
Behavioural Indicators of Intra- and Inter-
Specific Competition: Sheep Co-Grazing
with Guanaco in the Patagonian Steppe

Item Type Article

Authors Fernandez, Tomas; Lancaster, Alex; Moraga, Claudio A.; Radic-
Schilling, Sergio; von Hardenberg, Achaz; Corti, Paulo

Citation Fernández, T., Lancaster, A., Moraga, C. A., Radic-Schilling, S.,
von Hardenberg, A., & Corti, P. (2021). Behavioural indicators
of intra- and inter-specific competition: Sheep co-grazing with
Guanaco in the Patagonian steppe. Animals, 11(11), 3333. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ani11113333

DOI 10.3390/ani11113333

Publisher MDPI

Journal Animals

Rights Attribution 4.0 International

Download date 22/05/2023 09:19:30

Item License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10034/626469

https://chesterrep.openrepository.com/cdr
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ani11113333
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://hdl.handle.net/10034/626469


animals

Article

Behavioural Indicators of Intra- and Inter-Specific Competition:
Sheep Co-Grazing with Guanaco in the Patagonian Steppe

Tomás Fernández 1,2, Alex Lancaster 3, Claudio A. Moraga 4,5, Sergio Radic-Schilling 6, Achaz von Hardenberg 3

and Paulo Corti 1,*

����������
�������

Citation: Fernández, T.; Lancaster,

A.; Moraga, C.A.; Radic-Schilling, S.;

von Hardenberg, A.; Corti, P.

Behavioural Indicators of Intra- and

Inter-Specific Competition: Sheep

Co-Grazing with Guanaco in the

Patagonian Steppe. Animals 2021, 11,

3333. https://doi.org/10.3390/

ani11113333

Academic Editor: Yikweon Jang

Received: 25 October 2021

Accepted: 17 November 2021

Published: 22 November 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

1 Laboratorio de Manejo y Conservación de Vida Silvestre, Instituto de Ciencia Animal y Programa de
Investigación Aplicada en Fauna Silvestre, Facultad de Ciencias Veterinarias, Universidad Austral de Chile,
Valdivia 5090000, Chile; tomas.fv@gmail.com

2 Programa de Magister en Ecología Aplicada, Instituto de Ciencias Ambientales y Evolutivas, Facultad de
Ciencias, Universidad Austral de Chile, Valdivia 5090000, Chile

3 Conservation Biology Research Group, Department of Biological Sciences, University of Chester,
Chester CH1 4BJ, UK; 1821496@chester.ac.uk (A.L.); a.vonhardenberg@chester.ac.uk (A.v.H.)

4 Centro de Estudios del Cuaternario de Fuego-Patagonia y Antártica (Fundación CEQUA),
Punta Arenas 6200000, Chile; clmoraga@gmail.com

5 Department of Wildlife Ecology and Conservation, School of Natural Resources and the Environment,
University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611, USA

6 Departamento de Ciencias Agropecuarias y Acuícolas, Facultad de Ciencias, Universidad de Magallanes,
Punta Arenas 6200000, Chile; sergio.radic@umag.cl

* Correspondence: pcorti@uach.cl; Tel.: +56-63-2293108

Simple Summary: In extensive livestock ranching, where animals are maintained at high numbers,
competition between individuals is expected, but not generally assumed. To compensate for reduced
food availability, herbivores modify their feeding behaviour, which can be used as an indicator
of competition. We investigated behavioural changes of domestic sheep in Chilean Patagonia in
response to herd size, food availability, and the presence of a wild competitor, the guanaco, considered
a problem for sheep production by ranchers. Large sheep herds were associated with a decrease in
sheep grazing, while food availability increased time spent feeding. Guanaco had no effect on sheep
behaviours. Behavioural changes were mostly associated with competition between individual sheep
and not with guanaco. We suggest that to improve sheep production, ranchers should focus on sheep
management at appropriate herd sizes according to grassland capacities.

Abstract: In extensive livestock production, high densities may inhibit regulation processes, main-
taining high levels of intraspecific competition over time. During competition, individuals typically
modify their behaviours, particularly feeding and bite rates, which can therefore be used as indicators
of competition. Over eight consecutive seasons, we investigated if variation in herd density, food
availability, and the presence of a potential competitor, the guanaco (Lama guanicoe), was related
with behavioural changes in domestic sheep in Chilean Patagonia. Focal sampling, instantaneous
scan sampling, measures of bite and movement rates were used to quantify behavioural changes in
domestic sheep. We found that food availability increased time spent feeding, while herd density
was associated with an increase in vigilant behaviour and a decrease in bite rate, but only when food
availability was low. Guanaco presence appeared to have no impact on sheep behaviour. Our results
suggest that the observed behavioural changes in domestic sheep are more likely due to intraspecific
competition rather than interspecific competition. Consideration of intraspecific competition where
guanaco and sheep co-graze on pastures could allow management strategies to focus on herd density,
according to rangeland carrying capacity.

Keywords: density; feeding behaviour; bite rate; intraspecific competition; interspecific competition;
guanaco; sheep
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1. Introduction

In free-ranging herbivores, intraspecific competition increases with population density
when food resources become limited [1]. Increased competition for limited resources has
been shown to delay the age of first reproduction [2], increase new-born mortality [3–5], as
well as juvenile and adult mortality rates [5,6]. Consequently, an increase in the population
density, above the carrying capacity, typically triggers density-dependent processes, leading
to a reduction in the population [7,8].

Herbivores may modify their feeding behaviour in response to an increase in compe-
tition for resources [9,10]. Individuals may adjust both time spent feeding and resource
intake intensity as a mechanism to compensate for lower food availability to satisfy their
nutritional requirements [10,11]. For example, American bison (Bison bison), during winter,
spend more time feeding in higher quality patches when the group size is bigger [12].
Elk (Cervus canadensis) [13], Alpine ibex (Capra ibex) [14], and South African oryx (Oryx
gazella) [15] increase their food intake rate when food resources are scarce.

Contrary to wild herbivores, domestic herbivores are usually spatially confined,
with population densities determined by productive interests rather than environmental
constraints, predisposing them to increased intraspecific competition if trophic resources
are limited [16,17]. In gregarious wild herbivores, when intraspecific competition increases,
individuals tend to move away or split into smaller subgroups to avoid and decrease
competition, but these mechanisms may fail if densities are artificially maintained at high
levels [17,18].

Similar to wild herbivores, domestic herbivores also modify their feeding behaviour
when intraspecific competition increases [9]. In domestic goats and cattle, an increase in
the number of feeding competitors increased the food intake rate [19–21]. In domestic
sheep, an increase in the population density and a lower food availability increased the
time individuals spent feeding daily [22,23].

