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The scientific conference motto ,,Grenzen der
Jagd — Jagd an der Grenze* bears a philosophi-
cal trend and calls for discussion. It should be
regarded as a great find of GWJF headquarters
and the president, Professor Dr. M. Stubbe.

This issue is especially of current interest for
hunting management and game husbandry and
has academic and practical importance. We
constantly come across the relativity of borders
of the definitions used in legislation regarding
hunt, hunting management and hunting hus-
bandry in whole. There are examples of border
relativity even within game animal systematics,
within belonging of the animal to one or anoth-
er country or region, speaking of species mana-
gement borders. Understanding of relativity of
different borders underlies the problem solving
methods in game husbandry practice and activi-
ties of game management specialists. The pro-
cedures of game husbandry administration and
hunter behavior management; exploited game
population management methods; scientific and
other recommendations will vary basing on such
understanding. I shall try to set forth forcefully
and show theoretical and practical importance
of such approach with the example of Russia in
the first place and also in comparison to other
countries whenever possible. Needless to say |

make no pretence to expand the idea in full and
leave some of my theses for my colleagues to
discuss.

Let us start from examining the subject matter
and structure of hunting management as a syn-
thetic (interdisciplinary) science in traditional
ideas of Russian hunting managers and German
scientist K. LINDNER (1982), without contrapo-
sitioning. The subject matter in essence will be
the same with only a few exceptions but the
structure will be different (MELNIKOV, 2005).
What should be at bottom of hunting manage-
ment and what should we treat preferentially:
the game animals, the hunt, the hunter and his
interests or the hunting husbandry which in-
cludes all of the previous and other elements?
Judging on the hunting management structure
K. LINDNER presumes that the legal definition
of the hunt and hunting methods doctrine are
at the bottom of his ternary structure; though
he pays attention to the equal importance of all
elements (hunter and game animals). However
by the example of the Snipe which has been ex-
cluded from the list of wild fowl in Germany
from 01 April 1977 he shows that rule of law
is relative. It can be voluntarily changed and
can draw a new line between the wild fowl and
non-game fowl at a definite time period. This
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also holds true for the legal definition of hunt.
If we do not admit the relativity — diversities
in different countries can lead to miscommuni-
cation and even recriminatory disrespect at the
worst. For the most of western European hunt-
ers it would most probably hard to acknowledge
shooting wolves from the helicopter as legal
hunt, as well as with the use of other techni-
cal means (different kinds of snowmobiles and
vehicles) or with the use of poisons allowed in
Russia and Kazakhstan. However the territory
of Russia alone is at the present time the habi-
tat for about 50 thousand wolves according to
official figures. Twenty years ago their number
was estimated at 7—10 thousand. Even more in-
habit Kazakhstan and there are no other effec-
tive hunting methods against underpopulation
(Siberia, Far East and other regions) to control
the numbers of predator causing great damage.
From the other hand although the pigeon hunt
is statute-allowed it has not become widespread
due to prevalence of Orthodox ideology. The
pigeon is a ,.holy bird*; in countryside they of-
ten inhabit church bell-towers. Notwithstanding
that the species is different and the people have
been raised on 70 years of atheism the pigeon
hunt is still a rarity in Russia. Approximately
the same is with the lark hunt. The Larks are
considered to be the ambassadors of incom-
ing spring that is why hunting for larks causes
ill feelings. We should learn to understand the
relativity of such borders and possibilities of
changing to gain understanding.

There is also another aspect important for
us. The structure of hunting management by
K. LINDNER turns this interdisciplinary science
into hunting science which noticeably decreas-
es its importance in the eyes of our legislators
and statesmen who are unaware about the es-
sence of the issue. «How can it be a science that
teaches how to move the trigger? Is it worth
to develop? — these are their questions. They
suggest replacing the traditional term ,hunt-
ing management* for ,,protection, reproduction
and efficient use of game animals“ which is
the same in the essence. For the German pro-
fessional hunting managers and hunters it goes
without saying and it is needless to be separated
within the structure of hunting management that
protection of the game and its reproduction is in
the first instance the aim of the hunters them-

selves and their associations and organizations.
Without investing money and work you will
have nothing to hunt for. We have to constantly
demonstrate particularly to many profession-
als that the hunting management is the doctrine
(knowledge) not only on the hunt itself but on
game husbandry which doesn’t exist without
protection and reproduction of the game ani-
mals. We have to prove that due to this the game
animals are ,,neither completely wild nor com-
pletely domestic* using the deep philosophical
and economical thought of K. LiNDNER. This
border is also relative. We encounter the rela-
tivity of the borders when the game animals are
raised on farms, within small fenced territory,
deal with half-restricted breeding or fur-breed-
ing. The hunt itself of course is an important
activity for the people and game husbandry but
not the only one.

