment goals, such as opportunities to experience and observe 
wildlife (Arbieu et al., 2017). With regard to conservation goals, wild 
boar rooting could have impacts on biodiversity (Cuevas et al., 2010, 
2012). Likewise, socio-economically wild boar could have both nega-
tive impacts (e.g., crop damages) and positive impacts (e.g., more 
wildlife experiences) (Ceausu et al., 2019; König, Ceaușu, et al., 
2021). The zoning of protected areas is a potentially effective way 
to manage these trade-offs in space, yet the transboundary effects 
of wild boar foraging outside protected areas and causing damage to 
farmland are major challenges (Amici et al., 2012; Geisser & Reyer, 
2004; König et al., 2020; Schley et al., 2008). Our finding that zoning 
had little effect on wild boar diel activity and space use shows that 
this trade-off is not effectively managed through zoning alone. We 
therefore suggest that there are multiple, nonmutually exclusive ex-
planations for this finding. First, wild boars may not perceive strong 
differences between zones with respect to human influences, as 
they are hunted in both zones. Second, the current core zone in the 
Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve is patchily distributed and relatively 
small, which might explain the only slight differences we detected 
between zones. Finally, the apparently high boar densities require 
boars to use less suitable areas, and wild boars may use avoidance 
behavior at small spatio-temporal scales to avoid interference with 
humans (Stillfried et al., 2017).

Wild boars can benefit from protected areas, as these provide 
refuges (Colomer et al., 2021). Although our study did not reveal 
strong effects of zoning on the spatio-temporal behavior of wild 
boars, our results indicate that the animals intensively use the pro-
tected areas when moving through their agriculturally character-
ized habitat. For this reason, we assume that the core zones of the 
UNESCO Biosphere Reserve Schaalsee, which are small and patchily 
distributed, and provide important stepping stones for wild boars, 
ensuring the connectivity of habitats within the reserve. Given 
the substantial capacity and flexibility of wild boar reproduction 
(Frauendorf et al., 2016; Gamelon et al., 2017; Servanty et al., 2009; 

F I G U R E  6   (a) Bimonthly (LS2018: July–August 2018; F2018: 
September–October 2018; W2018: November–December 2018; 
W2019: January–February 2019; S2019: March–April 2019; 
ES2019: May–June 2019; LS2019: July–August 2019) model-
averaged occupancy estimates and associated 95% confidence 
intervals for wild boar (Sus scrofa) in the conservation and transition 
zones of the Schaalsee Biosphere Reserve, Germany; (b) shows 
the model-averaged detection probability and associated 95% 
confidence intervals for each bimonthly period and zone
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Vetter et al., 2020; Veylit et al., 2020), their numbers can grow rap-
idly, with possible repercussions for agriculture (Amici et al., 2012; 
Geisser & Reyer, 2004; Schley et al., 2008). Additionally, wild boar 
are susceptible hosts and potential vectors of economically relevant 
pathogens (Ruiz-Fons, 2015; Vicente et al., 2002) and are them-
selves affected by them, such as in the case of the recent spread of 
African swine fever in Europe (Costard et al., 2009; Cwynar et al., 
2019). While reducing the population densities of wild boar is a key 
control measure (O'Neill et al., 2020), their widespread use of the 
landscape, their high population densities, and their flexible and noc-
turnal behavior even in protected areas present challenges for pop-
ulation control. Thus, population management of wild boars should 
focus on areas neighboring protected areas. Beyond sport hunting as 
a means to control wild boar populations, authorities may consider 
additional measures (Keuling et al., 2016, Keuling et al., 2021), such 
as employing professional hunters equipped with night vision tech-
nology, or trapping of wild boars to effectively control the species 
(compare Gaskamp et al., 2021). Likewise, given the challenges and 
costs involved in controlling boar populations via hunting, the return 
of wolves, which feed on wild boars, should be seen as an oppor-
tunity to indirectly assist other management efforts to manage the 
space use of currently overabundant large ungulates (Rossa et al., 
2021).

