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Abstract: With the increasing occurrence of wildlife in urban areas, the coexistence of humans and
wildlife has emerged as a critical issue in urban ecosystems. This study aims to analyze public
perceptions of wildlife occurrence in Seoul using blog data and derive policy implications based on
the findings.

Through frequency analysis and network analysis, the most frequently mentioned wildlife species in
Seoul were wild boars, raccoon dogs, water deer, crows, and stray dogs. While negative adjectives
were frequently associated with wild boars, no nouns related to accidents involving them were found.
In contrast, species-specific human-wildlife conflicts were identified, such as roadkill incidents for
water deer and rabies concerns for stray dogs. Despite hygiene-related issues, raccoon dogs were
perceived as relatively familiar animals. Crows were mainly associated with noise problems, which
caused discomfort among citizens, but they were not considered a direct threat. Wild boars, stray dogs,
and water deer were frequently mentioned in suburban areas, whereas raccoon dogs were linked to
parks and rivers within urban areas.

This study emphasizes the necessity of species-specific management policies based on occurrence
locations and risk levels. It argues that social media data can serve as a crucial tool for policy
approaches to foster urban ecosystems where humans and wildlife can coexist. Integrating large-scale
social media data with field-based research could enable the development of effective wildlife
management and conservation strategies.

Keywords: Wild Animal, Synurbization, Text Mining, Perception Analysis, Network Analysis
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Figure 1. Study flow
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Figure 2. Wild boar number of mentions
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Figure 3. Water deer number of mentions
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Table 1. Top 10 frequent nouns by species

Species Rank Noun Frequency Rank Noun Frequency
1 Hiking 3002 Village 1277
2 Inwangsan Mountain 1794 Parahotel 1027
Wild Boar 3 Bukhansan Mountain 1769 8 Trail 815
4 Park 1399 9 Dobongsan Mountain 806
5 Wild Animal 1307 10 Sound 705
1 Park 1002 Rabies 550
2 Friend 656 Wild Animal 515
Raccoon 3 Walk 628 8 Evening 465
4 Han River 621 9 These Days 434
5 First Time 580 10 School 425
1 Roadkill 785 Road 283
2 Wild Boar 525 Region 267
Water Deer 3 Wild Animal 331 8 Crosswalk 262
4 Han River 300 9 Sound 259
5 Village 291 10 Park 220
1 Person 2690 Country 346
2 Sound 615 Region 345
Crow 3 Sky 467 8 Head 342
4 Branch 441 9 Wind 340
5 Village 437 10 Tree 326
1 Person 628 Case 268
2 Wolf 425 Course 261
Dingo 3 Count (Animal Unit) 342 8 Village 257
4 Hiking Trail 294 9 Animal 249
5 Capture 269 10 Region 246
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Table 2. Top 10 frequent adjectives by species

Species Rank Adjectives Frequency Rank Adjectives Frequency

1 Scary 542 6 Comfort 211
2 Cute 367 7 Worry 208
Wild Boar 3 Necessary 291 8 Cooperate 202
4 Amazing 277 9 Diverse 200
5 Strong 225 10 Difficult 198
1 Cute 779 6 New 316

2 Like 725 7 Crazy 311
Raccoon 3 Strange 701 8 Great 305
4 Pretty 638 9 Difficult 299
5 Fun 317 10 Beautiful 274
1 Like 181 6 Due to 104
2 Frightened 162 7 Fast 103

Watar Deer 3 Small 142 8 Dangerous 94
4 Beautiful 114 9 Many 90

5 Happy 111 10 Pretty 82
1 High 281 6 Adorable 189
2 Small 227 7 New 182
Crow 3 Bright 214 8 Different 180
4 Beautiful 208 9 Due to 173

5 Like 198 10 Cute 151

1 High 105 6 Difficult 79

2 Necessary 100 7 Cute 71

Dingo 3 Scary 97 8 Possible 70
4 Believe 88 9 Different 67

5 Due to 84 10 Dangerous 65
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Figure 6. Network visualization of wild boar
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Appendix
Appendix1. Top 10 degree centrality by species
Species Rank Words Degree Centrality Rank Words Degree Centrality
1 Sound 0.575428 Town 0.540628
2 Mountain 0.5656 7 Region 0.53029
Wild Boar 3 Small 0.554327 8 About 0.513358
4 Reason 0.553518 9 Sudden 0.498298
5 Nature 0.547137 10 Memory 0.494172
1 Like 0.826068 Morning 0.714315
2 First 0.825484 Cute 0.70875
Raccoon 3 Friend 0.749287 8 Evening 0.706379
4 Continue 0.745096 Pretty 0.704559
5 Delicious 0.736645 10 New 0.698719
1 Many 0.887328 Small 0.596407
2 Road 0.674247 First 0.584144
Watar Deer 3 All 0.627152 8 Prayer 0.582935
4 Sound 0.613852 Tree 0.581496
5 During 0.603547 10 Nature 0.57856
1 People 0.933573 Like 0.697964
2 Many 0.87481 Road 0.685988
Crow 3 Morning 0.739561 8 Head 0.676327
4 Sound 0.704511 9 Seat 0.661078
5 Almost 0.704511 10 Sudden 0.658124
1 People 0.856538 Use 0.656062
2 Caution 0.732996 7 High 0.649967
Dingo 3 Branch 0.727273 8 Small 0.625734
4 Reason 0.711811 9 Hard 0.623355
5 Region 0.685498 10 Wind 0.621051