Consequently we have a right to put the hunter,
his interests, hunting husbandry or game ani-
mals at the bottom of structure of hunting mana-
gement as science and class discipline; and the
form will change accordingly but the essence
of hunting management will not change notice-
ably. In Russia the hunting husbandry is tradi-
tionally at the bottom of hunting management
structure. Hunters, game animals and hunt are
equal elements of the hunting husbandry. No-
table the hunters are not pointed out directly but
they are object of economy, administration, or-
ganization, legislation and sociology. Analysis
of the hunting management essence customary
for Russia and suggested by K. LINDNER shows
that there are no important diversities but there
are certain varieties in structure caused by dif-
ferent meaning of hunt and hunting husbandry
in life of noticeable part of people. In Russia
we also have to take into consideration meaning
of the hunt for population of 26 small nations
of far north. K.Lindner also acknowledged the
relativity of his structure stating that we need to
define purpose and intent of hunting manage-
ment to gain necessary clarity; the purpose and
intent can naturally vary in different countries.
The law, legislation, enactions are really of great
importance for the hunting husbandry, hunt
and hunting management. They provide legal
grounds for the development. I have performed
comparative analyze of available laws control-
ling hunt and game management in many coun-
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tries. They are of course different, but there is
a lot of same. We can draw a conclusion that
although the conditions of organizing the hunt-
ing husbandry are not the same, Russian expe-
rience and development of hunting husbandry
are much closer to western European ones and
completely differ from American model. But we
have many followers of American way of game
animal resource management and police exploi-
tation control (the F& W Department is a part of
the Department of the Interior). These are unac-
ceptable for Russia. We cannot abolish or forbid
traditions in this field as well as in many oth-
ers. We can see similar concepts between hunt-
ing husbandry of Russia, Canada and Northern
states of the USA regarding approaches to fur
game resource development of trappers and our
professional hunters in Siberia and Far East re-
gions. However legislation regulating hunt and
hunting husbandry is different in essence and
this will determine actions of hunters bringing
equally good results. This proves the relativity
of borders of legal sphere influence upon hunt-
ing husbandry in whole. Thereupon we can
again state that despite the differences the Eu-
ropean experience, methods and cultural tradi-
tions are much closer for Russia. For example
supplementary feeding of game animals is for-
bidden in several states of the USA, except for
specialized farms (ranchos). In Russia intensive
game husbandry for several hoofed species is
impossible without such supplementary feeding
due to harsh environmental conditions.

Boundary detection for conservancy area starts
from definition of its status and goals. The Rus-
sian term for conservancy area is ,,zapovednik®,
which means to forbid, to save unchanged cer-
tain nature object in order to observe and study
occurring natural processes. There is also the
other meaning — to save and pass important
idea, spiritual and religious values. Although
the official history of conservancy areas totals
only about 100 years in Russia, the law has been
always forbidding hunt or allowing it only for
select circle of people — grand dukes, monarchs,
their guests — in certain territories (Belovezhs-
kaya Pushcha, Losiny Ostrov near Moscow).
In Siberia, including Far East and Kamchatka
there were about 70 territories registered where
the hunt was traditionally forbidden by the lo-

cal people — khanty, evenki, eveny and others
in the beginning of 20 century. Breakers were
often executed.

In the following years the conception of most
hunting conservancy areas’ goals and borders
has changed due to various reasons. They were
created to conserve or reproduce the number
of game animals. They were administrated by
the special branch of the Head department of
hunting husbandry and conservancy areas un-
der the Government of the Russian Federation.
The conservancy areas’ goals were broadened;
science divisions were created to study not
only fauna but also flora. Limited agricultural
activity was allowed in several of the reserves
(harvesting and artificial biotic control, supple-
mentary feeding, livestock pasturage, haying).
Sometimes such activity has outreached the
acceptance limits which drew criticism of the
conservancy professionals. Part of the reserves
including famous Belovezhskaya Pushcha in
Belarus was granted the status of “hunting con-
servancy areas”. This was done under the guise
of artificial biotic control necessity. This was
outside the framework of conservancy areas’
goals to organize hunting for VIP. Later sev-
eral zones were separated within the reserves
to improve conservation and organize biologi-
cal data collection. The first one is strictly con-
served area where people are allowed only at
special routs. The second one is buffer zone
where limited activity is allowed including
hunting. Sometimes it is regarded as exploita-
tion area. Several reserves including biosphere
ones (Sayano-Shushenskiy) has created special
game husbandries instead of this zone governed
by conservancy area’s administration. This is
also typical for the reserves in Belarus. Sepa-
rating of the zones (borders) with the different
level of conservation has become a technical
solution which allowed prohibiting any kind of
hunting and agricultural activity at the strictly
conserved area in order to accomplish the main
goal of reserves. Hunting and limited agricul-
tural activity is possible in national parks which
were created in Russia comparatively recently.