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS
We thank the Marianne and Dr. Fritz Walter Fischer Foundation 
and the Leibniz Centre for Agricultural Landscape Research for 
providing financial support for this study. We are grateful for 
the support by the Institute for Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife 
Research (ITAW) at the University of Veterinary Medicine 
Hannover. Special thanks go to the administration and rangers of 
the Schaalsee UNESCO Biosphere Reserve for their help and sup-
port during the fieldwork. We are also grateful to the reviewers 
and the Academic Editor for very helpful and constructive com-
ments on earlier manuscript versions.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
None declared.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Henrik Reinke: Conceptualization (lead); data curation (lead); formal 
analysis (equal); methodology (equal); validation (equal); writing–
original draft (lead); writing–review and editing (equal). Hannes J. 
König: Conceptualization (equal); funding acquisition (lead); project 
administration (lead); resources (lead); supervision (lead); writing–
original draft (equal); writing–review and editing (equal). Oliver 
Keuling: Conceptualization (supporting); supervision (support-
ing); writing–review and editing (supporting). Tobias Kuemmerle: 
Conceptualization (supporting); methodology (supporting); supervi-
sion (equal); writing–original draft (supporting); writing–review and 
editing (equal). Christian Kiffner: Formal analysis (lead); visualization 
(equal); writing–original draft (equal); writing–review and editing 
(equal).

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
The wild boar camera trap data are available at dryad.org: doi:https://
doi.org/10.5061/dryad.ngf1v​hhvn

ORCID
Hannes J. König   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4980-7388 
Oliver Keuling   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9052-6860 
Tobias Kuemmerle   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9775-142X 
Christian Kiffner   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7475-9023 

R E FE R E N C E S
Amendolia, S., Lombardini, M., Pierucci, P., & Meriggi, A. (2019). Seasonal 

spatial ecology of the wild boar in a peri-urban area. Mammal 
Research, 64(3), 387–396. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1336​4-019-
00422​-9

Amici, A., Serrani, F., Rossi, C. M., & Primi, R. (2012). Increase in crop 
damage caused by wild boar (Sus scrofa L.): The "refuge effect". 
Agronomy for Sustainable Development, 32(3), 683–692. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s1359​3-011-0057-6

Apollonio, M., Andersen, R., & Putman, R. (2010). European Ungulates and 
their Management in the 21st Century (Vol. 1). Cambridge University 
Press.

Arbieu, U., Grunewald, C., Martin-Lopez, B., Schleuning, M., & Bohning-
Gaese, K. (2017). Mismatches between supply and demand in 
wildlife tourism: Insights for assessing cultural ecosystem services. 
Ecological Indicators, 78, 282–291. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoli​
nd.2017.03.035

Avgar, T., Betini, G. S., & Fryxell, J. M. (2020). Habitat selection pat-
terns are density dependent under the ideal free distribu-
tion. Journal of Animal Ecology, 89(12), 2777–2787. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2656.13352

Bar-On, Y. M., Phillips, R., & Milo, R. (2018). The biomass distribution on 
earth. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, 115(25), 6506–6511. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.17118​42115

Barrios-Garcia, M. N., & Ballari, S. A. (2012). Impact of wild boar (Sus scrofa) 
in its introduced and native range: A review. Biological Invasions, 
14(11), 2283–2300. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1053​0-012-0229-6

Bennie, J. J., Duffy, J. P., Inger, R., & Gaston, K. J. (2014). Biogeography of 
time partitioning in mammals. Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences of the United States of America, 111(38), 13727–13732. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.12160​63110

Boitani, L., Mattei, L., Nonis, D., & Corsi, F. (1994). Spatial and activity 
patterns of wild boars in Tuscany, Italy. Journal of Mammalogy, 75(3), 
600–612. https://doi.org/10.2307/1382507

Brashares, J. S. (2010). Filtering wildlife. Science, 329(5990), 402–403. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.1190095

Briceno-Mendez, M., Naranjo, E. J., Mandujano, S., Altricher, M., & 
Reyna-Hurtado, R. (2016). Responses of two sympatric spe-
cies of peccaries (Tayassu pecari and Pecari tajacu) to hunting in 
Calakmul, Mexico. Tropical Conservation Science, 9(3). https://doi.
org/10.1177/19400​82916​667331

Brivio, F., Grignolio, S., Brogi, R., Benazzi, M., Bertolucci, C., & Apollonio, 
M. (2017). An analysis of intrinsic and extrinsic factors affecting the 
activity of a nocturnal species: The wild boar. Mammalian Biology, 
84, 73–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2017.01.007