Intraspecific competition in livestock might be exacerbated by the competition of
wild herbivores grazing on the same grounds [24], and there is evidence of the negative
impacts that wild herbivore grazing can have on cattle while competing for the same
resources [25,26]. It has also been shown that interspecific competition can modify the
feeding behaviour of the competing herbivores, e.g., decreasing their bite rate while
increasing vigilance behaviours [27], or increasing the search time for resources [26].

In Patagonia, the increase and expansion of guanaco (Lama guanicoe) populations from
protected areas to livestock grasslands has resulted in an increase in the co-occurrence with
domestic sheep [28]. In addition, sheep ranching has steadily decreased in recent decades,
reducing sheep numbers across Patagonia [29], possibly contributing to the expansion of
guanaco into ranches. Several studies have pointed out a high diet overlap between these
species and how this might contribute to resource competition [30–32]. Traba et al. [33]
have shown a reduction in sheep’s spatial niche in the presence of guanaco during winter.
However, Pontigo et al. [32] demonstrated that sheep do not modify their trophic niche in
the presence of guanaco during summer, whereas guanaco do.

Ranchers claim that the increase in guanaco populations has a negative impact on
livestock yield [34]. Additionally, some authors have suggested that the increase in the size
of guanaco populations may be responsible for the overgrazing of the steppe in Argentinian
Patagonia, reducing the available resources [35]. Marino et al. [36] suggested instead that
the current overgrazed rangeland is caused by unsustainable domestic sheep population
densities through the years, reaching as much as 73% above the carrying capacity in some
areas of Argentinian Patagonia. Additionally, in Chilean Patagonia, it is assumed that some
parts of the region exceed the carrying capacity of the steppe [37].

The livestock production system in Patagonia has remained largely similar for several
decades, maintaining relatively consistent densities throughout the years [36,38,39]. The
maintenance of animal densities above the steppe grassland carrying capacity, over long
periods of time, is rarely seen in wild species under natural conditions [3,40]. Therefore, the
current circumstances in sheep ranching in southern Patagonia offer a unique opportunity
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to observe the behavioural effects of intraspecific competition, in the presence of another
species as a possible competitor [22,23,26,27].

Our objective was to evaluate intraspecific and interspecific competition affecting
domestic sheep through changes in sheep feeding behaviours according to food availability,
population density, and the co-occurrence of a wild herbivore species, the guanaco. We
assessed variations in time spent feeding and resource intake intensity, through bite rates
as indicators of intraspecific competition [20,22,23]. We compared the changes in behaviour
between sites with and without guanaco presence to test for the effect of interspecific
competition [41]. Our predictions were: (1) sheep increase both their feeding intake and
time spent feeding as trophic resources decrease when population density is high [20,22,23],
and (2) the presence of guanaco decreases sheep bite rate due to an increase in vigilance
behaviour [27] and displacement [26].

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Sites

The study was carried out on four sheep ranches in the Magallanes district of Chilean
Patagonia (Figure 1), where sheep have been present since the late 19th Century [42]:
Cañadón Grande (ca. 72,000 ha; 52◦11′ S, 69◦14′ O) and Nevada (ca. 1200 ha; 52◦38′

S, 70◦52′ O) on the mainland, and Serena (ca. 4600 ha; 53◦21′ S, 68◦53′ O) and Berna
(ca. 2400 ha; 53◦09′ S, 68◦47′ O) on the Island of Tierra del Fuego. With the exception
of Nevada, all ranches use continuous grazing systems, switching between winter and
summer grasslands. This practice allows the grassland to recover from the previous
grazing season [43]. The Nevada ranch uses a rotational grazing system with shorter
grazing periods on smaller grasslands [43,44]. In Cañadón Grande and Serena ranches,
there was a constant presence of guanaco in sheep grazing areas. Berna and Nevada
ranches were used as control sites since guanacos were rarely, if ever, observed in grazing
areas. The herds in all ranches were mainly composed of ewes, with reproductive activity
onset at late summer and early autumn (rut season), lambing one or two individuals
between late winter and early spring [45].
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Figure 1. Location of study sites in Magallanes region. Sites are in Chilean Patagonia, with Cañadón
Grande and Nevada ranches located on the mainland, and Berna and Serena ranches on the island of
Tierra del Fuego.

Potential predators of sheep and guanacos on mainland ranches are puma (Puma
concolor), culpeo (Lycalopex culapeus) and grey (L. griseous) foxes [46]. Pumas predate on
adults and young animals, but foxes mostly opportunistically prey on new-borns. Puma
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are absent from Tierra del Fuego Island, but both fox species are present [47]. In addition,
domestic dog attacks on sheep and guanaco are increasing across Patagonia [48]. Raptors
such as buzzard eagle (Geranoaetus melanoleucus) and southern caracara (Caracara plancus)
might predate on new-born lambs [49].

Magallanes has a semiarid-cold climate, with four seasons [50]. Temperatures varied
between a mean of 10.6 ◦C in summer (December–February) and a mean of 2.2 ◦C in winter
(June–August), with precipitation ranging from a maximum monthly mean of 39.6 mm
(April–July) and a minimum of 19.8 mm (September–October), averaging 358 mm annually
with 25 mm of snow [51,52].

The Patagonian steppe grassland is dominated by graminoid species of tussock grasses
(Festuca gracillima), needle grasses (Stipa spp.), meadow grasses (Poa spp.), and wallaby
grass (Rytidosperma spp.), with a wide range of annual species growing between graminoids
and transition areas associated with meadows and small and medium shrubs [53]. All
sites are typical flat Patagonian steppe with some small rolling hills, but Nevada and
Serena presented some areas with low shrubs on the side of the hills. Grassland primary
productivity is variable, averaging between 455 and 2021 kg dry matter (dm)·ha−1·year−1,
depending on the province in the district [54–56].

2.2. Food Seasonal Availability and Variation

Available dry vegetation biomass (kg dm·ha−1) was determined to quantify food
availability in different areas for each ranch. Samples were collected through eight con-
secutive seasons from autumn 2018 to summer 2019 (year 1) and from autumn 2019 to
summer 2020 (year 2). A total of 1636 vegetation samples were collected, varying between
32 and 66 samples per site/season. Between three to four line transects (ca. 2–5 km)
were conducted on foot at each site per season, through different vegetation communities,
randomly selecting three samples every 500 m with a 0.1 m2 Daubenmire quadrat [57] and
collecting all aboveground vegetation within the quadrat [58]. Each sample was georefer-
enced with a GPS unit (Garmin 64s, Olathe, Kansas, USA), oven-dried at 60 ◦C for 48 h, and
individually weighed [59]. Dry matter availability was estimated averaging samples from
each site/season [59]. To account for grazed dry matter during the study, we estimated
sheep consumption during the period between sampling seasons. Sheep daily intake
ranges between 1.2 and 1.9 kg dm·day−1 depending mainly on food quality [60–62]. In
Chilean Patagonia, sheep yearly intake has been estimated at around 650 kg dm·year−1 [63],
therefore we estimate a daily intake of 1.78 kg dm·day−1. This value was multiplied by
sheep density in each ranch, during the previous season of the dry matter sampling and
considering an average of 90 days of consumption among seasons (three months between
each fieldwork session). Steppe primary productivity for each ranch and season was then
calculated by adding collected dry matter and estimated grazed dry matter [59,64]. Yearly
primary productivity for each site and year was estimated as the mean of the seasonal
productivities in the same year.

