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Abstract. We report on a series of experiments performed on a population of free-living eastem 
chipmunks, Tamias striatus, inhabiting a forest in northwestern Pennsylvania. The experiments were 
designed to examine, via perturbations of food supply and/or population density, the relationship 
between home range size, food availability, and population density, When food levels were increased 
within an area, a simultaneous effect was noted: mean home range size decreased and population 
density increased through recruitment from neighboring habitats. Whether the cause of the decreased 
patterns of movement was the increased food supply or the elevated population density was deter­
mined in subsequent experiments. When population density was held constant and food supplies were 
experimentally increased, there was a significant reduction in mean home range sizes when compared 
to the normal (control) situation. When food supplies were undisturbed, but population density was 
greatly reduced, there was no change in the mean home range size over that determined at higher 
densities. Our results suggest that, in eastern chipmunks, food supply is a primary determinant of 
mean home range size, whereas population density, at least at the levels we examined experimentally, 
bas no effect on movement patterns. These results are in accord with those theories relating movement 
patterns to resource abundance, but are not in accord with hypotheses suggesting that home range 
sizes and population density are inversely associated. 

Key words: experimental ecology; food supply; home range; population ecology; movement 
patterns; resource abundance; social spacing; Tamias. 

INTRODUCTION 

Social spacing mediates competitive interactions 
and is a mechanism that increases fitness by minimiz­
ing the costs associated with intraspecific encounters 
(Wilson 1975). The iinportance of social spacing has 
1ong been recognized by ecologists working with a 
wide variety of organisms (e.g., Howard 1920, Lack 
and Lack 1933, Nice 1941, Stenger 1958, and Verner 
and Engelsen 1970 for birds; Milstead 1967, Rand 
1967, and Hunsaker and Burrage 1969 for lizards; Burt 
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1943, Hall and Devore 1965, Eisenberg 1966, Ewer 
1968, and Fisier 1969 for mammals; and Pearse 1914, 
Jacobson 1955, Alexander 1961, Connell 1963, John­
son 1964, Holldobler 1974, and Bernstein 1975 for in­
vertebrates), and it may have important consequences 
in population regulation (Lack 1954, 1966, Tinbergen 
1957, and Wynne-Edwards 1962). For vertebrate pop­
ulations, social spacing is most commonly character­
ized by the possession of a home range, a territory, 
and/or a core area, although distinctions among these 
have not always been precise. Wilson (1975) has suc­
cinctly clarified the meaning of the various parameters 
of social spacing, and we use the descriptive termi­
nology summarized by him. For practica! purposes, 
most studies of spacing in small mammals have pri­
marily been concerned with home range dynamics as 
determined indirectly through live-trapping data. This 
is so because a large amount of time and effort is nec­
essary to gather behavioral data by direct observation 
(especially in secretive, nocturnal species) which must 
then be correlated with spatial parameters of home 
range in order to delimit territory size accurately and 
determine the existence of a core area. Further, in 
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some animals, home range and territory may be similar 
and an understanding of the determinants of home 
range size may also clarify mechanisms inftuencing 
territory size. 

Within the last 15 yr, a hypothetical framework has 
been offered for the factors determining home range 
size of species occupying a particular trophic level, as 
well as for species comprising different trophic assem­
blages (McNab 1963, Harestad and Bunnell1979). The 
two principal factors in the hypothesis are general food 
habits (i.e., herbivory, granivory, etc.) and body size. 
The model constructed from these attributes is a fairly 
good indicator of home range size, but its utility !ies 
in demonstrating trends among species rather than in 
predicting variations in home range sizes for particular 
individuals within a species. Long-term studies of a 
variety of species of small mammals have often sug­
gested that home range is negatively correlated with 
both food supply (Allen 1938, Blair 1943, 1951, Young 
et al. 1950) and population density (Forsyth and Smith 
1973, Maza et al. 1973). In a detailed analysis of the 
home ranges of desert rodents (and a reanalysis of 
intensive home range data from other studies), it was 
concluded that resources andlor population density con­
trol or strongly inftuence home range size (O'Farrell 
et al. 1975). AII of these studies were nonexperimental 
field investigations; conclusions concerning home 
range size determinants were inferential and could not 
resolve the possibly interdependent effects of popu­
lation density and food supply. 

