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NATVRE rl':._w-';, li"lg

SIZE OF THE TIGER
N a work on the tiger, published in 1875,! I made the.
following remarks in reference to the size of the
animal ;—

* Royal Tiger of Bengal, pp. 29, 30.

“ The size of the tiger varies : some individuals a‘ta’n.
great bulk and weight, though they are shorter than
others which are of a slighter and more elongated form,
The statements as to the length they attain are conflicting
and often exaggerated; errors are apt to arise from
measurements taken from the skin after it is stretched,
when it maybe 1o or 1z inches longer than beforas
removal from the body. The figer should be measured
from the nose along the spine to the tip of the tail as ha
lies dead on the spot where le fell before the skin is re
moved. One that is 10 jfeet by this measurement s large,
a id the full-grown male does not often exceed this, though
no doubt larger individuals (males) are occasionally seer,
and I have been informed by Indian sportsmen of relia-
bility that they have seen and killed tigers over 12
feet in length., The full-grown male Indian tiger, there-
fore, may be said to be from ¢ to 12 feet or 12 feet
2 inches, the tigress from 8 to 10 or perkaps in very rare
snstances 11 jfeet in length, the height being from 3 to 34,
or, rarely, 4 feet at the shoulder.”

The point I now especially desire to elucidate as it has
been the subject of discussion, but is one that has never
yet been satisfactorily settled, is the greatest length the
figer attains.

Jerdon and others say that the average size of a full-
grown male tiger is from g to 9} feet in length, and that

e has not seen any authentic account of a tiger that
measured more than 10 feet and 2 or 3 inches.

i agree with Jerdon that g to 9} or 10 and 2 or 3 inches
are the lengths attained by the majority of tigers met
with ; but the occasional occurrence of tigers of upwards
of 10 feet 2 or 3 inches (the authenticity of which is
doubted) is attested by the evidence of several competent
and reliable observers, who are quite aware that the
measurements should be those of the animal as he lies
where he fell, and before being despoiled of his skin, ard
that measurements of the skin after removal are decep-
tive.

I have taken some pains to ascertain the views of those
who are most likely to be well informed on the subject,
and I add the results of my own observations durin
considerable experience in Bengal, Oude, and Nepal; it
would seem that the evidence wanted by Jerdon is forth.
coming, and that tigers above 10 feet 3 inches, 11

| feet, and even 12 feet, are occasionally met with, and
have been accurately measured,

I may remark that it is very possible that like boars,
and other animals, they may diag:r in size according to
' locality, food, and other conditions of life; and that
' such being the case, it is probable that tigers of one pro-
_vince or district may exceed those of another in size.
_Indeed I am inclined to believe that such is the case,
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' and that therefore those who contend for the larger may

be equally right with those who maintain the smaller
measurements. I am rather inclined to agree with Mr.
C. Shillingford, who suggests the possible progressive
degeneration of the tiger; what, certainly, according to
some, obtains in the case of stags in the continuously
over-shot deer forests of Scotland, may also be going on
in the tiger of the much-hunted jungles of India. How-
ever this is a mere suggestion, but be it as it may, the
inches of the big tiger are, I think, an ascertained fact,
for it can hardly be maintained that the authorities who
vouch for it are either mistaken or misinformed, or that
they do not know how to measure a tiger accurately.

Sir G. Yule, K.C.5.1,, Bengal Civil Service, says:
¥ I never had the luck to fall in with a 12-foot tiger ;
11 feet odd inches I have killed twice or thrice. I
have heard once, at least, of a 12-foot fellow fairly
measured, and I cannot see why there should be any
doubt as to the occasional occurrence of such exceptions
to the general rule.”’

Col. George Boileau, Bengal army, says he killed a
tiger at Mutearah, in QOude, that was well over 12
feet. He writes:—“ 1 can speak positively as to the
size of the tiger—his length was well over 1z feet
before the skin was remoaved. He was, of course, quite
an exceptional size, and unequalled, so far as my own
experiznce goes, which extended over seventeen years of
constant hunting after the species. My own experience
of the size of tigers is that, in the female, the size runs
from 8 feet to 9} feet—the latter exceptionally large ; in the
m le, from g feet to 11 feet; a well-grown adult tiger is
seldom less than 10 feet in length. I speak of hunting-
grounds trequented by myself (chiefly Oude and Nepal
Terai), for no doubt the size varies according to locality,
abundance of food, and its reverse must of course pro-
duce their usual results.”

Col. Sleeman, Bengal army, says:—*‘1 don't remems=
ber having killed a tiger measuring more than 1o feet
6 inches in his skin, but I have seen skins of tigers
11 feet 6 inches in length, and once, at Dinagepore, in
Bengal, over 1z feet, I have the skin of the largest
tiger [ think I ever saw, and it measures 12 feet 2 inches,
This tiger was killed near Jubbulpore, in Central India,
by an old Thakoor sixty years of age, and I preserve the
skin as a trazhy of native pluck and vigour in age."