Carrying capacity was estimated annually for each site following Golluscio et al. [65]
and Hashemi [66], dividing yearly primary productivity for each site by one Animal Unit
Year (AUY) or ca. 4300 kg dm·year−1 [44,67–69]. Then, the carrying capacity was adjusted
to the annual requirement of sheep, considering ca. 650 kg dm·year−1 [57] to calculate the
Animal Unit Equivalent for sheep (AUE; 1 AUY = 0.15 AUE) [53,68,70]:

AUE =
Annual primary productivity

(
kg dm·ha−1·year−1)

AUY (4300 kg dm·year−1)
·6.67 (1)

The multiplying factor of 6.67 corresponds to the equivalent of 1 AUY = 0.15 AUE
(1/0.15 = 6.67). Therefore, the carrying capacity indicates the number of AUE that the
grassland can support each year.
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2.3. Sheep Density, Stocking Rate and Guanaco Density

Sheep and guanaco densities were estimated for each site/season using the distance
sampling method [71,72]. A total of 246.5 km was surveyed for sheep density estimation
and 144 km for guanaco. At each site, 6–10 km line transects were conducted each season.
Surveys at each site were completed in a single day to avoid recounting individuals who
may have moved to other areas and overestimating by counting the same individuals on
multiple occasions [73]. Group size was recorded, considering a group as the individuals
within 50 m of each other and showing a coordinated movement [21,74]. Conventional
(CDS) and multiple covariate distance sampling (MCDS) models were fitted to estimate
the density for each species at each site, selecting the best model with Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC), using the software Distance v.7.2 [72].

The stocking rate of sheep was defined as the Animal Units (AU) in a certain area
during a certain season [44,67–69]. To compare stocking rate with rangeland carrying
capacity, density was estimated as individuals·ha−1, and the annual mean was estimated
for each year. Therefore, mean sheep density·ha−1·year−1 can be compared to AUE [67].

2.4. Sheep Behavioural Variation
2.4.1. Group Activity Budgets

Activity budgets were estimated by directly observing randomly selected groups with
the instant sampling method [75,76]. The group was observed from a minimum distance
of 50 m using a scope (Nikon Prostaff 5 60x, Tokyo, Japan), to avoid influencing their
behaviour, then sampling began when sheep returned to feeding. Sampling sessions were
started once the observed animals started to forage again, after an observer arrived in the
observation spot. Each individual behaviour in a group was recorded at the beginning of
the sampling session and once every 5 min during the 15 min sample [15,77]. Recorded
behaviours were defined as: (i) feeding: bites and extraction of vegetation, walking while
maintaining the snout near the ground [22,78], (ii) vigilance: head lifted above the body
to inspect surroundings without displacement [27,78], (iii) walking: individual walking
with head lifted from the ground (to differentiate from feeding) [78,79], and (iv) other
behaviours: including resting, fighting, maternal behaviour, reproductive behaviour, ru-
mination, urination/defecation, fleeing, and grooming [79,80]. Behaviours classified as
“other” were grouped due to their low observation frequency. From the 406 sheep groups,
1477 instant sampling records were obtained, making a total of 10,858 individual records.
For activity budgets, the proportion of individuals feeding, vigilant, walking, and in other
behaviours in each group was calculated from the total of individuals in the observed
group. Approximately 46 groups were sampled in each season.

2.4.2. Focal Observations

Focal observations were carried out to record changes in sheep bite and movement
rates [75]. One randomly selected individual from each instantaneous scan sampled group
was also observed, as described earlier. All behaviours displayed by the focal individual
were recorded during a 15 min observation period [76]. Bites and steps were recorded
during the 15 min observation period using handheld counters.

Bites were defined as the partial or complete extraction of vegetation from the ground
with the mouth, followed by a quick, elevated jaw movement [27,81]. Steps were defined
as the forward movement of either front limb [26]. Food intake rate was calculated by the
number of bites taken while feeding (bites·min−1) and movement rate by the number of
steps taken (steps·min−1) while feeding and walking [26,27,82]. To estimate the bite rate,
343 individuals were included, with a total of 4868 min of observations and a mean of
10.78 ± 2.5 focal individuals per site/season. For movement rate, 324 individuals were
observed, adding up to 4663 min of observation and an average of 10.13 ± 2.6 focal
individuals per site/season. All behaviours were recorded with the Animal Observer
app [83] using an iPad mini tablet (iPad mini 4, Apple Inc., Cupertino, CA, USA).
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2.5. Statistical Analysis
2.5.1. Group Activity Budgets

Variations in group activity budgets were analysed in relation to food availability
(kg dm·ha−1), sheep herd density (individuals·ha−1), group size, density of guanaco, study
site, and season. Continuous variables (food availability, herd density, group size, and
guanaco density) were standardised with a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1 [84].
Generalised linear mixed models (GLMM) were fitted with a binomial error distribution
and a logit link function, using group ID as a random variable [85,86].

2.5.2. Focal Observations

Linear models (LM) were fitted to evaluate the relationship of food availability, sheep
density, guanaco density, study site, and season with bites and step rates [87]. Step rate was
normalised by exponential transformation [88], and all continuous variables were centred
and standardised [84].

2.5.3. Model Selection

Model selection was based on the AIC, considering the model with the lowest AIC
value as the best fitting model and considering all models with a difference in AIC values
from the best fitting model (∆AIC) < 2 as equivalent [89,90]. If ∆AIC < 2, fulfilment of
parsimony criteria was considered for model selection [86,91]. All statistical analyses were
performed in R v.3.6.3 [92] using the lme4 [93] and the MuMIn [94] packages.

3. Results
3.1. Food Availability and Carrying Capacity

Available dry biomass (kg dm·ha−1) varied between sites and seasons (Figure 2).
The lowest annual average of food availability was registered in Cañadón Grande ranch
with 564.32 ± 170.58 (SD) and 487.18 ± 215.34 kg·ha−1·year−1 in the first and second
year of the study, respectively. Nevada recorded the highest available dry biomass, av-
eraging 1146.85 ± 265.25 kg·ha−1·year−1 during the first year and 980.18 ± 314.48 in the
second year. The yearly average for Serena was 1138.7 ± 328.01 in the first year and
773.51 ± 427.34 kg·ha−1·year−1 in the second year, while Cañadón Grande registered
669.16 ± 175.14 and 828.76 ± 203.79 kg·ha−1·year−1 each year. Carrying capacity esti-
mated for each site, for the first and second year, were Berna: 0.88 and 0.76 AUE, Nevada:
1.70 and 1.52 AUE, Cañadón Grande: 1.04 and 1.29 AUE, and Serena: 1.72 and 1.20 AUE.