The population biology of eastern chipmunks 
(Tamias striatus) has been the subject of intensive 
study for some time (e.g., Burt 1940, Blair 1942, Dun­
ford 1970, Smith and Smith 1972, Tryon and Snyder 
1973, lckes 1974, Elliott 1978, Yahner 1978); with few 
exceptions, however, experimental or manipulative 
studies have not been performed on chipmunks. De­
spite the inherent individual variability in chipmunk 
home range sizes (Mares et al. 1980a), it has recently 
been shown that chipmunks respond to an artificial 
increase in food supply in two ways: (1) by a decrease 
in average home range sizes; and (2) by immigration 
into the area of increased food availability, resulting 
in a higher population density (Mares et al. 1976). The 
experimental design of Mares et al., however, was 
unable to distinguish the effects of the artificially in­
creased food supply from those resulting from a si­
multaneous increase in population density which oc­
curred during their particular study. This re port 
presents data from a set of manipulative field experi­
ments specifically designed to determine whether food 
supply, population density, or both are important fac­
tors inftuencing the home range dynamics of chip­
munks. 

METHODS 

A 10-wk study of eastem chipmunks, Tamias stria­
tus, was conducted at the Pymatuning Laboratory of 

Ecology in northwestem Pennsylvania, USA, during 
summer 1977. Two additional studies (lasting 8 and 10 
wk) were carried out in the summer of 1978 in order 
to clarify the results obtained during 1977. The habitat, 
study site, and trapping techniques are extensively 
described elsewhere (Graybill 1970, Tryon and Snyder 
1973, Mares et al. 1976). Briefty, the study area is 
contained in a fairly mature mixed deciduous forest 
located on a peninsula. The area supports a dense, 
relatively isolated population of readily trappable 
chipmunks (e.g., Tryon and Snyder 1973, Ickes 1974, 
Mares et al. 1976). Animals were captured in live traps 
baited with two to five sunftower seeds. 

The 1977 trapping 

The 1977 study was designed to determine if chip­
munks respond to a decrease in population density by 
increasing or decreasing the size of their home range. 
During the control, or preremoval period (25 May-24 
June), chipmunks were captured daily, marked and 
released, and their home ranges determined (see 
Mares et al. 1976). During the second phase, or re­
moval period (26 June-24 July), ali of the chipmunks, 
except for half of those that had well-established home 
ranges (Mares et al. 1980b) on the study plot were 
removed from the grid and surrounding habitat. Thus, 
the resident chipmunk population on the study grid 
was reduced from 38 to 20 individuals, with an addi­
tional 86 animals from the surrounding forest removed 
as they appeared on the grid (most removals occurred 
during the first few days of this phase of the study). 
The 20 residents that were left on the grid were chosen 
such that their home ranges, when considered as a 
group, were evenly distributed over the entire grid. 
This was done to reduce the relative density on the 
grid as much as possible, while still leaving a large 
enough group of animals to allow for statistica! anal­
yses. 

A total of 55 kg of sunftower seeds was systemati­
cally distributed throughout the grid during the final 
period, or food supplementation phase, of the exper­
iment (24 July-3 August). Elliot (1978) has found the 
center of activity and burrow location to be essentially 
coincident in eastem chipmunks; as such, the seeds 
were added to the center of activity (Hayne 1949) of 
each experimental chipmunk and the home range re­
sponse of these animals was then monitored. 

The 1978 trapping 

Two separate two-phase studies were performed in 
1978. Since the earlier perturbation study (Mares et al. 
1976) had increased food resources in a nonrandom 
manner, with food being placed within the core area 
(Kaufmann 1962, Dunford 1970, Ickes 1974) of each 
experimental animal, we felt that random placement 
of food resources should be tried to check for bias in 
the earlier methodology. This would ascertain whether 
animals in the earlier study had merely contracted 
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their home ranges because the sudden abundance of 
food near their burrow obviated the need for further 
foraging. The same grid used in the earlier study was 
used to determine the response of chipmunks to a su­
perabundant, randomly distributed food resource. 
Regular trapping was done during a 4-wk prepertur­
bation period (30 May-26 June) and home ranges were 
determined for ali resident chipmunks. The home 
range response of resident animals to superabundant 
resources was measured during the perturbation phase 
(27 June-17 July). In contrast to the earlier studies, 
large quantities of sunflower seeds (totaling 13 kg over 
the 4-wk period) were placed at seven different grid 
coordinates which were randomly selected on a daily 
basis. The quantity of seeds per chipmunk per day 
added to the grid was equal to the amount added in 
the earlier studies (60 g·chipmunk-'·d-1). During the 
perturbation phase, traps were checked only once a 
day after being opened for a brief period so that they 
would not greatly influence normal movement pat­
terns. 