The question of differentiation of conservation
of nature, environment, and animals including
game from one hand and the hunting husbandry
from the other and their powers is highly im-
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portant. The following ranking seems logical
to me. The game animals are the part of the
wildlife. Conserving them is a part of environ-
ment, an element of nature conservation. From
the other hand the game animals are an impor-
tant element of hunting husbandry, same as the
hunting grounds are an important element of
the environment in which we can also include
the game animals. The rational hunting activity
is impossible without conservation; that is why
conservation should be regarded to as a function
of hunting husbandry. Consequently the gener-
al questions, conservation principles for game
animals and hunting grounds should be the part
of nature conservation and correspondent leg-
islation. However the conservation powers and
legal acts should not prevail if conserving is not
for the conservation itself. For the hunting hus-
bandry conservation is a method of providing
reproduction of game animals and maintenance
of'the hunting grounds quality. That is why these
aspects of conservation and hunting husbandry
powers in this sphere should be regulated by
other legal acts meaning the economic law acts.
The attempt to incorporate them into the gen-
eral environment conservation concept or to
neglect them at all leads to violation of interests
of hunters and hunting husbandry, hamper its
development. In Russia in administrative law
this has lead to incapacitation of the hunters and
professionals to protect game animals and hunt-
ing grounds from poaching and other violations
and also to loss of efficiency of reproduction ac-
tivities. This function was entrusted to the gov-
ernment substituting the supervisory functions
by the administrative and economical, without
possessing possibilities but substituting hunters
and their associations (organizations). We can
regard it to as a serious non-democratic retro-
grade step based upon improper differentiation
of the nature conservation powers and hunting
husbandry administration powers; improper
understanding of their trans-border abilities, the
priority of nature conservation in whole at the
expense of hunting husbandry interests. From
here the multi-level bureaucratic annual proce-
dure of hunting season has formed basing upon:
1) carrying out of the federal environmental
impact examination of quotas for main game
species in every constituent entity of Russian
Federation; 2) order of federal minister of agri-

culture; 3) special order of public authorities in
every constituent entity of Russian Federation,
often doubled by heads of municipal entities. At
last level the decision of hunting season open-
ing based upon necessity of game conservation
is most subjective. According to our informa-
tion there is no such procedure of hunting sea-
son opening in any other country of the world.
Every year the season is opened for the same
dates provided by the law without additional
orders and examinations.

The limit of application of night vision scopes,
military automatic arms, and electronic devi-
ces for hunting aims is closely connected with
the juridical borders, law, cultural level and
purposeful shaping of the ,hunting® mindset.
Taking in mind the rational and civilized idea
of fair hunting, usage of night vision scopes,
military automatic arms, and electronic devices
has to be forbidden. We have to limit the hitting
range and wounding power of the arms. Is it ra-
tional to use the weapons allowing hitting the
aim at 1.000 meters and even further? Within
these limitations there can of course be several
exceptions to the rules. Such can be killing of
dangerous man-eaters (bears, tigers etc), rabid
animals etc by special teams of professional
hunters. This is also repletition of vital wants
for small nations that live by hunting, fishing
and gathering. For well known reasons they are
not able to cause irreparable damage for game.
However forbidding of such devices at hunt is
a multivalued procedure. It demands for certain
period of time and must be prepared by devel-
opment of public conscience, of hunters’ in the
first place, and understanding by the legisla-
tors. 20 years ago only limited circle of people
were able to buy a hunting rifle in Russia. In
most cases these were people working in state
and law-enforcement agencies, famous athletes
shooters. Professional hunters usually were is-
sued with guns for the hunting season. Quite re-
cently our hunters received the right to legally
buy the hunting rifles. A lot of models were
manufactured basing upon the military stan-
dards and these were bought by a large number
of hunters. The breach of the law in using these
weapons became one of the reasons of decrease
in the number of hoofed game.

Our hunters gained access to electronical calls
and decoys and other devices and considered
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this as technological progress inclusion. Let me
point out that their use is still limited in Russia.
At the present moment it is understood that it
is necessary to limit the gun chamber volume
from five rounds standard for Russia to three
rounds for semiautomatic weapons although
this will demand for remake. Due to this certain
technical and economical problems arouse; not
everyone is happy with suggested limitations;
that is why we need certain transition period.
Probably the use of such guns was allowed at
some period of time before prohibition or limi-
tation in Western Europe. I believe the same
thing will happen in Russia. Anyways the use
of electronical calls is already prohibited; now
we need to take steps to prohibit their importa-
tion and manufacturing.

The purchase of the weapons by drug-users and
mentally challenged persons is prohibited as
stated in the special law of Japan and it must be
prohibited everywhere as it posed a danger for
society. I think it to be the only prohibition cause
where there are no other options possible.