Carpio, A. J., Apollonio, M., & Acevedo, P. (2020). Wild ungulate over-
abundance in Europe: Contexts, causes, monitoring and manage-
ment recommendations. Mammal Review, 51(1), 95–108. https://doi.
org/10.1111/mam.12221

Carpio, A. J., Guerrero-Casado, J., Tortosa, F. S., & Vicente, J. (2014). 
Predation of simulated red-legged partridge nests in big game estates 

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.ngf1vhhvn
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.ngf1vhhvn
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4980-7388
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4980-7388
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9052-6860
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9052-6860
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9775-142X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9775-142X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7475-9023
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7475-9023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13364-019-00422-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13364-019-00422-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0057-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0057-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.03.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2017.03.035
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13352
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13352
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1711842115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1711842115
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-012-0229-6
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1216063110
https://doi.org/10.2307/1382507
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1190095
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082916667331
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082916667331
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2017.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/mam.12221
https://doi.org/10.1111/mam.12221


     |  17103REINKE et al.

from South Central Spain. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 
60(2), 391–394. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-013-0786-8

Ceausu, S., Graves, R. A., Killion, A. K., Svenning, J. C., & Carter, N. H. 
(2019). Governing trade-offs in ecosystem services and disservices 
to achieve human-wildlife coexistence. Conservation Biology, 33(3), 
543–553. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13241

Chapron, G., Kaczensky, P., Linnell, J. D. C., von Arx, M., Huber, D., 
Andrén, H., López-Bao, J. V., Adamec, M., Álvares, F., Anders, 
O., Balčiauskas, L., Balys, V., Bedő, P., Bego, F., Blanco, J. C., 
Breitenmoser, U., Brøseth, H., Bufka, L., Bunikyte, R., … Boitani, L. 
(2014). Recovery of large carnivores in Europe’s modern human-
dominated landscapes. Science, 346(6216), 1517–1519. https://doi.
org/10.1126/scien​ce.1257553

Cocca, G., Sturaro, E., Dal Compare, L., & Ramanzin, M. (2007). Wild 
boar (Sus scrofa) damages to mountain grassland. A case study 
in the Belluno province, eastern Italian Alps. Italian Journal of 
Animal Science, 6(SUPPL. 1), 845–847. https://doi.org/10.4081/
ijas.2007.1s.845

Colomer, J., Rosell, C., Rodriguez-Teijeiro, J. D., & Massei, G. (2021). 
‘Reserve effect’: An opportunity to mitigate human-wild boar con-
flicts. Science of the Total Environment, 795, 148721. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scito​tenv.2021.148721

Costard, S., Wieland, B., de Glanville, W., Jori, F., Rowlands, R., Vosloo, 
W., Roger, F., Pfeiffer, D. U., & Dixon, L. K. (2009). African 
swine fever: How can global spread be prevented? Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B, Biological 
Sciences, 364(1530), 2683–2696. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rstb.2009.0098

Craigie, I. D., Baillie, J. E. M., Balmford, A., Carbone, C., Collen, B., Green, 
R. E., & Hutton, J. M. (2010). Large mammal population declines 
in Africa’s protected areas. Biological Conservation, 143(9), 2221–
2228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.06.007

Cuevas, M. F., Mastrantonio, L., Ojeda, R. A., & Jaksic, F. M. (2012). 
Effects of wild boar disturbance on vegetation and soil properties 
in the Monte Desert, Argentina. Mammalian Biology, 77(4), 299–
306. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2012.02.003

Cuevas, M. F., Novillo, A., Campos, C., Dacar, M. A., & Ojeda, R. A. 
(2010). Food habits and impact of rooting behaviour of the inva-
sive wild boar, Sus scrofa, in a protected area of the Monte Desert, 
Argentina. Journal of Arid Environments, 74(11), 1582–1585. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jarid​env.2010.05.002

Cwynar, P., Stojkov, J., & Wlazlak, K. (2019). African swine fever status 
in Europe. Viruses, 11(4), 310. https://doi.org/10.3390/v1104​0310

de Assis Morais, T., da Rosa, C. A., Viana-Junior, A. B., Santos, A. P., 
Passamani, M., & de Azevedo, C. S. (2020). The influence of 
population-control methods and seasonality on the activity pat-
tern of wild boars (Sus scrofa) in high-altitude forests. Mammalian 
Biology, 100(1), 101–106. https://doi.org/10.1007/s4299​1-019-
00003​-y