The second experiment was conducted from 29 May 
to 29 July in essentialiy the same forest habitat on 
another part of the Pymatuning Laboratory site. A grid 
(76 x 152 m) of 108 live traps was used to examine 
the effects of population density reduction on home 
range size. In a manner similar to the 1977 study, ali 
animals were marked and recaptured during a preper­
turbation period (29 May-27 June), while ali but 20 
individuals were removed from the grid during the per­
turbation period (28 June-19 July). Unlike the 1977 
study, the 20 experimental animals were selected such 
that their home ranges were limited to only one-half 
of the grid. Thus, after removal of the remaining chip­
munks, one-half of the grid was devoid of chipmunks 
(see Mares et al. 1980b); the movements ofthe exper­
imental animals were noted over the 4-wk period by 
daily trapping. This experiment was designed to de­
termine if the 1977 data could have resulted from the 
fact that the resident animals were evenly distributed 
over the entire grid. If population pressures limit 
movements, one might expect that a neighboring area 
of suitable habitat might allow the experimental ani­
mals to respond to the lowered chipmunk density via 
greater home range movements. 

Home range sizes were calculated in ali experiments 
using the minimum area technique (Stickel 1954) for 
severa! reasons: it allows direct comparisons with the 
previous studies; it is simple to calculate; and it bas 
not been shown to be inferior to other methods. In­
deed, it bas been found tobe an accurate depiction of 
telemetrically monitored animal movements (Cranford 
1977). 

RESULTS 

The 1977 trapping 

During the course of the 1977 study, 124 chipmunks 
were captured 2012 times. There were no significant 

TABLE 1. Student-Newman-Keuls 1east significant range test 
(Sokal and Roh1f 1969) for a posteriori differences among 
trapping period home range size means in 1977. Means 
with the same superscript letter are statistically indistin­
guishable at the .05 1evel; means with different 1etters are 
significantly different at the .05 level. 

Trapping period 

Preremoval 
Removal 
Seeding 

Mean home range 
(m•) 

791.64• 
800.86• 
238.87b 

differences in home range sizes between sexes (F = 

0.42; df = 1; .50 < P < .75), but there was a highly 
significant difference among trapping periods (F = 
7.5; df = 2; .001 < P < .005). When sexes were com­
bined and periods compared (Table 1), there were sig­
nificant differences between seeding and preremoval 
periods as well as between seeding and removal pe­
riods; however, there was no difference between pre­
removal and removal periods. Clearly, chipmunk 
home ranges did not increase in response to decreased 
population density, whereas there was an immediate 
and pronounced decrease in home range size in re­
sponse to the greatly increased food supply. 

The 1978 trapping-food supplement experiment 

In 1978, 102 chipmunks were captured 1073 times 
during the preperturbation phase on the grid that 
tested the home range response of chipmunks to a 
randomly located superabundant food resource. Dur­
ing the perturbation period, 108 animals were captured 
1132 times. We limited our analyses to include only 
those individuals with 15 or more captures in order to 
have a reliable estimate of home range (Mares et al. 
1980a). It is apparent from Table 2 that there was a 
statistically significant reduction in home range size in 
response to the randomly placed superabundant food 
supply. We also noted that there was a substantial 
increase in population density similar to that observed 
in the earlier study (Mares et al. 1976). Thus, home 

TABLE 2. Home range parameters and statistica! comparison 
of mean home range size (square metres) of chipmunks 
between preperturbation and perturbation periods of the 
food supp1ement experiment in 1978. 