The state borders do not exist for migrating
animals. They do understand and feel such
borders if these are tied up with different level
of irritation and peace, hunting. A lot of game
animals understand and react to administra-
tive and notial for them reserve zones’ borders.
They often concentrate within the reproductive
zones where they are not troubled and migrate
from the adjoining territories. Good husbandry
managers use this fact and create special quiet
zones for game. Usually such areas are situated
within the border zones where the hunt is lim-
ited or prohibited. On the border of Tuva and
Mongolia I was shown a wonderful colony of
bar-headed geese which were nestling on the
trees near the frontier picket. The birds paid no
attention to the people nearby. Near the bor-
der of China where geese were not shot they
were flying close to the land. Getting closer to
the border of Russia they flew up and up. It is
enough to disturb them for a day or two and
they will leave the territory no matter whether
it is borderline or inside. Wild boars, roe deer
and other animals quite often get inside the en-
gineer obstacles. Such fences limit their migra-
tion. They play a role of fence in South Africa
almost allover the territory of the country. You

can see a rhino moving towards you but it will
stop before reaching the fence. In most cases
the number of animals including rear species
will be higher in the bordering zones. Conse-
quently we can come to conclusion that the bor-
ders of state or husbandries do affect animals in
many ways. However things get more compli-
cated when we talk about state and administra-
tive borders of large countries due to different
law regulation of migrating species. For some
part of the year they inhabit one country and
then move for the other part to another place.
Besides the wild fowl in Russia you can see
herds of caribou, moose population and some-
times roe deer in different regions, districts,
republics in summer and in winter. Consider-
able part of moose moves from the bordering
zones of Russia to Estonia for wintering; from
eastern regions to Yaroslavl region; from north-
ern republic of Komi to Kirov region and from
there to southern republic of Tatarstan. In such
a manner the resource of these and other game
animals appear to be interstate, inter-district.
And this calls for special hunting administra-
tion, consideration in several state and adminis-
trative regions, and sometimes coordination of
the way, territory and quotas of production (sea
bear, polar bear). Interstate many-sided agree-
ments (conventions) are signed in order to deal
with these issues. When the state or associa-
tion is specially concerned due to impact of the
conservation or hunting organization upon the
public there are attempts made to make other
countries limit hunting for the certain species.
For example we know well about former com-
plaints of Sweden societies toward Russia due
to the attempts of our hunting and state orga-
nizations to control the number of wolf. Total
number of moose in Russia is only 2—2,5 times
more than in Sweden and the number of wolf is
almost 420 times more and they migrate in great
numbers from Mongolia and Kazakhstan. Why
should we conservate wolf in such numbers
taking in mind the number of hoofed mammals
population? Of course such claims are not rea-
sonable. That is why we offered to present sev-
eral dozens of species to improve the destroyed
population about 20 years ago when there
were almost no wolves in Sweden. At the pres-
ent moment the situation is stable and a small
number of wolves are harvested in Sweden.
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Swedish hunters used to come to Kirov region
to gain wolf hunting experience. Even more de-
cided against them are the societies in Norway.
A bit different but still disputed is the situation
with the spring woodcock hunt prohibited in Eu-
ropean countries but traditional for us. In Rus-
sia we harvest a very limited number of birds
during ten days of the season which are not al-
ways during mass arrival of woodcock. It is im-
measurably less then the number of birds being
harvested in winter time in France, England or
other countries. Such facts call for harmoniza-
tion of relationships between hunters and hunt-
ing associations of different countries regarding
the issues described and other disputed ones.
They need to start making arrangements as it is
a lot easier to understand each other at this level
than at the level of official state bodies.

Things are even more complicated with the
impact of the inner administrative borders of
Russia upon organization of hunting husbandry
and hunters. The claims of bordering adminis-
trative entities within Russia for the same game
resources usually do not arouse. However fed-
eral supervising bodies of Nature resource mini-
stry consider game animals only as a natural
resource inhabiting certain bordering territory.
They create bureaucratic arrangement for carry-
ing out annual federal state quota examination
of the main game species within every adminis-
trative entity of Russia. After that these quotas
are confirmed by the Ministry of agriculture.
Such controlling arrangements do not exist in
any other country of the world and complicate
the activity of hunting associations and hunters
which can not predict whether the hunt will start
or not, how many licenses they will be able to
receive for every species. Of course this gives
evidence that the legal acts controlling hunting
activities are not perfect and not democratic.
The legal acts limit the rights and initiatives of
the hunters. Taking Russia as an example we
see the negative collateral impact of administra-
tive borders upon hunters and their associations
which are mostly interested in conserving and
reproducting the game.

The hunting quotas for game are quite relative.
They are determined by the species reproduc-
tion characteristics, environmental conditions,
the level of hunting activity and its intensity,
hunting culture, legal and agricultural limita-