Ellis, E. C., Gauthier, N., Klein Goldewijk, K., Bliege Bird, R., Boivin, N., 
Díaz, S., Fuller, D. Q., Gill, J. L., Kaplan, J. O., Kingston, N., Locke, H., 
McMichael, C. N. H., Ranco, D., Rick, T. C., Shaw, M. R., Stephens, 
L., Svenning, J.-C., & Watson, J. E. M. (2021). People have shaped 
most of terrestrial nature for at least 12,000 years. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences, 118(17), e2023483118. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.20234​83118

Erdtmann, D., & Keuling, O. (2020). Behavioural patterns of free roaming 
wild boar in a spatiotemporal context. PeerJ, 8, e10409. https://doi.
org/10.7717/peerj.10409

Fiske, I. J., & Chandler, R. B. (2011). Unmarked: An r package for fitting 
hierarchical models of wildlife occurrence and abundance. Journal 
of Statistical Software, 43(10), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.18637/​jss.
v043.i10

Frauendorf, M., Gethöffer, F., Siebert, U., & Keuling, O. (2016). The in-
fluence of environmental and physiological factors on the litter 

size of wild boar (Sus scrofa) in an agriculture dominated area in 
Germany. Science of the Total Environment, 541, 877–882. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.scito​tenv.2015.09.128

Gaskamp, J. A., Gee, K. L., Campbell, T. A., Silvy, N. J., & Webb, S. L. 
(2021). Effectiveness and Efficiency of Corral Traps, Drop Nets and 
Suspended Traps for Capturing Wild Pigs (Sus scrofa). Animals, 11, 
1565. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11​061565

Gamelon, M., Focardi, S., Baubet, E., Brandt, S., Franzetti, B., Ronchi, 
F., Venner, S., Sæther, B.-E., & Gaillard, J.-M. (2017). Reproductive 
allocation in pulsed-resource environments: A comparative study 
in two populations of wild boar. Oecologia, 183(4), 1065–1076. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044​2-017-3821-8

Gaynor, K. M., Hojnowski, C. E., Carter, N. H., & Brashares, J. S. (2018). 
The influence of human disturbance on wildlife nocturnality. 
Science, 360(6394), 1232–1235. https://doi.org/10.1126/scien​
ce.aar7121

Geisser, H., & Reyer, H. U. (2004). Efficacy of hunting, feeding, and 
fencing to reduce crop damage by wild boars. Journal of Wildlife 
Management, 68(4), 939–946. https://doi.org/10.2193/0022-
541x(2004)068[0939:Eohfa​f]2.0.Co;2

Graitson, E., Barbraud, C., & Bonnet, X. (2019). Catastrophic impact of 
wild boars: Insufficient hunting pressure pushes snakes to the brink. 
Animal Conservation, 22(2), 165–176. https://doi.org/10.1111/
acv.12447

Havmøller, R. W., Jacobsen, N. S., Scharff, N., Rovero, F., & Zimmermann, 
F. (2020). Assessing the activity pattern overlap among leopards 
(Panthera pardus), potential prey and competitors in a complex land-
scape in Tanzania. Journal of Zoology, 311(3), 175–182. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jzo.12774

Hendry, H., & Mann, C. (2018). Camelot—intuitive software for camera-
trap data management. Oryx, 52(1), 15. https://doi.org/10.1017/
s0030​60531​7001818

Herrero, J., García-Serrano, A., Couto, S., Ortuño, V. M., & García-
González, R. (2006). Diet of wild boar Sus scrofa L. and crop damage 
in an intensive agroecosystem. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 
52(4), 245–250. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-006-0045-3

Hill, R. A., Barrett, L., Gaynor, D., Weingrill, T., Dixon, P., Payne, H., & 
Henzi, S. P. (2003). Day length, latitude and behavioural (in)flexi-
bility in baboons (Papio cynocephalus ursinus). Behavioral Ecology 
and Sociobiology, 53(5), 278–286. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026​
5-003-0590-7

Hone, J. (2002). Feral pigs in Namadgi National Park, Australia: Dynamics, 
impacts and management. Biological Conservation, 105(2), 231–242. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006​-3207(01)00185​-9

Johann, F., Handschuh, M., Linderoth, P., Dormann, C. F., & Arnold, 
J. (2020). Adaptation of wild boar (Sus scrofa) activity in a 
human-dominated landscape. BMC Ecology, 20(1), 4. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s1289​8-019-0271-7