3.2. Sheep Density, Stocking Rate and Guanaco Density

There were 722 sheep groups recorded, for a total of 35,672 individuals, and 253 gua-
naco groups recorded, with a total of 1378 individuals. Mean animals per group were
49.3 for sheep and 5.4 for guanaco. Densities varied widely between sites and sea-
sons, according to selected models (Appendix A, Table A1). Average sheep density
(mean ± SD) was 1.82 ± 1.46 individuals·ha−1 throughout the study. Mean herd den-
sity for Berna and Nevada ranches was 1.43 ± 0.97 and 3.03 ± 2.12 individuals·ha−1

respectively, throughout the study. Cañadón Grande and Serena average herd densities
were 1.8 ± 0.51 and 1.1 ± 1.2 individuals·ha−1, respectively. Guanacos mean density was
0.15 ± 0.17 individuals·ha−1, with an average of 0.24 ± 0.22 individuals·ha−1 in Cañadón
Grande and 0.06 ± 0.03 individuals·ha−1 in Serena.

Stocking rate for each site for the first and second year was: Berna: 1.31 and 1.54 AUE·ha−1,
Nevada: 3.46 and 2.59 AUE·ha−1, Cañadón Grande: 1.84 and 1.75 AUE·ha−1, and Serena:
1.63 and 0.58 AUE·ha−1. All sites registered stocking rates above their carrying capacity in
both years, meaning the rangelands were overgrazed, except for Serena which featured a
slightly lower stocking rate than its carrying capacity during the first year, and below half
during the second year.
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3.3. Sheep Behaviour Variation
3.3.1. Groups’ Activity Budgets

Activity budgets varied significantly between sites and seasons (Figure 3). Feeding be-
haviour represented 73.54% of all behaviours in the groups, followed by “other behaviours”
(20.13%), walking (3.91%), and vigilance (2.41%). Selected models showed that the main
variables affecting the behaviours were sheep density, group size, and season, besides
interactions of density with group size, season with group size, and feeding behaviour
with food availability (Table 1).
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Table 1. Generalised linear mixed models (GLMM) fitted for feeding, vigilance, walking, and other behaviours. Bold
indicates selected model. Variables correspond to available dry biomass (kg dm·ha−1; biomass), group size (group.size),
sheep density (ds.oa), guanaco density (ds.lg), seasons (seasons), and study site (site). Random variable Scan.id corresponds
to the evaluated group. Models’ degrees of freedom (DF), Akaike Information Criterion value (AIC), difference in AIC
values between each model to lower AIC model (∆AIC), AIC weight (AICω), and conditional χ2 (R2c) are shown.

Model DF AIC ∆AIC AICω R2c

Feeding

biomass + group.size *seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 13 1261.10 0.00 0.413 0.382
biomass + ds.oa + group.size *seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 14 1261.88 0.78 0.280 0.383
biomass *group.size + group.size *seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 14 1263.10 2.00 0.152 0.382
group.size *seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 12 1264.95 3.85 0.060 0.379
group.size *seasons + (1|scan.id) 9 1265.82 4.72 0.039 0.375
biomass *group.size + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 11 1265.88 4.78 0.038 0.378

Vigilance

ds.oa + group.size + ds.oa:group.size + (1|scan.id) 5 165.42 0.00 0.379 0.685
biomass + ds.oa + group.size + (1|scan.id) 5 165.57 0.15 0.351 0.459
ds.oa + group.size + (1|scan.id) 4 167.56 2.14 0.130 0.412
ds.oa + group.size + ds.lg + (1|scan.id) 5 168.21 2.79 0.094 0.442
biomass + ds.oa + group.size + seasons + (1|scan.id) 8 170.34 4.93 0.032 0.491
biomass + ds.oa + group.size + season + ds.lg + (1|scan.id) 9 172.00 6.58 0.014 0.465

Walking

seasons + (1|scan.id) 5 300.07 0.00 0.396 0.109
biomass + seasons + (1|scan.id), 6 300.38 0.31 0.338 0.123
biomass + group.size + seasons + (1|scan.id), 7 301.99 1.92 0.151 0.127
biomass + group.size + ds.oa + seasons + (1|scan.id), 8 303.65 3.58 0.066 0.130
biomass + group.size + ds.oa + ds.lg + seasons + (1|scan.id), 9 305.46 5.39 0.027 0.132
biomass:seasons + seasons + (1|scan.id), 9 305.93 5.86 0.021 0.129

Other behaviours

ds.oa + group.size:seasons + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 13 909.25 0.00 0.357 0.471
ds.oa:seasons + group.size:seasons + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 16 910.58 1.32 0.184 0.473
biomass + ds.oa + group.size:seasons + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 14 910.60 1.35 0.182 0.470
group.size:seasons + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 12 911.40 2.14 0.122 0.469
ds.lg + group.size:seasons + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 13 912.39 3.13 0.074 0.471
biomass + group.size:seasons + seasons + site + (1|scan.id) 13 912.68 3.43 0.064 0.468

Food availability had a positive relationship with the proportion of individuals feeding
(Figure 4A; Appendix A, Table A2). In spring and summer, there was a lower proportion
of individuals feeding in observed groups compared to autumn (Figure 4B; Appendix A,
Table A2). Group size had no relationship with the proportion of individuals feeding,
except during summer, when a lower proportion of sheep was observed feeding. Vigi-
lant behaviour increased together with density but decreased when group size increased
(Appendix A, Table A2). Walking behaviour increased in winter, compared to autumn
(Appendix A, Table A2).

The display of other behaviours was negatively related with sheep density (Figure 4C;
Appendix A, Table A2). The proportion of other behaviours was lower in winter and
higher in summer (Figure 4D), when compared to autumn. Group size was positively
related with the other behaviours, but only in spring and summer. During summer, an
inverse relation was observed between the effect of group size on feeding behaviour and on
other behaviours.
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Figure 4. The effect of food availability, herd density, and season on sheep behaviour, according to
selected models. (A) Effect of dry matter on the proportion of the group feeding. (B) Variation in the
proportion of the group feeding in different seasons. (C) Effect of sheep density on the expression of
other behaviours. (D) Expression of other behaviours across different seasons. Light-blue shadows
and bars indicate 95% confidence intervals.