tions which of course change. In the 60-s of the
20" century we were amazed by the high quotas
for game animals in Germany, Sweden, Czech
Republic, Slovakia and other countries. They
exceeded and still do exceed the recommended
and approved Russian quotas sometimes for 2—
3 times. In Sweden 30 % of autumn number of
moose was harvested, in Russia — no more than
10-15 %, and even less in Siberia. In Lithuania
and Latvia the quota level is 20-23 %. And
the population number compared to density of
population in Western Europe is amazing for a
lot of hunting managers. The quota for the roe
deer in these countries is 30 % and even 40 %
while in Russia we cannot exceed the limit of
10—15 %. The same is with wild boar and deer.
Our specialists estimate possible volume of in-
cremental product that we could receive with
the same population density level. The authori-
ties demanded to provide such density and in
order to do so forbid hunting in such regions as
the Cis-Ural where depth of the snow reaches
1 m and more. The hunt was forbidden up to
reaching ,,necessary population density level*
oriented for other conditions. For the roe deer
including the Siberian Roe Deer this minimum
level was estimated by the famous specialist
A. A. DaNILKIN (2006) at the level of 20 spe-
cies per 1000 ha. Selective take is allowed
after exceeding this level meaning the level
of 21-50 per 1000 ha. The population density
needs to be increased up to twice as much at
average but not up to the level of Germany and
Sweden. Of course the means should be other,
not so prohibitive. Until that time the roe deer
hunt on the most part of territory of Russia has
to be closed most probably forever. These im-
proper practical and theoretical conclusions can
be made when the hunting quotas are thought
to be invariable, independent of certain condi-
tions. The relativity of the comparison method
used for validation of conclusions contributes
to it. In their turn they lead to improper mostly
forbidding decisions that contribute to develop-
ment of uncontrolled social processes (poach-
ing, decrease of hunters’ activity, etc). Actu-
ally the density of hoofed mammals in Russia
is lower due to harsh environment, their death
rate is higher due to different reasons includ-
ing the number of wolf and other predators, and
the survival rate is lower. I usually joke that if
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the Siberia had the same living conditions as
China which is situated more to the south — the
population density of the people would be the
same too. At the present moment it is 200 times
lower.

The borders of the hunting quotas for foreign
hunting tourism are relative in the way. It is
all according to economical importance of this
field of hunting husbandry in the country and
region, to traditions and interest of the local and
foreign hunters, to match of their goals or con-
tradictions. In some countries there are special
quotas for the foreign countries reaching up to
15-25 % of quota for game animals. Also the
period of validity of the hunting license for the
foreign hunters can be limited by the certain
time period: 10, 14, 30 days etc. Sometimes
there can be several such periods within the
year. These are not established in Russia. Tak-
ing in consideration relatively small numbers
of foreign hunters in our country, that is no
more than 6 thousand per year (this number is
the same for Namibia), the 5 % quota limit will
be enough for them if we need to establish it.
This can be done to comfort the resident hun-
ters only since due to the tourism development
the idea has appeared about impairment of local
hunters’ interests. Actually there is no essential
impairment of local hunters’ interests; they only
gain from this activity. The tourism profit con-
tributes to the economics of local hunting as-
sociations. They use the infrastructure created
for the foreign hunters and the results of game
husbandry intensification and its development
which are necessary for stable work and im-
provement.

In several African countries (Namibia, Bots-
wana, Tanzania) the agreement with the local
people is required to rent the hunting grounds.
Local people have to stop hunting and limit
livestock breeding. In this case the upper limit
of hunting tourism quota will reach almost
100 % of license quotas, because the poaching
is not eliminated in full. Local people are sat-
isfied with it because they get all meat of the
harvested animals — that is the goal of hunting
for them — and up to 50 % of trophy cost. Part
of the locals take part in serving foreign hunters
as trackers, cooks, skinners and other assistants
which provides additional earnings for them.
Considering payments into treasury this trend

becomes an essential investment in econo-
mics for some of the developing countries. The
similar approach proved to be true for Pakistan
where the locals were stimulated financially to
struggle with the poachers. This lead to increase
in number of rear species and hunt become pos-
sible. Other countries take in-between position,
but several of them including European (Hun-
gary, Bulgaria, and Rumania) are traditionally
oriented to foreign hunting tourism as a most
efficient trend of game husbandry.

As we can see from these examples there are
practically no borders for the development of
the hunting tourism. It contributes to the deve-
lopment of the mutual understanding between
hunters and people from different countries, to
improvement of the business, hunting, friend
and family contacts. This is a very important
goal of hunting tourism. The real border of its
ability depends upon the acceptable standard of
game resource exploitation which must provide
for stable reproduction. Quite often this leads
to the intensification of game husbandry, resto-
ration of wildlife number, special reproduction
and stimulates the development of science.

The process of hunting, game animals, dogs,
equipment, hunting trophies, the design of
hunters’ houses were always of interest for ar-
tists, sculptors, photographers and writers. The
hunt plot became the element of feature and
nonfiction films, not to mention special adver-
tising and informative films about hunting in
different countries for various species, about
hunters’ way of life. Due to the specifics of mu-
sical art the hunt was lesser pictured in music.
It is usually hunting hymns, hunting songs, al-
though hunting people have special music for
traditional rituals and dance. Most probably this
art can be regarded as one of the most ancient,
same as cave art, however it was impossible to
document it at that period.