Johann, F., Handschuh, M., Linderoth, P., Heurich, M., Dormann, C. F., 
& Arnold, J. (2020). Variability of daily space use in wild boar Sus 
scrofa. Wildlife Biology, 2020(1). https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.00609

Keuling, O., Baubet, E., Duscher, A., Ebert, C., Fischer, C., Monaco, A., 
Podgórski, T., Prevot, C., Ronnenberg, K., Sodeikat, G., Stier, N., & 
Thurfjell, H. (2013). Mortality rates of wild boar Sus scrofa L. in cen-
tral Europe. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 59(6), 805–814. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-013-0733-8

Keuling, O., & Massei, G. (2021). Does hunting affect the behavior of wild 
pigs? Human–Wildlife Interactions, 15(1), 44–55. https://digit​alcom​
mons.usu.edu/cgi/viewc​ontent.cgi?artic​le=1722&conte​xt=hwi

Keuling, O., Stier, N., & Roth, M. (2008a). Annual and seasonal space 
use of different age classes of female wild boar Sus scrofa L. 
European Journal of Wildlife Research, 54(3), 403–412. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s1034​4-007-0157-4

Keuling, O., Stier, N., & Roth, M. (2008b). How does hunting influence 
activity and spatial usage in wild boar Sus scrofa L.? European Journal 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-013-0786-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13241
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1257553
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1257553
https://doi.org/10.4081/ijas.2007.1s.845
https://doi.org/10.4081/ijas.2007.1s.845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.148721
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.148721
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0098
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2012.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2010.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2010.05.002
https://doi.org/10.3390/v11040310
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42991-019-00003-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42991-019-00003-y
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2023483118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2023483118
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.10409
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.10409
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v043.i10
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v043.i10
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.09.128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.09.128
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11061565
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-017-3821-8
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aar7121
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aar7121
https://doi.org/10.2193/0022-541x(2004)068%5B0939:Eohfaf%5D2.0.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.2193/0022-541x(2004)068%5B0939:Eohfaf%5D2.0.Co;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12447
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12447
https://doi.org/10.1111/jzo.12774
https://doi.org/10.1111/jzo.12774
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0030605317001818
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0030605317001818
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-006-0045-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-003-0590-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-003-0590-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(01)00185-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12898-019-0271-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12898-019-0271-7
https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.00609
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-013-0733-8
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1722&context=hwi
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1722&context=hwi
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-007-0157-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-007-0157-4


17104  |     REINKE et al.

of Wildlife Research, 54(4), 729–737. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​
4-008-0204-9

Keuling, O., Stier, N., & Roth, M. (2009). Commuting, shifting or remain-
ing? Different spatial utilisation patterns of wild boar Sus scrofa L. 
in forest and field crops during summer. Mammalian Biology, 74(2), 
145–152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2008.05.007

Keuling, O., Strauss, E., & Siebert, U. (2016). Regulating wild boar popula-
tions is "somebody else's problem"! - Human dimension in wild boar 
management. Science of the Total Environment, 554–555, 311–319. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scito​tenv.2016.02.159

König, H., Carter, N., Ceausu, S., Lamb, C., Ford, A., & Kiffner, C. (2021). 
Human–wildlife coexistence in science and practice. Conservation 
Science and Practice, 3(3), e401. https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.401

König, H. J., Ceaușu, S., Reed, M., Kendall, H., Hemminger, K., Reinke, 
H., Ostermann-Miyashita, E.-F., Wenz, E., Eufemia, L., Hermanns, T., 
Klose, M., Spyra, M., Kuemmerle, T., & Ford, A. T. (2021). Integrated 
framework for stakeholder participation: Methods and tools for 
identifying and addressing human–wildlife conflicts. Conservation 
Science and Practice, 3(3), e399. https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.399

König, H. J., Kiffner, C., Kramer-Schadt, S., Fürst, C., Keuling, O., & Ford, 
A. T. (2020). Human-wildlife coexistence in a changing world. 
Conservation Biology, 34(4), 786–794. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cobi.13513

Lemel, J., Truve, J., & Soderberg, B. (2003). Variation in ranging and activ-
ity behaviour of European wild boar Sus scrofa in Sweden. Wildlife 
Biology, 9(4), 29–36.