The skins above alludel to were, no doubt, stretched,
anl therefore do not prove more than that they were
taken from large animals, which may have been probably
between 10 and 11 feet in length ! :

Col. J. Macdonald, Bengal army, Revenue, Survey,
says :—*The largest tiger 1 have ever measured out of
seventy was fo feet 4 inches, and out of all these only
three have touched 10 feet. But I do believe that tigers
have exceptionally reached 12z feet.”” “The skin of
a tiger ten feet in length, as he lies dead, would stretch
to nearly twelve feet, but after curing it returns to nearly
its normal size. 1 have often measured the distance
_between a tiger's marks on the ground; average and

r.}
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large animals are from 4 feet 4 inches to 4 feet 8 inches,
"well ! I once found marks 5 feet 10 inches apart, this
must have been the mark of a gigantic beast—the breadth
 of the impression of the fore paw, and the depth of the
impression, showed his great size and weight. This was
in the Sunderbunds.
that once when going through a narrow creek in the
Sunderbunds, he saw a stupendous brute, far exceeding
in size anything he had before seen in tigers or could
have believed possible. The heaviest male tiger I have
seen weighed 448 lbs,, the lightest, a tigress, 242 lbs,"’

The Hon. R. Drummond, B.C.S., late Commissioner,
Rohilkund, says;—

*“1 have never seen a 12-foot tiger. The largest I ever
shot was 11 feet g inches as he lay on the ground imme=
diately he was shot, and befgre being padded. I mea-
sured him because | was struck with his large size.”

F, B.Simson, Es1., B.C.S.,says :—* I bave killed orb-i::a
at the death of about 180 tigers ; I never actyally hand
pne 11 feet long, but I fully believe that they reach that
length occasionally, and every now and then a monster
js found. The largest skins by far I have seen, came
from China, [ give you the exact measurements of
several I have killed and fairly measured immediately
after death, and before they were padded with dates :—

v November 23

18 55 October

1,57 Febrpary

Mr. M., of Morel-Gunge, told me

Tigers® length. Height at

Shoulder.
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Tigresses's length-

14 S S 3 3
13 8 5 g8
19 L 3 5
5 Lo 3 3

6 g 4 3 1ok
8 1o 3 4

" All these were killed on the churs of the Mf_z-,gnaI
between Backergunge and Noakhally, In later years
killed tigersin Purneah, Docca, Mymensingh,‘and Assam,
bat taeir exact dimensions were nat recorded. 1 do not
remnember any exceeding generally in size the measures
meits I have given. -
aimost 4 feet at the shoulder.

s | hiueegften been referred to about hogs. 1 have
taken about goo first spears, and bunted in nearly F.:‘.FEH
zillah in Bengal, but I never speared the boar that wou
not have walked under a standard of 3 feet 3 inches,
This statement has disappointed many; but the facts are

at your service, and you may use myn

I once killed a tiger who stood

ame to authenti-

cate them when you choose.” 2 :
M ijor-General Sir H. Green, K.C.5.1,, C.B., Bﬂmh?-?;_
| says:—  The biggest tiger I was ever at the killing o
| was in 1848, near Surat, and it measured, pegeed out,
[ heard by last mail from Claude Clerk

12 feet 4 inches.

at Hyderabad, who

gun, the biggest tiger /¢ had
1t feet 6 inches defore skinning.'’

zaid he had just killed, to his own

jie had ever seen, as it measured
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Sir H. Gre:n also writes:—" I inclose a letter from

' Col. Stewart regarding tigers, and 1 have made ma:;y
inquiries about them since, and there can be no doubt

that a. 12-foot tiger is very rare, ?.‘.lthﬂug:n I have no

doubt there are instances of that size having been ex-

ceeded. I find, by reference to my journal, that I have

a record of some I havekilled, and that the one I men-

tioned as 12 feet 4 inches, pegged out, measurgd,_ﬁqﬁ_r#

skinning, 11 feet 11 inches. Measures before skinning i—

11 feet 11 inches.