With gradual development of culture, art, lite-
rature, the importance of the game animals and
hunting in lives of the grand people and others
— the themes, style, fashion and forms of ex-
pression changed. However it was in the picture
in the art of all developed cultures of the an-
cient world, medieval ages, not to mention our
time. We can find hunting motives on surviving
panels, frescos, stelae that decorated civil and
ceremonial buildings in India, ancient states
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of Central Asia, northern Africa, Mediterra-
nean and America. We can find such motives in
household items and accessories which formed
the whole trend known as ,,animal style“. Hun-
ting motives are widely shown in art and litera-
ture of the medieval Europe and Russia, as we
can judge upon the special and fiction litera-
ture, art galleries and museums, the traditional
crafts of all peoples. I found hunting motives
practically in every museum and art gallery of
every large town in Russia and any other coun-
try while gathering information for this pecu-
liar theme as suggested by professor PavL HELL
several decades ago. I am no art historian
however I made a conclusion that the hunting
motives in every trend of art are practically
boundless. The borders are determined only by
the imagination and experience of the artists,
sculptures and other craftsmen. The limitations
can be set only by philosophical and theological
prohibitions, traditions and economical abilities
of the authors, by the needs of the society and
clients. However there have always been cre-
ative individuals that neglected any kind of pro-
hibitions.

And in total we can state with confidence that
all kind of borders in game management and
hunting husbandry are relative. This is a general
rule with few exceptions.

Summary

Relativity of boundaries between game
management and hunting husbandry

Mutual understanding between different spe-
cialists working in different countries and con-
ditions depends greatly on correct interpretation
of relativility of two terms: game management
and hunting husbandry. In the article there is an
author’s standpoint regarding such boundaries
on several coinciding directions, given by the
conference organizers.

The comparison of game management struc-
tures proposed by K. Lindner and those of Rus-
sian game managers shows their slight differ-
ence, but on basic grounds it is of the same na-
ture, which is more vital. The difference in the
structure is caused by other meaning of hunt and
hunting husbandary in life of significant part of

Russian population, especially important in life
and material culture of 26 minor populations of
the Far North.

Taking wolf as an example, which numbers on
the territory of Russia are about 50 thousand
species, shows that the effective limitation of
quantity is impossible without the use of avia-
tion and other motorized vehicles, forbidden in
other countries. On the other hand, in Russia
there is no hunt on larks on ethic and religious
reasons and pigeon hunt is not so widespread.
Analyses of the law on hunt and hunting hus-
bandry in the countries of West and East Eu-
rope, North America and others results in the
conclusion, that despite unlikeness of hunting
management conditions, the experience and its
development in Russia is closer to west-europe-
an way and fundamentally differs from ameri-
can model of police control.

Analysed is the evolution of aims and propo-
sitions of national reserves in Russia and Be-
lorussia from total prohibition to the creation
of buffer areas and hunting husbandries on the
borders of reserves controlled by the adminis-
tration and to limited or dominant economic
activity.

The limitations on the use of night viewing de-
vices, military automatic guns and electronic
devices must be maximized. In Russia it de-
mands a certain amount of time and must be
preceded by the development of public mind,
firsly among the hunters who have adapted to
technical achievements and among legislators.
There are no national boundaries for migratory
animals. The latter started to get aware of the
ones if they go together with different distur-
bance rates like hunting. The same situatiom for
the wild animals is with the relativity of reserve
borders, reproduction areas and national parks
there they are not disturbed. They are seldom
got concentrated in such places moving to ad-
joining areas. Applied are several examples of
the reaction of wild animals on state and inner
borders. The hunting husbandry is impossible
without animal protection, that’s why it should
be regarded as a function of the husbandry.
General statements of hunting animals’ protec-
tion are a part of the environmental law. But le-
gal acts on their protection must not dominate
if the protection is for the sake of protection.
In Russia such domination of state environment
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Pesome
OB OTHOCHTEEHOCTH IPAHMI] B 0X0TOBENEHHH H 0X0THHHEEM X0IMICTEE.

B K Memmmoe

Or mpaEMNEHOTO IOHMMAHMA OTHOCHTEIEHOCTH TPaHHI] B OXOTOBEEHHH M OXOTHMYBEM
X03TICTBE JABMCHT B2AHMOIOHMMAHHE CIIELHAIHCT 0B, paloTalnMx B padIMHEXK YCIOEHAX B
PasHEX CTpaHax. B craThe NpHBOOMTCA MOIHIMA aBTOPa 00 OTHOCHTENBHOCTH TAKIX TPAHMI]
[0 HECKOIBKHM BAKHEIM HANpPaBIEHMAM, [PEIOREHHENM OpraHM3aTopaMH KOH(EpEeHIHH.
CpaEHeHME CTPYKTYP OXOTOBEREHMA, IpemnokeHHEXR K.JHHmHEepoM M POCCHHCKIMH
0XOTOBEMRAMH, [TOKASHIEAET, YT0 OHM HECKONEKO PAXTHHHEL, HO CONEPKAHME, UTO JHAUMMTEIEHO
BaXHeE, NPHHITMIMAIEHO OfHO M ToXe. Pasiidia B cTPYKIypE, BEIZBAHEL JPYTHM SHAYEHH M
OXOTH H OXOTHHHEETO X03ACTEA B XMSHH SHAYNT eJIEHOH HacTy HaceneHud B Poccunt, ocoberso
EAKHEIM B KHSHH H MATEPHAIEH O KyTIETYpe 26 Makx Hapopoe Kpafmeo Cepepa.