MacKenzie, D., Nichols, J., Royle, J., Pollock, K., Bailey, L., & Hines, J. 
(2017). Occupancy Estimation and Modeling.

Massei, G., Kindberg, J., Licoppe, A., Gačić, D., Šprem, N., Kamler, 
J., Baubet, E., Hohmann, U., Monaco, A., Ozoliņš, J., Cellina, S., 
Podgórski, T., Fonseca, C., Markov, N., Pokorny, B., Rosell, C., 
& Náhlik, A. (2015). Wild boar populations up, numbers of hunt-
ers down? A review of trends and implications for Europe. Pest 
Management Science, 71(4), 492–500. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ps.3965

Mazerolle, M. J. (2020). AICcmodavg: Model selection and multimodel 
inference based on (Q)AIC(c). R package version 2.3-1. Retrieved 
from https://cran.r-proje​ct.org/packa​ge=AICcm​odavg

Milner, J. M., Bonenfant, C., Mysterud, A., Gaillard, J. M., Csanyi, S., 
& Stenseth, N. C. (2006). Temporal and spatial development 
of red deer harvesting in Europe: Biological and cultural fac-
tors. Journal of Applied Ecology, 43(4), 721–734. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2006.01183.x

Morelle, K., & Lejeune, P. (2015). Seasonal variations of wild boar Sus 
scrofa distribution in agricultural landscapes: A species distribution 
modelling approach. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 61(1), 
45–56. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-014-0872-6

Morelle, K., Podgorski, T., Prevot, C., Keuling, O., Lehaire, F., & Lejeune, 
P. (2015). Towards understanding wild boar Sus scrofa movement: A 
synthetic movement ecology approach. Mammal Review, 45(1), 15–
29. https://doi.org/10.1111/mam.12028

Mosser, A., Fryxell, J. M., Eberly, L., & Packer, C. (2009). Serengeti 
real estate: Density vs. fitness-based indicators of lion hab-
itat quality. Ecology Letters, 12(10), 1050–1060. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01359.x

Neumann, W., Levers, C., Widemo, F., Singh, N., Cromsigt, J., & 
Kuemmerle, T. (2021). Hunting as land use - identifying and map-
ping typical associations of hunting, agriculture and forestry. 
Ecology & Society, accepted.

Ohashi, H., Saito, M., Horie, R., Tsunoda, H., Noba, H., Ishii, H., 
Kuwabara, T., Hiroshige, Y., Koike, S., Hoshino, Y., Toda, H., & 
Kaji, K. (2013). Differences in the activity pattern of the wild 
boar Sus scrofa related to human disturbance. European Journal of 
Wildlife Research, 59(2), 167–177. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​
4-012-0661-z

Oja, R., Soe, E., Valdmann, H., & Saarma, U. (2017). Non-invasive ge-
netics outperforms morphological methods in faecal dietary anal-
ysis, revealing wild boar as a considerable conservation concern 
for ground-nesting birds. PLoS One, 12(6), e0179463. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.0179463

O'Neill, X., White, A., Ruiz-Fons, F., & Gortazar, C. (2020). Modelling the 
transmission and persistence of African swine fever in wild boar 
in contrasting European scenarios. Scientific Reports, 10(1), 5895. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s4159​8-020-62736​-y

Podgorski, T., Bas, G., Jedrzejewska, B., Sonnichsen, L., Sniezko, S., 
Jedrzejewski, W., & Okarma, H. (2013). Spatiotemporal be-
havioral plasticity of wild boar (Sus scrofa) under contrasting 
conditions of human pressure: Primeval forest and metropol-
itan area. Journal of Mammalogy, 94(1), 109–119. https://doi.
org/10.1644/12-Mamm-a-038.1

Pullin, A. S., Bangpan, M., Dalrymple, S., Dickson, K., Haddaway, N. R., 
Healey, J. R., Hauari, H., Hockley, N., Jones, J. P. G., Knight, T., 
Vigurs, C., & Oliver, S. (2013). Human well-being impacts of terres-
trial protected areas. Environmental Evidence, 2(1), 19. https://doi.
org/10.1186/2047-2382-2-19

R Core Team (2019). R: A language and environment for statistical comput-
ing. R Core Team.