3.3.2. Bite Rate

The best fitting model included the interaction of density and food availability with
different seasons, besides the effect of seasons on itself. (Table 2). Mean bites·min−1 was
102.99± 23.12, ranging from 36.13 to a maximum of 171.07 bites·min−1. Bites·min−1 varied
between seasons and was comparatively higher in spring than autumn (Appendix A,
Table A3). Sites registered different bites·min−1, being higher in Berna and Nevada than
Cañadón Grande and Serena ranches. Dry biomass availability was positively related with
bite rate during winter and spring, but not in autumn and summer. Sheep density had
different effects on bite rate according to the season. During spring, density was positively
related with bite rate, while it was negatively related during winter. Interactions between
herd density, dry biomass available, and season showed a negative effect of density on the
bite rate of sheep, while food available was lower during winter and spring (Figure 5), but
a positive effect of food availability was higher during the same seasons.

3.3.3. Movement Rate

Movement rate had a mean of 10.85 ± 6.21 steps·min−1, with a minimum of 1.47 and
maximum of 29.94 steps·min−1. The selected model showed higher movement rates in
spring and summer compared to autumn (Appendix A, Table A3). Food availability was
positively related with movement rate, but only during winter.
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Table 2. Linear models (LM) for bite rate (bites·min−1) and movement rate (steps·min−1). Bold indicates selected model. Variables
correspond to kg dm·ha−1 (biomass), group size (group.size), sheep density (ds.oa), guanaco density (ds.lg), seasons (seasons), and
study sites (site). Models’ degrees of freedom (DF), Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), difference in AIC values between each model
to lower AIC model (∆AIC), and χ2-adjusted value (R2) are indicated.

Model DF AIC ∆AIC R2

Bite rate

ds.oa:biomass + ds.oa:seasons + biomass:seasons + ds.oa:biomass:seasons + seasons + site 18 3143.88 0 0.22
ds.oa:biomass + ds.oa:seasons + biomass:seasons + ds.oa:biomass:seasons + seasons + site
+ ds.lg 19 3145.04 1.16 0.22

ds.oa:seasons + biomass:seasons + ds.oa:biomass:seasons + seasons + site 20 3145.53 1.65 0.22
ds.oa:seasons + biomass:seasons + ds.oa:biomass:seasons + seasons + site + ds.lg 21 3147.29 3.41 0.28
biomass:seasons + ds.oa:biomass:seasons + seasons + site 16 3165.61 21.73 0.16
ds.oa:biomass + ds.oa:seasons + biomass:seasons + ds.oa:biomass:seasons + seasons +
ds.lg 16 3167.37 23.49 0.16

Movement rate

biomass:seasons + seasons 9 1994.57 0 0.10
biomass:seasons + biomass:site + seasons 12 1998.13 3.56 0.10
biomass:seasons + site + seasons 12 2000.43 5.86 0.09
biomass:site + biomass:season 9 2004.35 9.78 0.07
biomass:site + biomass:seasons + site + seasons 15 2002.48 7.91 0.09
biomass:seasons + site 9 2007.47 12.90 0.06
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4. Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first empirical study analysing intraspecific competition
in sheep through behavioural changes in Patagonia. We showed an effect of dry biomass
availability and sheep density on feeding behaviour and bite rate, as well as an effect of
sheep density on vigilance and other behaviours. Our results suggest that the current
high densities of sheep herds above carrying capacity in some sites increase intraspecific
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competition, leading to changes in sheep feeding behaviour [18,20,22,23]. Although the
presence of a possible competitor species could potentially increase these negative effects
due to interspecific competition [26,41,82], we found no evidence of any negative effect
caused by the presence of guanaco co-grazing with sheep in the sites under study.

Behavioural changes observed in sheep were expected, with stocking rates above the
carrying capacity in almost every site, as seen in other species [22,23]. At low densities,
low food availability increased the bite rate, which is possibly related to a process of
compensation [13,14]. As density increased, bite rate in areas and seasons with higher
food resource availability also increased. In accordance with Shrader et al. [20] and Chen
et al. [95], the increase in bite rate in domestic sheep and goats, as group size increases,
could act as a mechanism to exploit resources before their competitors can and may
compensate for any negative effect caused by competition. As with sheep in our study,
Odadi and Rubenstein [96] also showed an increase in the bite rate of cattle when grazing
in larger groups with restricted access to grazing areas. This strategy could be a response
to a resource exploitation competition process, where individuals aim to use the resources
before their competitors [82,97]. Interference competition affects the intake of resources and
leads to the expression of other behaviours, such as vigilance, displacement, or agonistic
behaviour [98,99], as has been shown in several ungulate species, such as mule deer
(Odocoileus hemionus) and red deer (Cervus elaphus) [100], or impala (Aepyceros melampus),
zebra (Equus quagga), and kudu (Tragelaphus strepsiceros) [101]. Similarly, herd density
in areas and seasons with low food availability had a negative impact on bite rate and
increased vigilant behaviours in sheep within our study.

The positive effect of food availability on feeding behaviour was contrary to our
expectations, as low food resources should increase both bite rate and time spent feeding
as a mechanism to compensate for resource scarcity [9,23,95,102]. Bergman et al. [11,103]
showed that bison have a time-minimizing foraging strategy that allows them to increase
time spent feeding when food resources are more abundant and nutritional requirements
are higher. This could be the same strategy used by sheep in Patagonia, increasing their time
feeding due to higher nutritional requirements, thus exploiting every available resource. In
addition, it has been shown that domestic livestock on low-quality forages present larger
movements, tending to forage more selectively [104].

The higher proportion of individuals feeding, and lower proportion of other be-
haviours expressed, is possibly not only related to food availability, but also to daylight
periods and weather conditions in winter, such as lower temperatures and higher levels
of precipitation [13,21,22,105]. Studies show that reduced feeding time due to fewer day-
light hours in winter or experimental restricted access to pastures, increase the proportion
of time spent feeding and reduce the time spent in other activities, related to the total
time available to feed [22,106–108]. Furthermore, in winter, ungulates use lower-quality
patches [105,109,110] and the resource encounter rate is reduced due to changes in the
environment, such as the presence of snow on the terrain [13], eventually leading to an
increase in searching and therefore feeding times.

Guanaco co-grazing with sheep had no significant effect on the time allocated to
feeding or bite rates in sheep. None of the best fitting models included guanaco density
as a significant variable. Guanaco densities on sheep grazing areas are possibly not high
enough to have a measurable impact on them [111,112]. A lack of interspecific competition
has also been reported for sheep co-grazing with other species, such as red deer [113] and
chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra) [114]. However, sheep presence seemed to reduce the trophic
niche of guanaco when co-occurring [32]. Chesson [115] proposed that two species can
coexist exploiting the same resources, as long as the effect of intraspecific competition is
stronger than interspecific competition, as may be occurring between sheep and guanaco
in Patagonia. Guanaco presence did not increase sheep vigilance, walking, aggression or
other behaviours that may interrupt resource intake.
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5. Conclusions

Our results suggest that behavioural changes in sheep grazing the Patagonian steppe
are related to intraspecific competition, rather than interspecific competition with sympatric
wild guanaco. Competition intensity is influenced by herd density, which is maintained at
stocking rates above that of carrying capacities in some rangeland sites on the Patagonian
steppe. This finding should be considered an important point of concern because this
ranching system will likely not be sustainable in the mid- to long-term.