Ha nprmvepe Bosma, WHMCIEHH OCTE KOTOPOT 0 Ha npocTopax Poccim cocrarmder oxoso 50 TEIC.
ocobeff, moxasemaeTcd 49T0 3QPEKTHBHOE OrpaHMHEHME SHCOIEHHOCTH ET0 HEBOSMOXHO Des
IIPHMEHEHHA ABHAITHH, APYTHX MEXAHH3HPOBAHHEIX CPEJICTB, ZAIPEN[EHHEX B OPYTHX CTPAHAX.
C ppyrofi cropoHE! B POCCHE 10 STHYECKIM H PEJHMIHOSHEM [IPH-IHHAM He [PaKTHKYETCA 0X0Ta
Ha KABOPOHKOB, HE TOVTYHIIIA PACTIPOCTPAH 1A 0X0Ta Ha TosyOedt.

AHAMM3 3aKOHOJATENBCTEA 00 OXOTE M OXOTHMWBEM XOZTICTBE CTpaH 3amafHoH u
Bocroumoit Eeponelr, CepepHoll AMEpHIM M [OPYTHX — [OSBONLAET CHENATE  ERIBOJ, IO,
HECMOTPA HAa HEOJHHAKOELIE YCJIOBHA BEIEHMA OXOTHHHLETO X03AHCTER, OIBT H PAsEHTHE €10 B
Poccuu Bincke K 3amafHO-eBpONEH CKOMY IIYTH U B TIPHHIMIE OTJIRIOTCA OT AMEPMKAH CKOH
MOJENH TIOJHIERCKOr0 KOHTPOJH.

AHaTHBpYeTCcd 3B0JIOLMA Leslel M 3a7py JanoBeHUK0E B Poccuy, Belopycciy 0T IOJHOro
ZANpEera 0XO0TH (3ANOBERATE — SAMPETHTE) M0 CO3PaHHA OydepHEIX 30H, OXOTHHYRIX XO3AHACTB
Ha TPaHMIIaX 3allOBEIHHKOB, PYKOBOMMMEIX MX afMIHMCTPAIMEHR, [0 OIPaHWYEHHOA W
TP EBANTH YOI X03AHCTBEHH I JIEAT ENEHOCTH.

[Tpenener mpUMEHEHKA Ha 0X0Te NpHbopoB HOMHOIO EWpeHMA, DOEBOTO ABTOMATHHECKOIO
0PI, 3JIEKTPOHHELX IpHcIocobnermi foCKHE OEITE MaKCIMAMEHO orpammdensl B Pocoim
310 TpeDyeT oONpemeNEHHOTO BPEMEHH M JOJNKHO OHITE DIOMTOTORVIEHO pPasBHTHEM
0DINECTBEHHOr0 COSHAHMA, B IEPEYI0 OHEpefk Y OXOTHMKOE, KOTOPHE «IpHODURUmG) X
T EXHIECKHM SaITa HBIM TOCTHXEHMAM, IOHHMAHHA ¥ 3aK0H OJIAT eJIeH.

['oCymapCTBEHHEIE TPRHMIIEL [yl MMTPHMPYIOLMX KMEBOTHEIX He CYINECTBYHOT. OHM HX
OLLYIIRIOT M [IOHHMAKOT, ECJH TAKHME I'PAHMITEL COBNAfIAKT C pasHBEM pessiMoM Decroxoiicrea
WIH OXOTHL TO4YHO TAKKE MHOTHME OXOTHMMEHM KMBOTHEIE ITOHHMMAKT H COOTEETCTBYHOLLEIM
00pazoM pearHpyHT Ha aMHHMCTPATHEHEIE, YCJIOBHEIE P11 HUX TPaHMITE 3aKA3SHUKOE, 30H
II0KO0A, BOCIPOHBOACTBEHHEIX YJACTKOB, JalOBEJHHKOE, I'Ae MX He Decrokoar. OHM Hepemio
KOHLEHTPHPYIOTCA B TAKHX MECTAX, MEPEMEINAICE HY COMpPEReNBHER TeppuTopui. [TpuBomTCa
HECKOJBKD NPHMEDOB PEAKITHI PAsTIMHELX KMBOTHEX HA MEXT 0CYJAPCTE eHHEIE H BHYTPEHHHE
rpaHHIEL. OXOTHHYBE X034HCTBO HEBOSMODXHO 0e2 OXpaHEl KHEOTHEIX, NIO3TOMY €€ CIENYET
PacchATpHBATE KAk (QYHKIEE0 3TOro xozmictea. OOIpie BONPOCEL OXPAHEL OXOTHHHBHX
BHMBOTHEIX — YacThb IPHPOJ00XPaHHOT 0 SaK0DHOMATENECTEA. Ho NpaBoEEIE KT 10 HX OXPAHE
HE JAOJCKHE! JOMMHHPOBAaTh, €CJM OXPaHA OCYLECTBILAETCA He pag oxpaHH. B Pocom
MOMMHMPOBAHME IIPHPOJOOXPAHHTENBHOR  TOCYJapCTBEHHOE — QyHIIMHM IIpHBENIO B
aMMHHCTPAaTHBHOM IpaBe K JHIIEHHI0 0XOTHHMKOB H paboTHHKOB 0XOTXO3MICTE BOSMOXKHOCTH
OXPAHATH OX0THHHBIN XHBOTHEIX H 0T DpaKoHbEp 0B, K CEpLESHOMY VILEMIEHHIO HX [IPAB.