Ridout, M. S., & Linkie, M. (2009). Estimating overlap of daily activity 
patterns from camera trap data. Journal of Agricultural Biological and 
Environmental Statistics, 14(3), 322–337. https://doi.org/10.1198/
jabes.2009.08038

Riggio, J., Kija, H., Masenga, E., Mbwilo, F., Van de Perre, F., & Caro, T. 
(2018). Sensitivity of Africa’s larger mammals to humans. Journal 
for Nature Conservation, 43, 136–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jnc.2018.04.001

Rossa, M., Lovari, S., & Ferretti, F. (2021). Spatiotemporal patterns of 
wolf, mesocarnivores and prey in a Mediterranean area. Behavioral 
Ecology and Sociobiology, 75, 32. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026​5-
020-02956​-4

Rowcliffe, M. (2019). R Package ‘activity’ (Version 1.3). Retrieved from 
https://www.rdocu​menta​tion.org/packa​ges/activ​ity/versi​ons/1.3

Rowcliffe, M., Kays, R., Kranstauber, B., Carbone, C., & Jansen, P. A. 
(2014). Quantifying levels of animal activity using camera trap data. 
Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 5(11), 1170–1179. https://doi.
org/10.1111/2041-210x.12278

Ruiz-Fons, F. (2015). A review of the current status of relevant zoonotic 
pathogens in Wild Swine (Sus scrofa) populations: Changes modulat-
ing the risk of transmission to humans. Transboundary and Emerging 
Diseases, 64(1), 68–88. https://doi.org/10.1111/tbed.12369

Russo, L., Massei, G., & Genov, P. V. (1997). Daily home range and activity 
of wild boar in a Mediterranean area free from hunting. Ethology 
Ecology & Evolution, 9(3), 287–294. https://doi.org/10.1080/08927​
014.1997.9522888

Rutten, A., Casaer, J., Strubbe, D., & Leirs, H. (2020). Agricultural and 
landscape factors related to increasing wild boar agricultural dam-
age in a highly anthropogenic landscape. Wildlife Biology, 2020(1), 
https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.00634

Schley, L., Dufrene, M., Krier, A., & Frantz, A. C. (2008). Patterns of crop 
damage by wild boar (Sus scrofa) in Luxembourg over a 10-year pe-
riod. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 54(4), 589–599. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-008-0183-x

Schley, L., & Roper, T. J. (2003). Diet of wild boar Sus scrofa in 
Western Europe, with particular reference to consumption of 
agricultural crops. Mammal Review, 33(1), 43–56. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1365-2907.2003.00010.x

Servanty, S., Gaillard, J.-M., Toïgo, C., Brandt, S., & Baubet, E. 
(2009). Pulsed resources and climate-induced variation in 
the reproductive traits of wild boar under high hunting pres-
sure. Journal of Animal Ecology, 78(6), 1278–1290. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01579.x

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-008-0204-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-008-0204-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2008.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.159
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.401
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.399
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13513
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13513
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.3965
https://doi.org/10.1002/ps.3965
https://cran.r-project.org/package=AICcmodavg
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2006.01183.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2006.01183.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-014-0872-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/mam.12028
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01359.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01359.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-012-0661-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-012-0661-z
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179463
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179463
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-62736-y
https://doi.org/10.1644/12-Mamm-a-038.1
https://doi.org/10.1644/12-Mamm-a-038.1
https://doi.org/10.1186/2047-2382-2-19
https://doi.org/10.1186/2047-2382-2-19
https://doi.org/10.1198/jabes.2009.08038
https://doi.org/10.1198/jabes.2009.08038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2018.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-020-02956-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-020-02956-4
https://www.rdocumentation.org/packages/activity/versions/1.3
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.12278
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.12278
https://doi.org/10.1111/tbed.12369
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927014.1997.9522888
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927014.1997.9522888
https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.00634
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-008-0183-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-008-0183-x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2907.2003.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2907.2003.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01579.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01579.x


     |  17105REINKE et al.