Sample 
Experimental size Mean* Variancet 

period (n) (ji) (s•) 

Preperturbation 41 978.02 732,419.4 
Perturbation 49 632.82 196,218.1 

* One-tailed test for equa1ity of means with unequal vari­
ances and unequal samp1e size (Soka1 and Roh1f 1969: 374). 
t' = [(ji1 - ji2) - O]/(s 12/n 1 + s/ln2)i = 2.33; P < .001. 

t Test for equa1ity of variances (Snedecor and Cochran 
1967: 116). F = s 12/s 2 2 = 732,419.4/196,218.1 = 3.73; 
p < .001. 
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TABLE 3. Home range parameters for the experimental chip­
munk population during the preperturbation and pertur­
bation periods of the density-reduction experiment in 1978. 
Both statistica! analyses are for individual home range size 
differences between periods. * 

Sample 
Experimental size Mean Variance 

period (n) (y) (s•) 

Preperturbation 20 2143.6 2,427,072.9 
Perturbation 20 2064.1 3,661,115.0 

* Paired t test (Sokal and Rohlf 1%9). t = (D -0)/s[J = 
-0.58; where fJ is the mean difference between the 20 paired 

observations ("i.Din = - 2.12) and s [J is the standard error of 
D, (sin = 3.65); not significant, .9 > P > .5. Wilcoxon 
matched-pairs signed-ranks test (Siegel1956). T = 79.5; N = 
18; not significant, P > .05. 

range size and population density respond in the same 
manner to increased food resources, regardless of the 
manner in which food is distributed in the habitat. 

The 1978 trapping-density-reduction experiment 

The 20 experimental animals in the density-reduc­
tion experiment were captured 443 times during the 
preperturbation period and 440 times during the per­
turbation period. The average home range sizes de­
termined for these chipmunks did not statistically dif­
fer between periods, by both the parametric and 
nonparametric tests, as illustrated in Table 3. Al­
though the size of the chipmunk population was great­
ly reduced during the perturbation phase when no oth­
er animals were permitted on the grid, the experimental 
animals maintained home ranges of the same size that 
had been recorded during the previous period of great­
er population density. There was a statistically signif­
icant shift in the home range location of juvenile ani­
mals from the upper grid half to the lower grid half 
(which was devoid of animals), but these shifts were 
not accompanied by any change in the size of their 
home ranges (Mares et al. 1980b). 

DISCUSSION 

It is apparent from the literature (Dunford 1970, 
Ickes 1974, Elliott 1978, Yahner 1978) and from our 
own observations, that chipmunks maintain spatio­
temporal feeding territories (Wilson 1975), which, in 
effect, encompass their entire home range. A core 
area, containing a burrow system, is invariably de­
fended, with the center of activity being approximately 
coincident with the burrow (Elliott 1978). Home range 
and territory thus become synonymous when dealing 
with spatial patterns in Tamias. As in most mammals 
(Brown and Orians 1970), the home ranges of chip­
munks both in this study and in other reports (e.g., 
Forsyth and Smith 1973, Ickes 1974, Mares et al. 1976) 
overlap considerably and are extremely variable in 
size (Mares et al. 1980a). In order to benefit its owner, 
the home range of an individual must be large enough 

to contain a sufficient quantity of food resources to 
enhance the animal's reproductive success (Wilson 
1975). The optimization of reproductive success in­
volves maximizing the benefits and minimizing cost 
associated with increases in territory size (Maynard 
Smith 1974). Beyond some optimal size, costs of ter­
ritorial defense and maintenance probably increase 
more rapidly than the benefits obtained from the larger 
territory. The spatiotemporal territories which char­
acterize Tamias minimize the costs associated with 
maintaining a large territory because only that portion 
of the home range in which a chipmunk is located at 
any particular time is defended. Further, our results 
(Tables 1 and 2) indicate that chipmunks respond quite 
rapidly to changes in the quantity of food present in 
the environment by adjusting the size of their territo­
ries. 

In nonexperimental studies it is quite difficult to de­
tect causes of temporal or spatial differences between 
individuals in home range data sets. This is particu­
larly true because of the extreme variation exhibited 
by individuals within a local population at any partic­
ular time, regardless of sex or age classifications (e.g., 
Blair 1942, 1943, Manville 1949). Further, many ofthe 
differences described to date may merely be artifacts 
of insufficient data (Mares et al. 1980a ). Therefore, it is 
especially important that the home range changes ob­
served during periods of increased food abundance 
were of sufficient magnitude to override the great in­
dividual variation present within any chipmunk pop­
ulation, and that these results were obtained in two 
independent experiments regardless of the spatial dis­
tribution (random or fixed) of the experimental food 
resource. This decrease in home range size not only 
occurred at the same time that nonresident chipmunks 
entered the grid in response to the excess food, but, 
more importantly, also occurred when extraneous 
chipmunks were not allowed to interact with the test 
animals. Hence, the decreased size of the home range 
is a direct response to supplemental food, whereas the 
observed increase in density when immigration is pos­
sible is a consequence, rather than a cause, of the 
augmented food and reduced territory sizes. We em­
phasize that we probably would not have been able to 
detect significant changes in the sizes of home ranges 
had we been dealing with a smaller population of less 
trappable animals. 