OTHOCHTENIEHOCTL ~ TPAHMI], HOPMATHBOB PAcCMATPMEAETCA Ha [PHMEpE YpOBHA
FIOITY CTHMOT 0 MCIIWIB30BAHHA OXOTHHYBHX RMBOTHBEIX B PA3HEIX YCJIOBHAX, B TOM “HCJIE H A
LENEH OXOTHHYBETO TYPH3MVE, KOTOPEH CIOCOGCTBYET PasBHTHIO BIAMMOIIOHMMAHHS MEK Y
OXOTHHKAMH M HAPOJAMH PAayTHYHELX CTPaH, YKpPEIUIEHHI0 ENOBELX, OXOTHHHEHE, JPYKECKHX, B
TOM =M CJIE CEMERHBIX KOHTaKTOB. VM B 3T0M 4pesBErRiH0 BaKHAT PO €10,
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protection function has resulted in administra-
tive law in deprivation the hunters and game
managers of the opportunity to protect hunting
species from poachers, limits their rights.

The relativity of the boundaries and rules is
shown on the example of the level of acceptable
use of hunting animals in different conditions
including the aims of hunting tourism, which
encouraged the development of understanding
between hunters and local people of different
countries, also serves to consolidation of busi-
ness, hunting, friendship and other contacts.
Here is its main role.

Zusammenfassung

Uber die Relativitit von Grenzen im Jagd-
management und in der Wildtierbewirt-
schaftung

Die Grenzen der Jagd, des Wildtiermanage-
ments und der Wildhege werden in ihrer aka-
demischen und praktischen Bedeutung am
Beispiel Russlands und im Vergleich zu Europa
und Nordamerika analysiert. Die Jagd von
Hubschraubern oder mit Motorschlitten auf
Wolfe ist in Russland und Kasachstan bei
einem gegenwértigen Bestand von ca. 50.000
Tieren ganz legal, fiir Westeuropa kaum vor-
stellbar. Die Jagd auf Schnepfen und anderes
Flugwild, besonders die Friihlingsjagd, fuf3t
auf unterschiedlichen Naturbedingungen und
6konomischen, religiésen und kulturellen Tra-
ditionen. Dagegen wird der Jagd auf Tauben
(heiliger Vogel) in Russland kaum nachgegan-
gen. Dennoch hat die Jagd in Russland mit dem
iibrigen Europa viele Gemeinsamkeiten, im
Gegensatz zu jener in den nordamerikanischen
Regionen. Die Traditionen von 26 nationalen
Minderheiten und Volkern des Hohen Nordens
gilt es auch in Zukunft zu achten.

Die Bedeutung von Schutzgebieten, Zapoved-
niks, und ihre historische Entwicklung werden
hervorgehoben. Jiager haben wichtige Funkti-
onen des Ressourcenschutzes und der Abwehr
der Wilderei iibernommen. Seit 20 Jahren ist
der Erwerb von Jagdwaffen wesentlich er-
leichtert worden, was andererseits zum Riick-
gang mehrerer Wildarten gefiihrt hat. Das war
Veranlassung, dass halbautomatische Waffen

nur noch mit Magazinen fiir drei Patronen ge-
baut werden. Die Jagd mit Nachtsichtgeriten
und anderen unerlaubten technischen Hilfsmit-
teln sowie mit vollautomatischen Militdrwaffen
wird abgelehnt.

Wildarten in Grenzregionen und Meeren sowie
migrierende Arten werfen spezielle Aspekte
Linder iibergreifender Verstindigung auf. Uber
die Jagd- und Naturschutzadministration, an-
ders als in Westeuropa, werden die jahrlichen
Quoten zur Wildnutzung festgelegt. Es gibt im-
mer noch zu viele administrative Hiirden in der
jagdlichen Praxis. Insgesamt ist das Nutzungs-
prozent von Wildarten wie Elch, Reh und Wild-
schwein, gemessen an der Bestandsgrofle, in
Russland weit geringer als in Nord- und West-
europa. Auflerdem sind die Wilddichten und
Uberlebensraten bei hohen Wolfsdichten und
infolge harter klimatischer Bedingungen sowie
unerlaubter Wilderei in Russland viel geringer.
Etwa 6000 ausldndische Jdger kommen pro
Jahr nach Russland. Dem Jagdtourismus wird
eine positive Rolle im Rahmen der Volker-
verstindigung zugewiesen. Jagd und jagdbare
Tiere haben seither Kultur, Kunst und Literatur
in groBer Motivwahl grenziiberschreitend be-
reichert, so auch in Russlands Literatur, Gale-
rien und Museen.
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