In situ evaluation of sheep behaviour may be applied as an indicator of increases
in intraspecific competition, allowing timely changes to management strategies. Schön-
bach et al. [116] showed that a reduction in stocking rates can maintain economic benefits
while applying sustainable grassland management. Briske et al. [117] proposed a plan to
modify an inner Mongolia grazing system, focused on a market-based production sys-
tem, supported by developing livestock raising technification, lower stocking rates, and
high-quality products, allowing to maintain profits while reducing overgrazing impacts on
pastures. Similar actions could be applied in southern Patagonian sheep ranching, improv-
ing livestock productivity and sheep welfare, reducing overgrazing negative impacts on
the steppe.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Sheep and guanaco density estimation for each site and season. Density of sheep or guanaco (individuals·ha−1), 95%
confidence interval (95% CI), coefficient of variation (CV), model degrees of freedom (DF), and number of individuals (n).

Sheep Season Density 95% CI CV DF n

Site

Cañadón Grande
(With guanaco)

Autumn 2018 0.84 0.15–4.66 74.28 4.90 1680
Winter 2018 2.49 1.32–4.67 32.38 59.17 4975
Spring 2018 1.83 0.93–3.54 32.16 16.39 3653

Summer 2019 0.09 0.02–0.30 54.57 7.53 186
Autumn 2019 0.97 0.61–1.53 22.16 19.91 1950
Winter 2019 1.69 0.48–5.89 49.06 4.36 3387
Spring 2019 2.91 0.84–10.0 61.47 11.84 5819

Summer 2020 0.59 0.05–6.23 70.15 2.37 1187
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Table A1. Cont.

Sheep Season Density 95% CI CV DF n

Nevada
(Without guanaco)

Autumn 2018 5.69 1.18–27.3 72.76 6.44 3953
Winter 2018 3.02 0.99–9.14 54.74 12.73 2099
Spring 2018 2.29 0.26–19.4 125.77 11.13 1592

Summer 2019 2.85 1.03–7.81 52.12 25.59 1981
Autumn 2019 6.49 1.86–22.6 64.58 16.58 4512
Winter 2019 1.05 0.33–3.27 54.22 9.44 727
Spring 2019 0.24 0.07–0.77 54.59 8.51 168

Summer 2020 2.59 0.50–13.2 84.97 10.58 1799

Berna
(Without guanaco)

Autumn 2018 2.30 1.10–4.76 31.13 6.54 6163
Winter 2018 1.07 0.53–2.15 35.48 41.39 1788
Spring 2018 2.28 1.04–4.98 33.81 6.83 6125

Summer 2019 1.72 0.94–3.13 29.77 25.54 4615
Autumn 2019 1.08 0.19–6.15 80.63 5.94 1806
Winter 2019 2.31 0.85–6.22 48.35 12.57 3286
Spring 2019 1.93 1.34–2.77 17.98 35.68 2752

Summer 2020 1.67 0.81–3.39 33.60 12.40 4473

Serena
(With guanaco)

Autumn 2018 3.38 1.06–10.6 55.42 10.06 6073
Winter 2018 1.96 0.64–5.98 50.77 7.59 3527
Spring 2018 1.12 0.41–3.02 49.03 13.74 2006

Summer 2019 0.04 0.00–0.50 97.84 3.07 69
Autumn 2019 0.29 0.05–1.45 82.08 9.43 520
Winter 2019 0.24 0.06–0.92 56.70 5.22 434
Spring 2019 0.61 0.09–3.84 84.17 5.41 1098

Summer 2020 1.16 0.26–5.10 63.02 5.03 2081

Guanacos Season Density 95% CI CV DF n

Site

Cañadón Grande

Autumn 2018 0.12 0.03–0.41 50.25 4.61 316
Winter 2018 0.19 0.04–0.78 57.57 4.33 310
Spring 2018 0.15 0.04–0.56 56.34 5.52 407

Summer 2019 0.02 0.00–0.03 26.86 6.07 43
Autumn 2019 0.71 0.14–3.53 65.37 4.37 1186
Winter 2019 0.33 0.15–0.67 29.12 5.33 467
Spring 2019 0.32 0.14–0.71 37.02 8.88 450

Summer 2020 0.05 0.01–0.15 43.60 4.96 141

Serena

Autumn 2018 0.09 0.03–0.21 40.56 9.65 161
Winter 2018 0.09 0.04–0.18 33.52 18.35 166
Spring 2018 0.01 0.00–0.02 38.10 7.29 19

Summer 2019 0.06 0.01–0.16 52.81 9.07 99
Autumn 2019 0.03 0.00–0.11 55.95 6.11 58
Winter 2019 0.06 0.01–0.22 47.41 3.84 111
Spring 2019 0.05 0.02–0.12 35.16 5.32 96

Summer 2020 0.06 0.01–0.22 65.70 8.41 104

Table A2. Coefficients for fixed effects estimated for selected behavioural generalised linear mixed models. Variables
correspond to kg dm·ha−1 (biomass), sheep density (ds.oa), group size (group.size), seasons (seasons), and study sites (site).

Model Estimate Std. Error z Value Pr (>|z|)

Feeding

(Intercept) 2.665 0.332 8.031 <0.0001
biomass 0.358 0.149 2.410 0.0159
seasonsWinter 0.046 0.317 0.145 0.8850
seasonsSpring −0.861 0.293 −2.933 0.0034
seasonsSummer −1.802 0.343 −5.261 <0.0001
siteSerena −1.178 0.357 −3.298 0.0010
siteBerna 0.029 0.303 0.095 0.9243
siteNevada −0.468 0.313 −1.496 0.1346
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Table A2. Cont.

Model Estimate Std. Error z Value Pr (>|z|)

group.size:seasonsAutumn 0.148 0.294 0.503 0.6151
group.size:seasonsWinter −0.043 0.201 −0.211 0.8329
group.size:seasonsSpring −0.184 0.176 −1.045 0.2960
group.size:seasonsSummer −0.930 0.208 −4.468 <0.0001

Vigilance

(Intercept) −5.567 0.665 −8.372 <0.0001
ds.oa 0.953 0.298 3.203 0.0014
group.size −2.175 0.918 −2.370 0.0178
ds.oa:group.size 1.011 0.477 2.120 0.0340

Walking

(Intercept) −3.978 0.412 −9.659 <0.0001
seasonsWinter 0.987 0.485 2.034 0.0419
seasonsSpring −0.768 0.711 −1.080 0.2802
seasonsSummer 0.196 0.562 0.348 0.7280

Other Behaviours

(Intercept) −2.788 0.382 −7.300 <0.0001
ds.oa −0.354 0.175 −2.025 0.0429
seasonsWinter −1.004 0.436 −2.306 0.0211
seasonsSpring 0.541 0.361 1.499 0.1340
seasonsSummer 1.204 0.372 3.240 0.0013
siteSerena 0.5970 0.364 1.566 0.1174
siteCañadón Grande −0.225 0.362 −0.621 0.5344
siteNevada −0.010 0.383 −0.026 0.9790
group.size:seasonsAutumn −0.178 0.335 −0.532 0.5944
group.size:seasonsWinter 0.378 0.252 1.496 0.1346
group.size:seasonsSpring 0.492 0.192 2.561 0.0104
group.size:seasonsSummer 1.147 0.232 4.952 <0.0001

Table A3. Coefficients estimated for selected bite and movement rate linear models. Variables correspond to kg dm·ha−1

(biomass), sheep density (ds.oa), seasons (seasons), and study sites (site).