IQ [T Il ri
9 9
o . 6 , .—Tigres.
g ¥F 3 ar

8 ,, 6 , .—Tigress; pulled down my elephant,”
Col. D. G. Stewart writes :—"1 have never seen or
heard of a bona fide 12-foot tiger, i.e, as he lay in
his skin. The largest I ever saw or killed was, as he lay,
11 feet and } inch. I have personally measured eighty
tigers or more of my own shooting, and the dimensions I
have given are those of the largest of my victims,
saw a scin in San Francisco,of a Chinese tiger, which mlght
have been 12 feet long in life. I never saw anything
‘Indian to approach it. The Chinese skin was fairly
‘treated, had breadth as well as Iength, the fur was lon
and snf!t. The average size of large males in the Centra
Provinces 1 found to be 10 fest 6 inches to 10 feet
8 inches ; the tail had a good deal te do with the last tro
or three inches. The largest tigress I killed was, I think,
g feet 3 or 4 inclies, but 1 speak from memory. Of iwo
males the girth of the fore-arm of one was 48 inches, the
average being 3z to 34 inches. One of thc most remaiize
able measurements is that of the tail where it joins the
carcass. 1 have repeatcdly found it in males 12 inches.”
‘The Hon. Sir H. Ramsay, K.C.5.1., C.B., Commissioner,
Kumaon, writes: “] Lave always understood that Bengal
tigers are larger than ours in the north-west, The largest
tiger I ever killed measured 10 feet § inches,and I consider
anything above 10 feeta large tiger ; atigress very scldom
gets beyond g feet. I have heard of Bengal tigers measur-
ing 1z feet. G, tells me his father, a Bengal civilian, shot
a tiger that measured 12 feet 4 inches, but I never shot in
Bengal.”
Mr. C. Shillingford, indigo-planter, Purneah (with
whom I have shot many tigers) says: “ My experience
-extends over thirty-five years, during which I have shot
more than 200 tigers. In 1849 I shot one of the largest
tigers I have ever seen, with a party of four. He
measured, as ke fell, 12 feet 4 inches, was very old, and
his marks had become faint ; the hair was short, like that
‘of a greyhound. I shot another tiger which measured, as
he fell 11 feet 10 inches, and another in 1855, 11 feet
4 inches; several of 10 feet 6 inches and 10 feet. The
|mnjurit]r of male tigers seldom exceed 10 feet, and many
‘attain only g feet 8 inches or ¢ feet 10 inches,”’
 Cumming says he has shot a few over 11 feet, and gives
‘three instances—one at Rohinipore, 11 feet 4 inchas: one

‘at Kaliastrich in 1065, of 11 feet 2 inches; and another
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‘at Gour 1n 1871. My nephew has also shot one or two
over 11 feet.

I think these very large tigersare rare and are only to ba
found in the Ganges churs ; Iam also inclined to bzlieve
that they are degencrating, as I have not shiot large ones
for several years : or it may be that there is a keensr st
of sporismen now-a-days, and nu sooner a tizer is hca
of than he is shot., Thsa. tigresses are seldom over
8 feet, though I have known some that atiained 9
feet to 9 feet 6 inches. Cumming says he has seen
the claw-marks of a tiger on a tree 18 feet high. The
men who are difficult to convince about the large tigers
are those who have shot them in hills and rocky places,
lami tls.::-se tigers are of a different class and seldom grow

arge.

Major Bradford, C.S5.1., of the Political Service, says:
‘! 10 feet 5 inches was the largest tiger I ever saw, but [
sent the question to Martin and inclose his reply and the
inclosures to it. I remember hearing of this immense
tiger White speaks of.”

Col. C. Martin, C.I. Horse, says he shot atiger at Putul-
ghur 10 feet in length, and alludes to a large tiger shot
near Goona by Mr. White, which was measured by Mr.
Angelo, and is described as follows by the latter gentle-
man: “I can remember, beyond all doubt, the length
was 12 feet 4 inches from tip of nose to tip of tail; 2 feet
‘2 inches from ear toear! The direct breadth of wrist
'8 inches, spread of foot 1o inches, heel to withers 4 feet,
and the tail was 3 feet in length."”

These measurements were recorded in the Delks
Gaszeife, but there is some doubt as to their accuracy;
‘50 that they may hardly be regarded as proving more
‘than that the tiger was a very large one, Col. Martin
says, in a subsequent letter, * W.'s tiger, which I had
always thought 12 feet 4 inches, is no longer to be relied
?n for scientific inquiry, though it probably exceeded 10
‘feet.”

Lieut. James Ferris, B. Army, says: ‘“I have had a good
deal of experience, as I have shot in the Central Provinces,
and for several years in Oude and Nepal. The largest tiger
I know of was shot by Wilkinson, in 1873,in Nepal, he
‘measured 1o feet 4 inches from tip of nose to tip of tail.
Wilkinson, who has shot more tigers than most men in
India, told me this was the largest he had ever seen ; the
largest tiger I ever shot myself I got the same season in
Nepal; he measured 1o feet 2 inches, he was considered
a monster. The tigers in Lower Bengal may be larger,
but in the Central Provinces they are certainly smaller ; it
depends a great deal on how the tiger is measured.”

Gen. Ramsay, Bengal Army, says: ‘‘ The largest tiger
I ever saw I shot in conjunction with Col. Stewart, a fine
old sportsman, who died many years ago at Benares.
The tiger was not found for some days, when he was dis-
covered dying from loss of blood and starvation. The
skin was removed, and measured 1z feet from the nose
to end of tail.” This skin was no doubt stretched. ‘A
ﬂ%edrnuf 10 feet 6 inches is a very fair sized tiger. Tigresses
seldom grow so large’” General Ramsay adds: “My
friend Col. H. Shakspeare writes me that ‘the two