Stillfried, M., Gras, P., Börner, K., Göritz, F., Painer, J., Röllig, K., Wenzler, 
M., Hofer, H., Ortmann, S., & Kramer-Schadt, S. (2017). Secrets of 
success in a landscape of fear: Urban wild boar adjust risk percep-
tion and tolerate disturbance. Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution, 
5(157), https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2017.00157

sunrise-and-sunset.com. (2020). Retrieved from , https://www.sunri​se-
and-sunset.com/de/sun/deuts​chlan​d/molln​https://www.sunri​se-
and-sunset.com/de/sun/deuts​chlan​d/molln

Thurfjell, H., Ball, J. P., Ahlen, P. A., Kornacher, P., Dettki, H., & Sjoberg, K. 
(2009). Habitat use and spatial patterns of wild boar Sus scrofa (L.): 
Agricultural fields and edges. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 
55(5), 517–523. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-009-0268-1

Tucker, M. A., Santini, L., Carbone, C., & Mueller, T. (2020). Mammal 
population densities at a global scale are higher in human-modified 
areas. Ecography, 44(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.05126

UNESCO (2017). Biosphere Reserves – Learning Sites for Sustainable 
Development. Retrieved from http://www.unesco.org/new/en/
natur​al-scien​ces/envir​onmen​t/ecolo​gical​-scien​ces/biosp​here-
reser​ves/

van Doormaal, N., Ohashi, H., Koike, S., & Kaji, K. (2015). Influence of 
human activities on the activity patterns of Japanese sika deer 
(Cervus nippon) and wild boar (Sus scrofa) in Central Japan. European 
Journal of Wildlife Research, 61(4), 517–527. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1034​4-015-0922-8

Vazquez, C., Rowcliffe, J. M., Spoelstra, K., & Jansen, P. A. (2019). 
Comparing diel activity patterns of wildlife across latitudes 
and seasons: Time transformations using day length. Methods 
in Ecology and Evolution, 10(12), 2057–2066. https://doi.
org/10.1111/2041-210x.13290

Vetter, S. G., Puskas, Z., Bieber, C., & Ruf, T. (2020). How climate change 
and wildlife management affect population structure in wild boars. 

Scientific Reports, 10(1), 7298. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4159​8-
020-64216​-9

Vetter, S. G., Ruf, T., Bieber, C., & Arnold, W. (2015). What is a mild win-
ter? Regional differences in within-species responses to climate 
change. PLoS One, 10(7), e0132178. https://doi.org/10.1371/journ​
al.pone.0132178

Veylit, L., Saether, B. E., Gaillard, J. M., Baubet, E., & Gamelon, M. (2020). 
Grow fast at no cost: No evidence for a mortality cost for fast early-
life growth in a hunted wild boar population. Oecologia, 192(4), 999–
1012. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0044​2-020-04633​-9

Vicente, J., León-Vizcaíno, L., Gortázar, C., Cubero, M. J., González, 
M., & Martín-Atance, P. (2002). Antibodies to selected viral and 
bacterial pathogens in European wild boars from southcentral 
Spain. Journal of Wildlife Diseases, 38(3), 649–652. https://doi.
org/10.7589/0090-3558-38.3.649

Viola, P., Girotti, P., Serafini, D., Serafini, S., Venanzi, R., Tocci, D., & 
Amici, A. (2021). Seasonal variation in wild ungulate abundance 
in a hunting-ban beech forest: A case study of Amiata Mountain. 
Central Italy. Environmental Sciences Proceedings, 3(1), 34. https://
doi.org/10.3390/IECF2​020-07879

How to cite this article: Reinke, H., König, H. J., Keuling, O., 
Kümmerle, T., & Kiffner, C. (2021). Zoning has little impact on 
the seasonal diel activity and distribution patterns of wild boar 
(Sus scrofa) in an UNESCO Biosphere Reserve. Ecology and 
Evolution, 11, 17091–17105. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.8347

https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2017.00157
https://www.sunrise-and-sunset.com/de/sun/deutschland/mollnhttps://www.sunrise-and-sunset.com/de/sun/deutschland/molln
https://www.sunrise-and-sunset.com/de/sun/deutschland/mollnhttps://www.sunrise-and-sunset.com/de/sun/deutschland/molln
https://www.sunrise-and-sunset.com/de/sun/deutschland/mollnhttps://www.sunrise-and-sunset.com/de/sun/deutschland/molln
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-009-0268-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.05126
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-reserves/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-reserves/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-reserves/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-015-0922-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-015-0922-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.13290
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210x.13290
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64216-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-64216-9
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132178
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132178
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-020-04633-9
https://doi.org/10.7589/0090-3558-38.3.649
https://doi.org/10.7589/0090-3558-38.3.649
https://doi.org/10.3390/IECF2020-07879
https://doi.org/10.3390/IECF2020-07879
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.8347
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.8347