Maynard Smith (1974) suggests that density should 
increase in areas of high resource abundance (optimal 
habitats). Our results are in accord since higher chip­
munk densities are observed when immigration onto 
the grid is permitted; however, territory size itself 
does not respond to decreased density, but rather to 
food availability. The size of Tamias home ranges did 
not change in response to our experimentally decreas­
ing the resident chipmunk population by 50% (Tables 
1 and 3). This result ensued regardless of the manner 
in which the remaining chipmunks were dispersed on 
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the grid (clumped in the 1976 experiment, and in­
fradispersed in the 1977 experiment). 

Chipmunk home ranges and burrow systems appar­
ently remain constant from year to year (Elliott 1978), 
while variations in individual movements may repre­
sent dynamic responses to ftuctuating food reserves. 
lndeed, both Graybill (1970) and Elliott (1978) have 
found that foraging patterns are greatly affected by the 
appearance of ephemeral natural foods (e.g., choke 
cherries) in the environment. Further, the extreme 
variation in home range size which characterizes 
Tamias may reftect the variable distribution of re­
sources in the environment and/or differential abilities 
to utilize resources. 

When food resources are a primary determinant of 
the spatial distributions of individuals within a popu­
lation, two generalized strategies regarding home 
range and/or territory may be tenable. Movement and 
defense patterns may evolve to buffer deleterious ef­
fects of long-term environmental variation. Thus, 
home range size may track food resource ftuctuations 
that are characteristic of a particular habitat. For ex­
ample, in a fairly homogeneous environment, where 
resource levels ftuctuate periodically and predictably, 
an animal might tind it advantageous to maintain a 
home range that is sufficiently large to allow enough 
resources to be harvested to supply energetic needs 
during seasons or years of minimal productivity. Dur­
ing periods of greater resource availability, the long­
term average movement pattern might be larger than 
is necessary for that particular year, but the added 
cost of maintaining a large territory or home range 
during bumper years is almost certainly offset by the 
adverse consequences of holding an area that is too 
small during a poor year. This argument assumes that 
home range or territory size bas an appreciable genetic 
component. There is evidence that for some species 
there is an optimal territory size (e.g., Rusch and 
Reeder 1978), but experimental data are woefully lack­
ing for the entire field of study concerned with the 
determinants of animal spacing and movement pat­
terns. 

Alternatively, an animal could possess a dynamic 
territory or home range such that its movement pat­
terns are rapidly adjusted to short-term ftuctuations in 
food resources. Such a mechanism would be particu­
larly adaptive in an environment that is either spatially 
or temporally patchy (see Wiens 1976 for an extensive 
discussion of the effects of environmental patchiness 
on population dynamics). If a sudden localized in­
crease in resource abundance occurs in one part of the 
habitat, the animal is free to decrease its total area of 
activity and concentrate its effort on harvesting the 
ephemeral resource (e.g., Forsyth and Smith 1973). 
During periods of food scarcity, the animals would 
range more widely to procure food and defend larger 
areas. In species possessing this type of pattern, one 
would expect territorial boundaries to be less perma-

nent than in species which evidence fixed territory or 
home range size regardless of the resource level. 

Red squirrels apparently defend a fixed and restrict­
ed area, while chipmunks are more plastic in this re­
gard (cf. Smith 1968, Elliott 1978, Rusch and Reeder 
1979). Such differences in home range dynamics may 
be reftected in behavioral characteristics as well. It 
follows that species like the eastern chipmunk, which 
exhibit a labile range of movement patterns, would be 
subjected to greater ftuctuations in population density 
in any one area as home ranges overlap and shift to 
accommodate higher density levels in sites experienc­
ing resource abundance and lower density levels in 
areas ofpoor productivity. On the other hand, species 
such as the red squirrel which possess stable home 
ranges would be expected to maintain fairly constant 
population levels over a wider range of resource vari­
ability. 