Model Estimate Std. Error t Value Pr (>|t|)

Bite rate

(Intercept) 79.295 3.998 19.832 <0.0001
seasonsWinter 8.450 4.402 1.920 0.0558
seasonsSpring 19.267 5.096 3.781 0.0002
seasonsSummer 11.63 6.013 1.934 0.0540
siteSerena −3.252 5.749 −0.566 0.5720
siteBerna 21.244 4.784 4.440 <0.0001
siteNevada 21.025 4.879 4.309 <0.0001
ds.oa:seasonsAutumn −2.118 2.304 −0.919 0.3587
ds.oa:seasonsWinter −10.834 4.978 −2.176 0.0302
ds.oa:seasonsSpring 31.065 6.832 4.547 <0.0001
ds.oa:seasonsSummer 7.375 7.279 1.013 0.3117
seasonsAutumn:biomass 7.375 5.062 1.457 0.1461
seasonsWinter:biomass 19.816 4.870 4.069 <0.0001
seasonsSpring:biomass 21.632 6.217 3.479 0.0006
seasonsSummer:biomass −1.936 3.427 −0.565 0.5726
ds.oa:seasonsAutumn:biomass 3.832 2.758 1.389 0.1657
ds.oa:seasonsWinter:biomass 14.918 6.181 2.414 0.0163
ds.oa:seasonsSpring:biomass 52.767 7.975 6.617 <0.0001
ds.oa:seasonsSummer:biomass −6.892 4.319 −1.596 0.1115
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Table A3. Cont.

Model Estimate Std. Error t Value Pr (>|t|)

Movement rate

(Intercept) 17.086 0.609 28.055 <0.0001
seasonsWinter 0.417 0.873 0.478 0.6333
seasonsSpring 2.553 0.924 2.762 0.0061
seasonsSummer 2.767 0.945 2.929 0.0037
biomass:seasonsAutumn −0.589 0.792 −0.743 0.4583
biomass:seasonsWinter 3.622 0.857 4.226 <0.0001
biomass:seasonsSpring 0.165 1.038 0.159 0.8737
biomass:seasonsSummer −0.016 0.458 −0.035 0.9722
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79. Alvarenga, F.A.P.; Borges, I.; Palkovič, L.; Rodina, J.; Oddy, V.H.; Dobos, R.C. Using a three-axis accelerometer to identify and
classify sheep behaviour at pasture. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2016, 181, 91–99. [CrossRef]

80. Fisher, A.; Matthews, L. The social behaviour of sheep. In Social Behaviour in Farm Animals; Keeling, L.J., Gonyou, H.W., Eds.;
CAB International: London, UK, 2001.

81. Ruckstuhl, K.E.; Festa-Bianchet, M.; Jorgenson, J.T. Bite rates in Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis): Effects of season,
age, sex, and reproductive status. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 2003, 54, 167–173. [CrossRef]

82. Ferretti, F.; Corazza, M.; Campana, I.; Pietrocini, V.; Brunetti, C.; Scornavacca, D.; Lovari, S. Competition between wild herbivores:
Reintroduced red deer and Apennine chamois. Behav. Ecol. 2015, 26, 550–559. [CrossRef]

83. Caillaud, D. Animal Observer; Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund International. 2016. Available online: https://apps.apple.com/us/app/
animal-observer/id991802313 (accessed on 1 November 2017).

84. Schielzeth, H. Simple means to improve the interpretability of regression coefficients. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2010, 1, 103–113.
[CrossRef]

85. Bolker, B.M.; Brooks, M.E.; Clark, C.J.; Geange, S.W.; Poulsen, J.R.; Stevens, M.H.H.; White, J.S. Generalized linear mixed models:
A practical guide for ecology and evolution. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2009, 24, 127–135. [CrossRef]

86. Harrison, X.A.; Donaldson, L.; Correa-Cano, M.E.; Evans, J.; Fisher, D.N.; Goodwin, C.E.D.; Robinson, B.S.; Hodgson, D.J.;
Inger, R. A brief introduction to mixed effects modelling and multi-model inference in ecology. PeerJ 2008, 6, e4794. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

87. Warton, D.I.; Lyons, M.; Stoklosa, J.; Ives, A.R. Three points to consider when choosing a LM or GLM test for count data. Methods
Ecol. Evol. 2016, 7, 882–890. [CrossRef]

88. Courtney, M.G.R.; Chang, K.C. Dealing with non-normality: An introduction and step-by-step guide using R. Teach. Stat. 2018,
40, 51–59. [CrossRef]

89. Akaike, H. A new look at the statistical model identification. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control. 1974, 19, 716–723. [CrossRef]
90. Aho, K.; Derryberry, D.; Peterson, T. Model selection for ecologists: The worldviews of AIC and BIC. Ecology 2014, 95, 631–636.

[CrossRef]
91. Arnold, T.W. Uninformative parameters and model selection using Akaike’s Information Criterion. J. Wildl. Manag. 2010, 74,

1175–1178. [CrossRef]
92. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing: Vienna, Austria, 2020.
93. Bates, D.; Mächler, M.; Bolker, B.M.; Walker, S.C. Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. J. Stat. Softw. 2015, 67, 1–48.

[CrossRef]
94. Barton, K. Package ‘MuMIn’ Version 1.9.18. Available online: http://mumin.r-forge.r-project.org/MuMIn-manual.pdf (accessed

on 1 August 2020).
95. Chen, Y.; Luo, H.; Liu, X.; Wang, Z.; Zhang, Y.; Liu, K.; Jiao, L.; Chang, Y.; Zuo, Z. Effect of restricted grazing time on the foraging

behavior and movement of tan sheep grazed on desert steppe. Asian Austral. J. Anim. Sci. 2013, 26, 711–715. [CrossRef]
96. Odadi, W.O.; Rubenstein, D.I. Herd size-dependent effects of restricted foraging time allowance on cattle behavior, nutrition, and

performance. Rangel. Ecol. Manag. 2015, 68, 341–348. [CrossRef]
97. Murray, M.G.; Illius, A.W. Vegetation modification and resource competition in grazing ungulates. Oikos 2000, 89, 501–508.