Territory, food supply, and population density ha ve 
been intimately associated with each other in the lit­
erature for many years. Recent nonexperimental stud­
ies (Smith 1968 on squirrels, Altmann and Altmann 
1970 on baboons, and both Schoener 1968 and Krebs 
1970 and 1971 on birds) have suggested in a qualitative 
sense a causative role for food supply in affecting ter­
ritory size; however, these field studies were incon­
clusive. The design of our field manipulation experi­
ments clarifies the effect of food supply on chipmunk 
spatial patterns: home range size significantly and rap­
idly decreases in response to increased food supply 
regardless of the distribution of the supplemental food 
resource, while observed increases in chipmunk den­
sity are the consequence of decreased home range size 
rather than the causative agents of reduced home 
range area. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

We gratefully acknowledge National Science Foundation 
Undergraduate Research Participation Grant (EPP 75-04619) 
to Dr. Richard Hartrnan and the Pyrnatuning Laboratory of 
Ecology, which supported the field work of Rich Adarns, 
Nancy Bitar, Alan Klinger, Torn Lacher, Jr., and David Ta­
zik, and provided supplies. We thank Dr. William Kodrich 
for statistica! advice. 

LITERATURE CITED 

Alexander, R. D. 1961. Aggressiveness, territoriality and 
sexual behavior in field crickets (Orthoptera: Gryllidae). 
Behaviour 17:130-233. 

Allen, E. 1938. The habits and life history of the eastem 
chiprnunk, Tamias striatus lysteri. Bulletin of the New 
York State Museurn 314:1-122. 

Altrnann, S. A., and J. Altrnann. 1970. Baboon ecology: 
African field research. University of Chicago Press, Chi­
cago, Illinois, USA. 

Bemstein, R. A. 1974. Seasonal food abundance and for­
aging activity in sorne desert rats. American Naturalist 
108:490-498. 

--. 1975. Foraging strategies of ants in response to vari­
able food density. Ecology 56:213-219. 

Blair, W. F. 1942. Size of horne range and notes on the life 
history of the woodland deer-rnouse and eastem chiprnunk 
in northem Michigan. Joumal of Marnrnalogy 23:27-36. 

 19399170, 1982, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.2307/1938940 by U

niversity O
f C

onnecticut, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [25/04/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



272 MICHAEL A. MARES ET AL. Ecology, Voi. 63, No. 2 

1943. Populations of the deer-mouse and associated 
small mammals in the mesquite association of southem 
New Mexico. Contributions of the Laboratory of Verte­
brate Biology, University of Michigan 21:1-40. 

---. 1951. Population structure, social behavior, and en­
vironmental relations in a natural population of the beach 
mouse (Peromyscus polionotus leucocephalus). Contri­
butions of the Laboratory of Vertebrate Biology, Univer­
sity of Michigan 48: 1-47. 

---. 1953. Population dynamics of rodents and other 
small mammals. Advances in Genetics 5:2-37. 

Brown, J. L., and G. H. Orians. 1970. Spacing patterns in 
mobile animals. Annual Review of Ecology and System­
atics 1:239-262. 

Burt, W. H. 1940. Territorial behavior and populations of 
some small mammals in southern Michigan. Miscellaneous 
Publications, Museum of Zoology, University of Michigan 
45:1-58. 

---. 1943. Territoriality and home range concepts as ap­
plied to mammals. Journal of Mammalogy 24:346-352. 

Connell, J. H. 1963. Territorial behavior and dispersion in 
some marine invertebrates. Research in Population Ecol­
ogy 2:87-101. 

Cranford, J. A. 1977. Home range and habitat utilization by 
Neotoma fuscipes as determined by radiotelemetry. Jour­
nal of Mammalogy 58: 168-172. 

Dunford, C. 1970. Behavioral aspects of spatial organization 
in the chipmunk, Tamias striatus. Behavior 25:215-231. 

---. 1972. Summer activity of eastern chipmunks. Jour­
nal of Mammalogy 53:176-180. 

Eisenberg, J. F. 1966. The social organization of mammals. 
Handbook of Zoology 10:1-92. 

Elliott, L. 1978. Social behavior and foraging ecology of the 
eastern chipmunk (Tamias striatus) in the Adirondack 
mountains. Number 265, Smithsonian Contributions to Zo­
ology, Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C., 
USA. 

Ewer, R. F. 1978. Ethology of mammals. Plenum, New 
York, New York, USA. 