[CrossRef]
98. Amarasekare, P. Interference competition and species coexistence. Proc. R. Soc. 2002, 269, 2541–2550. [CrossRef]
99. Zhang, L.; Andersen, K.H.; Dieckmann, U.; Brännström, Å. Four types of interference competition and their impacts on the

ecology and evolution of size-structured populations and communities. J. Theor. Biol. 2015, 380, 280–290. [CrossRef]
100. Ferretti, F.; Mori, E. Displacement interference between wild ungulate species: Does it occur? Ethol. Ecol. Evol. 2019, 32, 2–15.

[CrossRef]
101. Valeix, M.; Chamaillé-Jammes, S.; Hervé, F. Interference competition and temporal niche shifts: Elephants and herbivore

communities at waterholes. Oecologia 2007, 153, 739–748. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
102. Shrader, A.M.; Owen-Smith, N.; Ogutu, J.O. How a mega-grazer copes with the dry season: Food and nutrient intake rates by

white rhinoceros in the wild. Funct. Ecol. 2006, 20, 376–384. [CrossRef]
103. Bergman, C.M.; Fryxell, J.M.; Gates, C.C. The effect of tissue complexity and sward height on the functional response of Wood

Bison. Funct. Ecol. 2000, 14, 61–69. [CrossRef]
104. Pauler, C.M.; Isselstein, J.; Berard, J.; Braunbeck, T.; Schneider, M.K. Grazing Allometry: Anatomy, movement, and foraging

behavior of three cattle breeds of different productivity. Front. Vet. Sci. 2020, 7, 494. [CrossRef]
105. Herfindal, I.; Lande, U.S.; Solberg, E.J.; Rolandsen, C.M.; Wam, H.K.; Herfindal, I.; Lande, U.S.; Solberg, E.J.; Rolandsen, C.M.;

Roer, O.; et al. Weather affects temporal niche partitioning between moose and livestock. Wildl. Biol. 2017, 2017, 1–22. [CrossRef]
106. Iason, G.R.; Mantecon, A.R.; Sim, D.A.; González, J.; Foreman, E.; Bermúdez, F.F.; Elston, D.A. Can grazing sheep compensate for

a daily foraging time constraint? J. Anim. Ecol. 1999, 68, 87–93. [CrossRef]
107. Zhang, X.Q.; Luo, H.L.; Hou, X.Y.; Badgery, W.B.; Zhang, Y.J.; Jiang, C. Effect of restricted time at pasture and indoor sup-

plementation on ingestive behaviour, dry matter intake and weight gain of growing lambs. Livest. Sci. 2014, 167, 137–143.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2016.05.026
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-003-0615-2
http://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/aru226
https://apps.apple.com/us/app/animal-observer/id991802313
https://apps.apple.com/us/app/animal-observer/id991802313
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210X.2010.00012.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.10.008
http://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.4794
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29844961
http://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12552
http://doi.org/10.1111/test.12154
http://doi.org/10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705
http://doi.org/10.1890/13-1452.1
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-2817.2010.tb01236.x
http://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
http://mumin.r-forge.r-project.org/MuMIn-manual.pdf
http://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.2012.12556
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2015.05.009
http://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2000.890309.x
http://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2002.2181
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtbi.2015.05.023
http://doi.org/10.1080/03949370.2019.1680447
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-007-0764-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17566783
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2006.01107.x
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2435.2000.00389.x
http://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2020.00494
http://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.00275
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2656.1999.00264.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2014.06.001


Animals 2021, 11, 3333 19 of 19

108. Molle, G.; Decandia, M.; Giovanetti, V.; Manca, C.; Acciaro, M.; Epifani, G.; Salis, L.; Cabiddu, A.; Sitzia, M.; Cannas, A. Grazing
behaviour, intake and performance of dairy ewes with restricted access time to berseem clover (Trifolium alexandrinum L.) pasture.
Grass Forage Sci. 2017, 72, 194–210. [CrossRef]

109. Posse, G.; Anchorena, J.; Collantes, M.B. Seasonal diets of sheep in the steppe region of Tierra del Fuego, Argentina. J. Range
Manag. 1996, 49, 24–30. [CrossRef]

110. Wagner, G.D.; Peek, J.M. Bighorn sheep diet selection and forage quality in central Idaho. Northwest Sci. 2006, 80, 246–258.
111. Tilman, D. Resources: A graphical-mechanistic approach to competition and predation. Am. Nat. 1980, 116, 362–393. [CrossRef]
112. Chesson, P. General theory of competitive coexistence in spatially-varying environments. Theor. Popul. Biol. 2000, 58, 211–237.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
113. Hester, A.J.; Gordon, I.J.; Baillie, G.J.; Tappin, E. Foraging behaviour of sheep and red deer within natural heather/grass mosaics.

J. Appl. Ecol. 1999, 36, 133–146. [CrossRef]
114. La Morgia, V.; Bassano, B. Feeding habits, forage selection, and diet overlap in Alpine chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra L.) and

domestic sheep. Ecol. Res. 2009, 24, 1043–1050. [CrossRef]
115. Chesson, P. Mechanisms of Maintenance of Species Diversity. Ann. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 2000, 31, 343–366. [CrossRef]
116. Schönbach, P.; Wan, H.; Gierus, M.; Loges, R.; Müller, K.; Lin, L.; Susenbeth, A.; Taube, F. Effects of grazing and precipitation on

herbage production, herbage nutritive value and performance of sheep in continental steppe. Grass Forage Sci. 2012, 67, 535–545.
[CrossRef]

117. Briske, D.D.; Zhao, M.; Han, G.; Xiu, C.; Kemp, D.R.; Willms, W.; Havstad, K.; Kang, L.; Wang, Z.; Wu, J.; et al. Strategies to
alleviate poverty and grassland degradation in Inner Mongolia: Intensification vs production efficiency of livestock systems.
J. Environ. Manag. 2015, 152, 177–182. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1111/gfs.12228
http://doi.org/10.2307/4002720
http://doi.org/10.1086/283633
http://doi.org/10.1006/tpbi.2000.1486
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11120650
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2664.1999.00387.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11284-008-0581-2
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.31.1.343
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2494.2012.00874.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.07.036
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25687702

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Sites 
	Food Seasonal Availability and Variation 
	Sheep Density, Stocking Rate and Guanaco Density 
	Sheep Behavioural Variation 
	Group Activity Budgets 
	Focal Observations 

	Statistical Analysis 
	Group Activity Budgets 
	Focal Observations 
	Model Selection 


	Results 
	Food Availability and Carrying Capacity 
	Sheep Density, Stocking Rate and Guanaco Density 
	Sheep Behaviour Variation 
	Groups’ Activity Budgets 
	Bite Rate 
	Movement Rate 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	
	References