Fisier, G. F. 1969. Mammalian organizational systems. 
Number 167, Contributions in Science Los Angeles County 
Museum, Los Angeles, California, USA. 

Forsyth, D. J., and D. A. Smith. 1973. Temporal variability 
in home ranges of eastern chipmunks (Tamias striatus) in 
a southeastern Ontario woodlot. American Midland Nat­
uralist 90:107-117. 

Graybill, D. L. 1970. Food resources and ingestion rates of 
Tamias striatus popu1ations. Dissertation. University of 
Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA. 

Hali, K. R. L., and 1. Devore. 1965. Baboon social behavior. 
Pages 53-110 in 1. Devore, editor. Primate behavior: field 
studies of monkeys and apes. Hoit, Rinehart, and Winston, 
New York, New York, USA. 

Harestad, A. S., and F. L. Bunnell. 1979. Home range and 
body weight-a reevaluation. Ecology 60:389-402. 

Hayne, D. W. 1949. Calculation ofsize ofhome range. Jour­
nal of Mammalogy 30:1-18. 

Holldobler, B. 1974. Home range, orientation and territo­
riality in harvesting ants. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences (USA) 71:3274-3277. 

Howard, E. 1920. Territory in bird life. Dutton, New York, 
New York, USA. 

Hunsaker, D., and B. R. Burrage, Il. 1969. The significance 
of interspecific social dominance in iguanid lizards. Amer­
ican Midland Naturalist 81:500-511. 

Ickes, R. A. 1974. Agonistic behavior and the use of space 
in the eastem chipmunk, Tamias striatus. Dissertation. 
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA. 

Jacobs, M. E. 1955. Studies on territorialism and sexual 
selection in dragonflies. Ecology 35:566-586. 

Johnson, C. 1964. The evolution ofterritoriality in the Odo­
nata. Evolution 18:89-92. 

Johnson, R. G. 1959. Spatial distribution of Phoronopsis 
viridis Hilton. Science 129:1221. 

Kaufmann, J. H. 1962. Ecology and social behavior of the 
coati, Nasua narica, on Barro Colorado Island, Panama. 
University of California Publications in Zoology 60:95-222. 

Krebs, J. R. 1970. Regulation of numbers in the Great Tit. 
Journal of Zoology (London) 162:317-333. 

---. 1971. Territory and breeding density in the Great 
Tit, Parus major L. Ecology 52:2-22. 

Lack, D. 1954. The natural regulation of animal numbers. 
Clarendon, Oxford, England. 

---. 1%6. Population studies of birds. Clarendon, Ox­
ford, England. 341 pp. 

Lack, D., and L. Lack. 1933. Territory reviewed. British 
Birds 27:179-199. 

Lin, N. 1963. Territorial behavior in the cicada killer wasp, 
Sphecius speciosus (Drury) (Hymenoptera: Spheciadae), 
Part 1. Behaviour 20: 115-133. 

Lindauer, M. 1941. Communication among social bees. Har­
vard University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, USA. 

Manville, R. H. 1949. A study of small mammal populations 
in northern Michigan. Miscellaneous Publications, Mu­
seum ofZoology, University of Michigan 73:1-83. 

Mares, M. A., R. Adams, T. E. Lacher, Jr., and M. R. Willig. 
198UI:>. Home range dynamics in chipmunks: responses to 
experimental manipulation of population density and dis­
tribution. Annals of the Carnegie Museum 49:193-201. 

Mares, M. A., M. D. Watson, and T. E. Lacher, Jr. 1976. 
Home range perturbations in Tamias striatus. Oecologia 
25:1-12. 

Mares, M. A., M. R. Willig, and N. A. Bitar. 198<kz. Home 
range size in eastern chipmunks, Tamias striatus, as a 
function of number of captures. Journal of Mammalogy 
61:661-669. 

Maynard Smith, J. 1974. Models in ecology. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, England. 

Maza, B. G., N. R. French, and A. P. Aschwanden. 1973. 
Home range dynamics in a population of heteromyid ro­
dents. Journal of Mammalogy 54:405-425. 

McNab, B. K. 1963. Bioenergetics and the determination of 
home range size. American Naturalist 97:133-140. 

Milstead, W. W., editor. 1%7. Lizard ecology. University 
of Missouri Press, Columbia, Missouri, USA. 

Moore, N. W. 1964. Intra- and interspecific competition 
among dragonflies (Odonata). Journal of Animal Ecology 
33:49-71. 

Nice, M. M. 1941. The role ofterritory in birdlife. American 
Midland Naturalist 26:441-487. 

O'Farrell, T. P., R. J. Olson, R. O. Gilbert, and J. D. Hed­
lund. 1975. A population of Great Basin pocket mice, 
Perognathus parvus, in the shrub-steppe of south-central 
Washington. Ecologica! Monographs 45:1-28. 

Pajunen, V. 1. 1966. The inftuence of population density on 
the territorial behavior of Leucorrhinia rubicunda L. 
(Odon., Libellulidae). Acta Zoologica Fennica 3:40-52. 

Pearse, A. S. 1914. Habits of fiddler crabs. Annual Report, 
Smithsonian Institute 1913:415-428. 

Rand, A. S. 1967. The adaptive significance of territoriality 
in iguanid lizards. Pages 106-115 in W. W. Milstead, edi­
tor. Lizard ecology. University of Missouri Press, Colum­
bia, Missouri, USA. 

Rusch, D. A., and W. G. Reeder. 1978. Population ecology 
of Alberta red squirrels. Ecology 59:400-420. 

Schoener, T. W. 1%8. Sizes of feeding territories among 
birds. Ecology 49:123-141. 

Seton, E. T. 1909. Life histories of northern animals. 
Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, New York, USA. 

 19399170, 1982, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.2307/1938940 by U

niversity O
f C

onnecticut, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [25/04/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



April 1982 DETERMINANTS OF SOCIAL SPACING IN TAM/AS 273 

Siegel, S. 1956. Nonparametric statistics for the behavioral 
sciences. McGraw-Hill, New York, New York, USA.· 

Smith, C. C. 1%8. The adaptive nature of social organiza­
tion in the genus oftree squirrels Tamiasciurus. Ecologica! 
Monographs 38:31-63. 

Smith, L. C., and P. A. Smith. 1972. Reproductive biology, 
breeding seasons and growth of eastern chipmunks, Tami­
as striatus, (Rodentia: Sciuridae) in Canada. Canadian 
Journal of Zoology 50:1069-1085. 

Snedecor, G. W., and W. G. Cochran. 1974. Statistica! 
methods. The Iowa State University Press, Ames, Iowa, 
USA. 

Sokal, R. R., and F. J. Rohlf. 1969. Biometry. W. H. Free­
man, San Francisco, California, USA. 

Stenger, J. 1958. Food habits and available food of oven­
birds in relation to territory size. Auk 75:335-366. 

Stickel, L. F. 1954. A comparison of certain methods of 
measuring ranges of small mammals. Journal of Mammal­
ogy 35:1-15. 

---. 1968. Home range and travels. Pages 373-411 in J. 
A. King, editor. Biology of Peromyscus (Rodentia). Spe­
cial Publication 2, American Society of Mammalogists, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA. 

Tinbergen, N. 1957. The functions of territory. Bird Study 
4:14-27. 

Tryon, C. A., and D. P. Snyder. 1973. Biology ofthe eastern 
chipmunk, Tamias striatus: life tables, age distribution, 
and trends in population numbers. Journal of Mammalogy 
54:145-168. 

Whitford, W. G., and G. Ettershank. 1975. Factors affecting 
foraging activity in Chihuahuan Desert harvester ants. En­
vironmental Entomology 4:689-696. 

Wiens, J. A. 1976. Population responses to patchy environ­
ments. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 7:81-
120. 

Wilson, E. O. 1975. Sociobiology. Belknap Press, Cam­
bridge, Massachusetts, USA. 

Wynne-Edwards, V. C. 1%2. Animal dispersion in relation 
to social behavior. Hafner, New York, New York, USA. 

Yahner, R. H. 1978. Burrow system and home range use by 
eastern chipmunks, Tamias striatus: ecologica! and behav­
ioral considerations. Journal of Mammalogy 59:324-329. 

Yerner, J., and G. H. Engelsen. 1970. Territories, multiple 
nest building and polygyny in the Long-billed Marsh Wren. 
Auk 87:557-567. 

Young, H., R. L. Strecker, and J. T. Emlen. 1950. Local­
ization of activity in two indoor populations of house mice, 
Mus musculus. Journal of Mammalogy 31:403-410. 

 19399170, 1982, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.2307/1938940 by U

niversity O
f C

onnecticut, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [25/04/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense




