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abstract: Although animals fine-tune their activity to avoid excess
heat, we still lack a mechanistic understanding of such behaviors. As
the global climate changes, such understanding is particularly im-
portant for projecting shifts in the activity patterns of populations
and communities. We studied how foraging decisions vary with biotic
and abiotic pressures. By tracking the foraging behavior of diurnal
desert spiny mice in their natural habitat and estimating the energy
and water costs and benefits of foraging, we asked how risk manage-
ment and thermoregulatory requirements affect foraging decisions.
We found that water requirements had the strongest effect on the ob-
served foraging decisions. In their arid environment, mice often lose
water while foraging for seeds and cease foraging even at high ener-
getic returns when water loss is high. Mice also foraged more often
when energy expenditure was high and for longer times under high
seed densities and low predation risks. Gaining insight into both energy
and water balance will be crucial to understanding the forces exerted
by changing climatic conditions on animal energetics, behavior, and
ecology.

Keywords: foraging, climate, microhabitat, energy expenditure, water
loss, predation.

Introduction

Energy acquisition is key to individual fitness; therefore,
foraging behavior is studied extensively by ecologists using
both empirical research and a growing body of theory (e.g.,
Stephens and Krebs 1986; Brown 1988; Huey 1991; Bozi-
novic and Vasquez 1999; Porter et al. 2002; Bacigalupe
et al. 2003; Sears et al. 2006). Many studies focus primarily
on the effects of interspecific interactions, such as predation
and competition, on foraging decisions (e.g., Brown et al.
1994a; Kotler et al. 1994; Werner and Peacor 2003; Butler
et al. 2004; Gutman and Dayan 2005; Preisser et al. 2005).
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Much less attention has focused on the effects of abiotic
conditions (e.g., Bozinovic and Vasquez 1999; Porter et al.
2002; Bacigalupe et al. 2003; Sears et al. 2006) or on the com-
bination of both (Kotler et al. 1993; Mitchell and Porter
2001; Mitchell et al. 2004), although abiotic conditions
clearly exert strong selective pressures on animal ecology,
behavior, and evolution.
Although animals fine-tune their activity to avoid unfa-

vorable climatic conditions, we still lack a mechanistic un-
derstanding of such behaviors. In an era of climate change,
such understanding is particularly important if we aim to
predict how populations and communities may alter their
activity times and microhabitat use. The ecological and
physiological challenges that shape activity vary at differ-
ent temporal and spatial scales; hourly to seasonal changes
in activity and behavior reflect the interplay between abi-
otic and biotic interactions. Foraging behavior, for exam-
ple, is influenced by different magnitudes of pressures such
as predation risk, competition, and resource availability
(Brown 1989; reviewed by Kotler et al. 2002; Brown and
Kotler 2004), as well as ambient temperature, solar radia-
tion, and other climatic variables. These and other abiotic
and biotic pressures may have similar, different, or even
conflicting effects. Since climatic conditions vary rapidly
throughout the day, it is crucial that we study activity at fine
temporal scales, while accounting for other possible ex-
planatory variables.
We studied the effects of ecological and physiological

factors, and the interactions between them, on foraging
decisions, focusing on the golden spinymouse (Acomys rus-
satus), a small diurnally active desert mammal. We carried
out a field study, in which we monitored mouse activity
decisions, in terms of foraging intensity and quitting-
harvest rates, which represent the rates of energy and water
gain at which mice ceased foraging in our foraging patches.
We used a mechanistic approach, Niche Mapper (Porter and
Mitchell 2006), to estimate how physiological costs during
foraging vary with temporal (hourly to seasonal) and spatial
(between-microhabitat) changes in climatic conditions (see
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Porter et al. 1994, 2000, 2006; Porter and Kearney 2009). This
method was previously used to predict the climatic con-
straints on the distribution ofmammals (e.g., Natori and Por-
ter 2007) and to model the preferred activity phase or tem-
poral niche in golden spiny mice (Levy et al. 2012). While
Levy et al. (2012) compared the energy and water required
for thermoregulation (i.e., to keep homeothermy) during day
versus night activity, here we tested how hourly variation in
predicted foraging activity costs (in terms of energy and wa-
ter) may explain observed variations in foraging behavior
throughout the day.

We also took the giving-up density approach developed
by Brown (1988) and used extensively to investigate how
foraging behavior is affected by perceived predation risk
(Brown 1988; Brown et al. 1988; Kotler and Brown 1988),
competition (e.g., Ovadia and zu Dohna 2003), and climatic
pressures (e.g., Orrock and Danielson 2009). By combining
these approaches, we aimed to shed light on the forces un-
derlying temporal and spatial foraging patterns at the diel
scale.

We modeled foraging behavior as two decisions in which
the animal (i) chooses whether to forage at a given habitat
and (ii) chooses how long to stay in it. We tested how the
energy and water costs of thermoregulation, resource avail-
ability, and predation risks affected foraging decisions as
well as quitting-harvest rates. This analysis enabled us to
gain insight into the relative roles of ecological and physio-
logical factors in shaping the foraging ecology of diurnally
active desert rodents.
Material and Methods

Our study involved seven main components. (1) We col-
lected data on foraging decisions of golden spinymice using
artificial foraging patches with an automatic monitoring
system that allows individual recognition. We ran the ex-
periments during both summer and winter, under new
moon and full moon conditions. (2) For each foraging ob-
servation, we collected body temperature data in or near the
foraging patches and ambient temperature data in each for-
aging patch. (3) We parameterized a biophysical model ac-
cording to the golden spiny mouse’s morphological and
physiological properties and validated it using published
data. (4) For each hour in the study, we used the validated
biophysical model, together with the body and ambient
temperature observations, to estimate the energy and water
costs during foraging. (5) For each day, we collected the
quantity of seeds left in the foraging patches (giving-up
density, GUD; Brown 1988) and calculated the estimated
quantity of seeds in the patches at the beginning of each
hour. (6) We statistically tested how energy and water costs,
as well as predation risk and resource availability, affect for-
aging decisions. (7) We used our predicted metabolic costs
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during foraging and our GUD data to calculate energetic and
water quitting-harvest rates.
The Study System

The golden spiny mouse (Acomys russatus) is distributed
across the Middle East, in hot and arid rocky deserts. Stud-
ies carried out in past decades in the rocky Judean Desert
of Israel have produced much insight into the ecology and
physiology of this species. Unlike most desert rodents, the
golden spiny mouse is diurnal and has evolved behavioral
and physiological adaptations to cope with the dry desert
environment. They have low water requirements, owing
to their ability to reduce fecal water loss (Kam and Degen
1993) and to produce highly concentrated urine (Shkolnik
1966; Shkolnik and Borut 1969). Moreover, to avoid ex-
tremely hot conditions, this species uses behavioral ther-
moregulation during activity, switching from a unimodal
activity pattern during winter to a bimodal activity pat-
tern during summer, thereby reducing midday activity
(Shkolnik 1971; Kronfeld-Schor et al. 2001a). Further-
more, most of the summer foraging takes place in shel-
tered and shaded microhabitats under and between large
boulders (Jones et al. 2001). Interestingly, golden spiny
mice have adapted to diurnal activity, to the extent that
diurnality in their natural environment is optimal for en-
ergy conservation (Levy et al. 2012).
Ecological factors in this system such as resource avail-

ability and predation risk have been found to vary between
seasons, moon phases, and microhabitats and to affect
golden spiny mouse foraging. In a controlled cafeteria ex-
periment, the species showed a strong preference for ar-
thropods in its diet (Kronfeld-Schor andDayan 1999). Dur-
ing summer, when arthropods are plentiful at the study site
(Vonshak et al. 2009) and green vegetation is scarce, they
constitute the main source of energy and water in spiny
mouse diets. In winter, however, when insects are scarce
(Vonshak et al. 2009) and green vegetation is readily avail-
able, the percentage of arthropods in spiny mouse diets is
relatively low (Kronfeld-Schor and Dayan 1999). Arthro-
pod availability also differs between habitats: during three
of four seasons, arthropods are more abundant in the boul-
der habitat than in the open habitat; in summer, arthro-
pods become more abundant in the open habitat (Vonshak
et al. 2009). Predation risk also differs between seasons in
this system. During summer, predation risk from the saw-
scaled viper (Echis coloratus) is higher at the study site, pri-
marily under boulders, where these sit-and-wait predators
rest curled up (Mendelssohn and Yom-Tov 1987; Tsairi
and Bouskila 2004). Golden spiny mice reduced foraging
in sheltered microhabitats and shifted into more open
microhabitats in summer (Jones et al. 2001). Thus, response
to predation risk by vipers counters the response to physio-
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logical stress. Although the species is largely diurnal, moon
phase affects the perceived risk of predation (Gutman et al.
2011), as has been demonstrated for nocturnal desert ro-
dents (e.g., Price et al. 1984; Brown 1988) including com-
mon spiny mice, Acomys cahirinus (Mandelik et al. 2003).
This behavior reflects a legacy of the species’ past as a noc-
turnal rodent (see also Kronfeld-Schor et al. 2000, 2001b;
Levy et al. 2007; Cohen et al. 2010). The evolutionary signif-
icance of predation in this system is also evident in the
spines on spinymouse rumps and a histological mechanism
for tail loss (Shargal et al. 1999).
Field Study

Study Site. The field study took place in Israel, at the Ein
Gedi nature reserve near the Dead Sea (357210E, 317270N;
∼300 m below sea level). Two major habitats are found
in the area: a boulder habitat, comprising jumbled rocks
up to 2 m in diameter where most spiny mouse foraging
takes place, and open habitat, characterized by small rocks
(pebbles) that offer no refuge.We began trapping andmark-
ing golden spiny mice 3 months before data collection in an
80# 300 m area. Captured mice were individually marked
with passive integrated transponder (PIT) tags (Destron-
Fearing, South St. Paul, MN).

Foraging Measurements. Since preliminary observations
showed that mice rarely forage in the open habitat, we ex-
cluded this habitat from our study andmeasured foraging at
two boulder microhabitats: an “under-boulders” (UB) mi-
crohabitat (on a rock terrace with overhead shelter) and a
more open “between-boulders” (BB) microhabitat (on the
terrace surrounded by large stones but no overhead cover).
These two microhabitats constitute a gradient in the degree
of shelter from predation, with UB the safest from avian
predators and BB the least protected. Moreover, climatic
conditions differ between the two microhabitats since the
BB microhabitat is exposed to the sky and, hence, offers less
protection from solar radiation during the day and less ther-
mal cover during the night (detailed description of micro-
habitats in Gutman and Dayan 2005).

We placed an automonitored foraging patch in each mi-
crohabitat, comprising a plastic tray (25 cm diameter), in
which 2 L of local soil were mixed with 2 g of cracked sun-
flower seeds. Food patches were protected from foraging
birds by heavy wire frames and fine filament fish netting.
Mice reached the trays easily by biting through one strand
in the net. Foraging patches were replenished at dawn. We
sieved the soil to retrieve all remaining seed particles and
weighed them as a measure of GUD. We positioned food
patches in four stations, 60 m from one another. Each sta-
tion contained two food patches, one in each microhabitat.
Individual foraging activity was recorded using transceivers
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(2001F-ISO; Destron, South St. Paul, MN), with the anten-
nae of each placed under each food patch. When a marked
mouse entered a patch, its PIT tag identification code was
logged with the exact time of entry. If the mouse stayed in
the patch, a new log was recorded every 10 s.
We approximated the quantity of seeds consumed from

the foraging patches by fitting a harvest rate curve to the
foraging activity (see “Constructing a Harvest Rate Curve
to the Foraging Activity” in the appendix, available online,
for further details). Our model estimated an attack rate
(a) of 6# 1024 (s21) and handling time (h) of 8.6 (s/g), with
no significant variation between microhabitats (a: p p :34,
h: p p :98) and moon phases (a: p p :46, h: p p :95), in
which antipredatory behavior may affect GUDs (Jones et al.
2001; Gutman and Dayan 2005; Gutman et al. 2011). Using
the harvest curve, we were able to model the quantity of seeds
consumed from a patch as a function of exploitation time
and, hence, to calculate the quantity of seeds left at a forag-
ing patch after each foraging event.

Measurements of Body and Ambient Temperatures. Vary-
ing body temperature is a key means of altering energy and
water requirements and one of the most sensitive vari-
ables in heat and mass transfer models of animals in their
environments (McClure and Porter 1983). The data en-
abled us to determine the regulated body temperature dur-
ing activity and the ambient temperature in our foraging
patches for each hour; both are important factors for the
model calculation. A week prior to each field study season,
all captured mice (summer, n p 6; winter, n p 8) were im-
planted with temperature-sensitive radio transmitters (∼3 g;
Sirtrack, Havelock North, New Zealand; for surgery proto-
col, see Levy et al. 2007) and released after 48 h (see “Mea-
suring Body Temperature” in the appendix for more de-
tails). We successfully monitored body temperatures of
five individuals during summer and six individuals during
winter. Ambient temperatures were measured to the near-
est 0.57C every 15 min using eight data-logger thermome-
ters (iButton ds1921 thermochrom, Sunnyvale, CA) placed
in the shade within 10 cm of a foraging patch.
Estimating Energy and Water Costs of Foraging

We used the Niche Mapper model system, which contains
two submodels: a microclimate model and an endotherm
niche model (see below). Both models use numerical meth-
ods to solve the heat and mass balance equations for each
hour for the environment and the animal of choice. We
used the microclimate model in Niche Mapper to estimate
climatic conditions (wind velocity, relative humidity, long-
wave radiation, and solar radiation at the animal’s height)
for each microhabitat, UB and BB, during each hour of
our study. These predictions were then used, together with
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actual body and ambient temperature measurements, by
the endotherm niche model to calculate energy and water
costs of foraging. These estimated costs would allow the
homeothermic animal to maintain its core temperature
given the current local available environmental conditions
and activity level. The details of the animal energetic model
have been described by Porter et al. (1994, 2000, 2002,
2006), Natori and Porter (2007), and Levy et al. (2012).
See “Microclimate Model” and “Endotherm Niche Model”
in the appendix for further information, parameterization,
and validation of the models.
Quitting-Harvest Rates of Energy and Water

We used our biophysical predictions and foraging obser-
vations to determine the relative contribution of metabolic
costs of foraging and predation risk to quitting-harvest rates.
The higher the quitting-harvest rates, the higher the mar-
ginal value of the seeds left in the patch. For each season
and microhabitat, we followed the assumption in Brown
et al. (1994b) in which a forager under predation risk should
leave a depletable food patch when

QHR p C 1 P1MOC, ð1Þ

where QHR is the quitting-harvest rate, C is the metabolic
cost of foraging (activity and thermoregulation), P is the
cost of predation, and MOC is the missed opportunity costs
(positive if fitness-enhancing activities still exist at the end
of the day; Brown et al. 1994b). To estimate the terms in
equation (1), we first estimated the metabolic costs of for-
aging in the food patch, C, by averaging our biophysical
model calculations for energy (W) and water costs (mgH2O/s)
during foraging. Second, we converted our measured GUD
values and our predictions (see above) of attack rate, a, and
handling time, h, to energy and water QHR using Holling’s
disc equation (e.g., Brown et al. 1994b):

QHR p Nu
a ⋅ GUD

11 a ⋅ h ⋅ GUD
, ð2Þ

whereNu is either thedigestive energetic content (14,220 J/g)
or the water content (0.085 mL/g) of sunflower seeds (Salari
et al. 2009). Although our Nu assumptions may not be ac-
curate (absorption varies between species and sources of
sunflower are different), they should not deviate too much.
Finally, we calculated the costs of predation, P, by subtract-
ing C and MOC from QHR. Since mice foraged at food
patches during only 23% of available hours, we assumed that
mice were probably able to exhaust other foraging and non-
foraging activities and to retreat to preferred microhabitats
during inactivity. Hence, for simplification, we assumed that
MOC is the negative of the animal’s resting metabolic rates
(∼5.3 mW/g individual measured body mass [Mb] for ener-
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getic loss rates and 0.4 mg H2O/s/g Mb for water loss rates;
Shkolnik and Borut 1969).

Data Management

We stored all field measurements and model predictions
in a Structured Query Language database (MySql, ver. 5.1).
For each microhabitat, foraging station, mouse, time of
day (i.e., hour), and date, we calculated hourly mean val-
ues of ambient temperatures, body temperatures, the esti-
mated quantity of seeds left in the foraging patches at the
beginning of the hour, and the amount of time the mouse
spent in the foraging patches.
For hours when body temperature measurements for a

certain individual were not received by the RX-900 scan-
ner receiver, we concluded that the mouse was not located
near our foraging patches (∼60 m from our antennas) and
removed the hour from the data analysis. We added the es-
timated energy and water requirements for homeothermy
for each hour by querying the database by time of day, in-
dividual’s mass, ambient temperature, body temperature,
microhabitat, and season. The final table used in our anal-
ysis is deposited in the Dryad Digital Repository: http://
dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.1fg41 (Levy et al. 2016).

Statistical Analysis

Wemodeled the foraging behavior using a two-part model-
ing approach (reviewed in Martin et al. 2005), where each
part of the model describes a different aspect of foraging
decision that depends on a set of covariates (Cameron and
Trivedi 1998): (1) an individual decides whether to forage
(i.e., foraging occurrence) and (2) for how long to proceed
with foraging (i.e., foraging duration), if it occurs. We mod-
eled foraging occurrence as a binary outcome model of for-
aging probabilities with a logit link function and Bernoulli
distribution; for hours when foraging occurred, we modeled
foraging duration as a truncated count model of foraging du-
ration using a Poisson-gamma distribution to account for the
overdispersion in our data (Zuur et al. 2009).
We tested the effect of season, microhabitat, and moon

phase as categorical factors and quantity of seeds, energy
requirements, and water requirements as continuous co-
variates, as well as all possible two-way interactions of quan-
tity of seeds, energy, and water requirements among season,
microhabitat, andmoon phase responses. Microhabitat and
moon phase constitute changes in predation risk, while sea-
sonal changes may represent different reproductive states,
energetic states, population densities, and so on. In addi-
tion to the linear responses, we used a change-point analy-
sis, to test whether a threshold behavior occurred by energy
and water requirements. This behavior is observed when a
gradual change in a process causes a disproportionate re-
sponse once a critical threshold is reached (reviewed in
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Water Loss and Foraging Decisions 209
Beckage et al. 2007). To identify the set of significant var-
iables and interactions that affect foraging decisions, we
performed a Gibbs variable-selection analysis (Dellaportas
et al. 2002; table 1). We included individuals and foraging
stations as a nested random effect to each part of the model
and accounted for possible hourly temporal autocorrela-
tion. The model was implemented using the Bayesian ap-
proach. For more details, see “StatisticalModels of Foraging
Behavior” and “Bayesian Models” in the appendix. Param-
eter estimations are presented in decimal percentages (i.e.,
the relative change in the odds of foraging or in foraging du-
ration for a unit change in the predictor), calculated as exk,
where x is the predictor and k is the estimated parameter
(Ntzoufras 2009).

For GUD analysis, we fitted a gamma linear mixed-
effects model to test whether GUD values differ between
seasons, microhabitats, and moon phases using the lme4
R package (lmer function; Bates et al. 2012). To account
for the variation between foraging stations, we included for-
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aging stations as a random effect in the model. Based on
the Akaike information criterion (Burnham and Anderson
1998), which measures goodness of fit and model complex-
ity, our final model included all main affects but no inter-
actions (tests not shown).
We estimated the exchange rate between daily means of

evaporative water loss rates during foraging and quitting-
harvest rates for energy using a gamma linear mixed-effects
model.We included seasons, microhabitats, andmoon phases
as fixed effects and foraging stations as a random effect. Af-
ter removing nonsignificant terms (tests not shown), our fi-
nal model for exchange rates included the quitting-harvest
rates and microhabitats, without interaction terms. Using
the same model structure, we estimated how daily quitting-
harvest rates for energy and amount of water loss changed
with the amount of foraging time at each patch. The final
models included foraging time andmicrohabitats. Themodels
were implemented using the Bayesian approach (see “Bayes-
ianModels” in the appendix). Hours are time of day inGreen-
wich Mean Time 1 3.
Results

Daily Rhythms in Body Temperature, Climatic
Parameters, and Foraging Metabolic Costs

Body temperatures of active mice vary slightly throughout
the day (between 367 and 377C; summer: 36:67 5 0:47C,
winter: 36:77 5 0:27C, mean5 SD), especially during early
morning hours when mouse temperatures were lower after
nightly torpor (Levy et al. 2011a, 2011b). The measured
ambient temperatures and other hourly climate variables
estimated by themicroclimatemodel showed high daily, sea-
sonal, and spatial variation (fig. 1B). Similarly, the hourly es-
timated energy expenditure and evaporative water loss also
changed throughout the day, between seasons, and between
microhabitats (fig. 1C, 1D).
In the BB microhabitat during summer, minimal energy

expenditure was reached at 7 h (8:055 0:02, mW/g Mb 5
SD) and maximal energy expenditure at 5 h (11:115 1:41,
mW/g Mb 5 SD). During winter, minimal energy expendi-
ture in the BB microhabitat was reached at 12 h (8:53 5 0:79,
mW/g Mb 5 SD) and maximal energy expenditure at 7 h
(20:355 1:89, mW/g Mb 5 SD) and 17 h (20:585 2:67,
mW/gMb 5 SD). In the UBmicrohabitat, the estimated en-
ergy expenditure during summer was 8:025 0:01 (mW/g
Mb 5 SD) during sunrise and remained almost unchanged.
In winter, the energy expenditure was higher than in sum-
mer; the minimal energy expenditure was reached at 12 h
(8:055 0:09, mW/gMb 5 SD) and maximal energy expen-
diture at 7 h (9:305 0:65, mW/g Mb 5 SD).
The predicted evaporative water loss during summer in

the UB microhabitat and during winter at both micro-
Table 1: Inclusion probability (%) of each parameter at the for-
aging occurrence and foraging duration models
Parameter
 Occurrence
 Duration
Season (winter)
 1.0
 31.4

Microhabitat (UB)
 1.5
 98.6

Moon (new)
 1.0
 1.4

Evaporative water loss (L)
 79.0
 19.0

Evaporative water loss (L) # season
 21.6
 5.4

Evaporative water loss (L) #

microhabitat
 1.8
 5.1

Evaporative water loss (L) # moon
 .8
 1.9

Evaporative water loss (T)
 36.9
 84.4

Evaporative water loss (T) # season
 19.8
 31.8

Evaporative water loss (T) #

microhabitat
 22.1
 24.6

Evaporative water loss (T) # moon
 6.6
 7.6

Energy expenditure (L)
 1.2
 3.0

Energy expenditure (L) # season
 .3
 1.1

Energy expenditure (L) #

microhabitat
 2.0
 6.5

Energy expenditure (L) # moon
 .6
 1.3

Energy expenditure (T)
 .6
 9.0

Energy expenditure (T) # season
 .4
 4.1

Energy expenditure (T) #

microhabitat
 98.2
 23.9

Energy expenditure (T) # moon
 1.7
 15.1

Seeds (L)
 8.7
 43.4

Seeds (L) # season
 1.4
 15.9

Season (L) # microhabitat
 .7
 53.2

Seeds (L) # moon
 .7
 .6
Note: Parameters were estimated using the Gibbs variable-selection proce-
dure. Parameters with inclusion probability higher than 40% (in boldface) were
considered biologically significant, as well as their corresponding main effect,
if applicable. UB p under boulders; T p threshold effect; L p linear effect.
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habitats changed little during the day. However, during
summer in the BB microhabitat, evaporative water loss in-
creased from 7 h to 18 h, reaching a maximum of 28:1 5
0:3 (mg H2O/s/g Mb 5 SD) at 13 h.
Foraging Behavior

Observed foraging behavior varied throughout the day and
between microhabitats and seasons (fig. 2). On average, one
peak of activity was observed at ∼7 h during summer at the
UB microhabitat and at ∼9 h during winter at both micro-
habitats. A bimodal activity pattern was observed during sum-
mer at the BB microhabitat (fig. 2B). Our harvest rate model
suggested a gradual decrease in the quantity of seeds through-
out the day, with higher giving-up densities found at the
BB microhabitat compared to the protected UB microhabi-
tat (fig. 3).
We found a good fit between the foraging models and the

data for both the foraging occurrences model (Bayesian
p p :51) and the foraging duration model (Bayesian p p
:62). The odds for foraging decreased by 5:4%5 0:9%
(5SD, p ! :01, 95% confidence interval [CI]: [3:6, 7:0])
for each increase of 1 mg H2O/s/g Mb in evaporative water
loss (fig. 4A). At the UB microhabitat, an increase by
87:6%5 25:9% (5SD, p ! :001, 95% CI: [48:8, 133:8]) in
foraging odds occurred when energy expenditure required
more than 8:85 1:5 (mW/g Mb 5 SD), which occurred
at 40% of the hours in our data set (fig. 4B).
When foraging occurred, the duration of foraging was

133:1%5 44:7% (5SD, p ! :001, 95% CI: [66:9, 208:8])
longer at the UBmicrohabitat. Foraging duration was shorter
by 74:5%5 11:3% (5SD, p ! :01, 95% CI: [45:1, 88:9])
when thermoregulation required evaporative water loss of
more than 20:45 3:2 (mg H2O/s/g Mb 5 SD), which oc-
curred only during 1.5% of the foraging hours (fig. 4C). Forag-
ing was longer by 55:5%5 12:8% (5SD, p ! :05, 95% CI:
[21:7, 77:3]) for each increase in 1 g of seeds available in
the foraging patches (fig. 4D). The positive effect of seed
availability was stronger in the UB microhabitat, with an
additional increase of 67:3%5 16:2% in foraging duration
(5SD, p ! :001, 95% CI: [24:9, 95:9]).
Giving-Up Densities and Quitting-Harvest Rates

Giving-up densities were ∼50% lower in the UB microhab-
itat (b p20:695 0:08, t p28:27, p ! :001, log gram 5
SD), with no significant effect of season (b p 0:155 0:09,
t p 1:70, p p :09) and moon (b p20:145 0:08, tp
21:7, p p :10). Similarly, when the GUDs were converted
to quitting-harvest rates (W for energy and mg H2O/s for
water), quitting-harvest rates were lower in the UB micro-
35

36

37

38

39 A

B
od

y 
Te

m
pe

ra
tu

re
 (°

C
)

10

20

30

40

50 B

A
m

bi
en

t T
em

pe
ra

tu
re

 (°
C

)

10

15

20

25

M
et

ab
ol

ic
 ra

te
 

m
W

g 
M

b

6 8 10 12 14 16 18

BB, summer
UB, summer

BB, winter
UB, winter

D

0

10

20

30

40

E
va

po
ra

tiv
e 

w
at

er
 lo

ss
 

µ
g 

 H
2O

 /
se

c
g

M
b

Time (hour)

(
)

(
) C

Figure 1: Hourly measured body temperatures (A), ambient temper-
atures (B), estimated metabolic rate (C), and evaporative water loss
rate (D) during the daytime (means5 SE) in summer (open circles:
between-boulders [BB] microhabitat; filled circles: under-boulders
[UB] microhabitat) and winter (open squares: BB microhabitat; filled
squares: UB microhabitat). We used the body and ambient tempera-
ture data to estimate the costs of thermoregulation during activity on
our foraging patches.
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habitat (table 2). Quitting-harvest rates reached a low of
3.68 W and 0.022 mg H2O/s in the UB microhabitat during
the summer and as high as 8.53 W and 0.047 mg H2O/s in
the BB microhabitat during winter. Foraging costs, as pre-
dicted by the biophysicalmodel, were lower than the quitting-
harvest rate for energy but higher than the quitting-harvest
rate for water, except during winter at the UB microhabitat
(table 2). Hence, we were able to calculate only predation
costs for energy, which were higher for the BB microhabitat
than in the UB microhabitat (table 2).

Mice lost 4:7%5 1:9% (5SD, p ! :05, 95%CI: [1:1, 8:3])
more water for every 1W decrease in quitting-harvest rates,
with costs lower by 76:7%5 3:7% (5SD, p ! :001, 95% CI:
[68:4, 83:2]) in the UB microhabitat (fig. 5A). Quitting-
harvest rates decreased by 72:3%5 7:1% (5SD, p ! :001,
95% CI: [69:2, 75:5]), and evaporative water loss increased
by 83:3%5 15:1% (5SD, p ! :001, 95% CI: [56:8, 117:2])
with every 1,000 s of daily foraging activity. The positive ef-
This content downloaded from 132.06
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fect of foraging time was 70:0%5 7:1% (5SD, p ! :001,
95%CI: [56:9, 84:4]) lower in the UB microhabitat (fig. 5B).
Discussion

Foraging behavior is affected by a variety of abiotic and bi-
otic variables. Elucidating the relative significance of each
is crucial for understanding the forces that shape foraging
behavior and time budgets. Our study is the first to ana-
lyze the effects of climate on foraging at an hourly resolu-
tion, while factoring in ecological interactions such as pre-
dation risks and resource availability. We combined use of
biophysical modeling with use of the experimental ap-
proach that measures giving-up density; this combination
of approaches allowed us to gain insight into the forces
underlying temporal and spatial foraging patterns at the
diel scale.
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Figure 2: Mice constantly foraged less in the between-boulders (BB) microhabitat, probably due to higher water and predation costs. We
show the spiny mice foraging behavior as observed across daytime (mean5 SE; summer: n p 5; winter: n p 6) at foraging patches located in
the protected, under-boulders (UB) microhabitat (A, summer; B, winter) and at the nonprotected, BB microhabitat (C, summer; D, winter).
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We found that water requirements had the strongest
effect on the observed foraging decisions. When ambient
temperatures increased to a level that demands enhanced
water evaporation to avoid hyperthermia, foraging oc-
curred less frequently. Moreover, when the demand for
evaporative water loss increased above a threshold level,
a sharp decrease in foraging duration occurred. Thus, the
influence of water requirements on foraging behavior ac-
counts for the low foraging levels observed during noon
hours at the BB microhabitat, when ambient temperatures
are highest and the thermoregulatory demand for evapora-
tive water loss rises. These pressures shape the bimodal ac-
tivity pattern of morning and afternoon foraging in sum-
mer described for this species (Shkolnik 1971; Elvert et al.
1999; Kronfeld-Schor et al. 2001a). A similar pattern was
observed in other diurnal mammals such as Psammomys
obesus (Ilan and Yom-Tov 1990),Octodon degus (e.g., Baci-
galupe et al. 2003), Xerus inauris (Aublet et al. 2009), Capra
ibex (Bennett et al. 1984), and Spalacopus cyanus (Rezende
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et al. 2003). The substantial decrease in midday activity
helps retain a positive water balance in desert habitats, where
water and food (themainwater source in the desert) availabil-
ity is scarce and unpredictable. Our quitting-harvest rates
suggest that foraging ceases to prevent water loss even when
energetic returns would be high. The ecological outcome is
that under warm conditions, small mammals may decrease
foraging sharply or cease it altogether due to water shortage.
Our findings are consistent with previous studies point-

ing to the importance of a positive balance between ener-
getic costs and gains (e.g., Bacigalupe et al. 2003), which
depends on the relative proportion of the energy gained
by foraging and the energy spent for digestion, thermoreg-
ulation, growth, reproduction, and other processes (e.g.,
Karasov 1986). Understanding foraging behavior in arid
environments is complex; both energy and water balance
are crucial for survival and should be considered to avoid
underestimating the forces exerted by climatic conditions,
which would consequently overestimate predation risks.
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Figure 3: Estimated quantity of seeds in our foraging patches at the beginning of each hour (mean5 SD; n p 4 at each microhabitat), as
predicted using the relationship between daily foraging time and the quantity of seeds left in the patch at dawn.
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Desert species were found to cease foraging even though
patches still contained plenty of food (e.g., 10–20 times
higher than energetic costs; Brown et al. 1994b), perhaps
to avoid high rates of water loss. In our study, golden spiny
mice ceased foraging when the rates of evaporative water
loss were higher than the rates of water received from the
foraging patches. Previous studies suggest that where food
and water are complementary, a forager may be able to re-
sume foraging and, hence, gain more energy from a patch
when water is abundant or by foraging for food with high
moisture content, as previously shown in other species,
such as Capra nubiana (ibex; Hochman and Kotler 2006),
Corvus coronoides (Australian raven; Kotler et al. 1998),
and Capra hircus (goat; Shrader et al. 2008). Hence, making
water available to the golden spiny mice would have led
to lower giving-up densities. In contrast, when water avail-
This content downloaded from 132.06
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ability is high or when foraging costs of water are low, ad-
ditional water supply would not increase foraging efficiency
(Druce et al. 2009). To complicate matters, animals can com-
pensate forwater loss during one activity by exploiting nearby
water holes or by gaining water metabolically.
In their arid environment, mice increasingly lost more

water as they continued to deplete the energy from the for-
aging patches (fig. 5). This exchange rate might be even
worse for animals in which predation risks increase vigi-
lance. Conceptually, one should be able to calculate how
exchange rates between water and energy change between
levels of predation risks, as well as to calculate exchange
rates between predation and water loss, as researchers have
done for energy (Brown 1988; reviewed by Brown and
Kotler 2004). Interestingly, in our study, the lack of differ-
ence in attack rates and handling times between moon
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Figure 4: Mice fine-tuned their foraging patterns in response to hourly variations in water and energy costs of foraging and the availability
of food in the foraging patches. We show the significant relationships found in our statistical models between evaporative water loss and
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phases and microhabitats suggests that mice did not in-
crease vigilance under riskier conditions. This might be an-
other strategy by which golden spiny mice avoid water loss,
since vigilance would further increase the rates of water loss
per energy gain in the riskier and warmer BB microhabitat.
Other factors that may affect exchange rates are the energy
and water states of the foraging animal. For example, when
water availability is high but energy availability is low, ani-
mals may forage under higher exchange rates as the marginal
value of water becomes lower. Perhaps the large unexplained
variance in our exchange rate model (R2 p 0:29) suggests
that mice foraged at different energetic and water states
throughout the study.

The challenges of keeping a positive water balance are
substantially higher in dry regions. Even nocturnal rodents,
which are less exposed to climatic extremes, must consume
substantial amounts of green vegetation and insects to gain
enough water in desert habitats (Reichman 1975; reviewed
by Walsberg 2000). Sperry and Weatherhead (2008) found
that during periods of drought, small mammals have less veg-
etation and probably fewer arthropods to eat (Bell 1985),
leading to reduced reproduction and increased starvation.
Although many species living in arid ecosystems are adapted
to short-term droughts, especially where droughts are rela-
tively common, climate change is predicted to bring more
intense, longer, and frequent dry and warm conditions, par-
ticularly in the Mediterranean, West Africa, central Asia, and
Central America (Sheffield and Wood 2008; Trenberth et al.
2014). These changes will be driven primarily by reductions
in precipitation with increased evaporation caused by higher
temperatures (Sheffield and Wood 2008). In some regions,
increases in precipitation are offset by increased evaporation
(Sheffield and Wood 2008). The negative responses of eco-
systems to recent droughts (e.g., Albright et al. 2010; Oliver
et al. 2015) underscore the urgent need to better understand
how organisms respond to these conditions.

Seed density and microhabitat type also affected foraging
duration in our study. These factors reflect biotic pressures
alone, because climatic costs were accounted for by the co-
variates of energy and water requirements. Time spent for-
aging significantly decreased with decreasing food density,
probably because of diminishing returns. Moreover, mice
foraged shorter periods in the more exposed BB microhab-
itat, even with high seed density. The differences between
the microhabitats reflect the differences in predation risk.
In the BB microhabitat, energy and water quitting-harvest
rates were twice as high, and predation costs (P in eq. [1])
were 3.63 W higher. Hence, mice probably preferred the
UB microhabitat not only for its microclimate conditions,
which were more comfortable for activity, but also for its
refugia from predators such as raptors (Jones et al. 2001;
Mandelik et al. 2003; Gutman et al. 2011). Differences in
foraging preferences that result from predation risk were
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observed previously in golden spiny mice (Jones et al. 2001;
Gutman et al. 2011) as well as in other species (e.g., Brown
1988; Lima and Dill 1990; Werner and Peacor 2003; Brown
and Kotler 2004), but our study is thefirst toquantify themen-
ergetically. In fact, our preliminary observations revealed that
mice almost completely avoided open microhabitats, which
were not only exposed to solar radiation like the BB micro-
habitat but offered no nearby protection from predators.
Our analyses show that climatic and biotic factors in-

fluenced foraging behavior differently. Although mice re-
duced the frequency and duration of foraging as evapora-
tive water loss increased and increased activity under high
energy expenditure, only the duration of foraging was af-
fected by seed density. We can explain these patterns by
looking at the interplay between quitting-harvest rates and
the metabolic and predation costs of foraging. A forager
can choose its quitting-harvest rates, based on the costs of
foraging, even before entering a foraging patch. However,
a forager must first exploit a patch to gauge the harvest rate.
For foraging to occur in a patch, its potential (i.e., marginal
value) at that time should attract the forager. For example,
since seeds are poor water sources, warmer conditions reduce
their marginal value (table 2), making foraging for seeds less
profitable. In fact, golden spiny mice show a strong prefer-
ence for arthropods, which constitute their main diet during
summer (Kronfeld-Schor and Dayan 1999). Under cold con-
ditions, on the other hand, energy expenditure is high and
the marginal value of seeds increases due to their high ener-
getic content, but only at the UB microhabitat, where met-
abolic and predation costs are lower. Only when foraging
Table 2: Energetic and water quitting-harvest rates (QHR) and
costs of foraging in our artificial food patches
Variable, season,
microhabitat
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 8.53
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 2.23
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UB
 3.68
 .34
 2.23
 3.56
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BB
 7.88
 .35
 2.22
 7.75
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Water (mg H2O/s):

Winter:
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 .026
 .023
 2.018
 .021
 1.14
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 .051
 .116
 2.017
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 .022
 .134
 2.017
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 .16
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 .047
 .369
 2.016
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 .13
Note: Foraging costs were 10.7–22.5 times lower than the QHR for energy
but were 2.3–7.7 times higher than the QHR for water, except during winter
at the under-boulders (UB) microhabitat. C p energy or water metabolic cost;
MOC p missed opportunity cost; P p cost of predation; BB p between
boulders.
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begins can a forager sense the harvest rate of the patch,
based on seed density, and then forage until it reaches the
quitting-harvest rate.

The implications of ecological thresholds and nonlinear
dynamics have attracted attention in recent decades (Fice-
tola and Denoel 2009). Determining whether ecological
thresholds exist, and estimating their values, has been con-
sidered a major challenge (e.g., Muradian 2001; Ficetola
and Denoel 2009). Most studies to date addressed the min-
imal area or habitat required to avoid extinction (e.g., With
and King 1999; Fahrig 2001), climate-change induced mi-
gration (e.g., Collingham and Huntley 2000), or biological
invasions (e.g., Dewhirst and Lutscher 2009). Another eco-
logical threshold response is a nonlinear decrease in forag-
ing when prey density falls below a certain threshold (e.g.,
Harding et al. 2007). In our study, the threshold response
to an increase in evaporative water loss may reflect the high
priority of keeping a water balance in an arid environment.
Moreover, the increase in foraging when energy expendi-
ture reaches a certain threshold may represent the need to
search for more energy when energetic demands are high,
increasing the marginal value of energy.

In summary, understanding the links between animal
behavior, biotic conditions, and climate under natural field
conditions is a major challenge. Advances in animal track-
ing and modeling techniques allow a better understand-
ing of activity patterns and provide insight into optimal
foraging. Previously, foraging behavior was mostly studied
in the light of predation costs, with some attempts to un-
derstand energy considerations (reviewed by Stephens and
Krebs 1986; Stephens et al. 2007) but almost no ability to es-
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timate water costs and their importance. Here, we were able
to highly refine the roles of energy and water to reveal the
dominant and dramatic effects of water costs in foraging
decisions. We also show that mice fine-tuned their foraging
activity to minimize water loss and predation risks at the
expense of energy gain. Hence, our results suggest a triad of
energetic costs, predation costs, and water loss costs rather
than a duality of energetic and predation costs (as well as
missed opportunity costs) in golden spinymice. To better un-
derstand this triangular relationship, future studies should
explore the role of water costs in risk and time management
in species adapted to deserts and less dry environments. Such
studies may help us estimate how less adapted species may
aim to compensate for water deficit during droughts, a rising
challenge under climate change and, on the other hand, how
increased water availability due to urban or agricultural water
resources may alter the ecological systems of arid regions, by
promoting the invasion and spread of nondesert species. Can
we use artificial patches of water to mitigate the severity of
climate change? Exploring such questions may help us un-
derstand the ecological, physiological, and evolutionary chal-
lenges of arid environments and future droughts.
Acknowledgments

O.L. is a Fulbright Doctoral Dissertation Research Fellow
and currently a Rothschild Post-Doctoral Fellow. Special
thanks to the Society for the Protection of Nature in Is-
rael, E. Levin, R. Paz, and S. Rotics for their help with this
work. This research was supported by the Israel Science
Foundation (grant 934/12). All experiments were conducted
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

A

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

QHR energy (W)

E
va

po
ra

tiv
e 

w
at

er
 lo

ss
 (m

g 
 H

2O
 / 

se
c )

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

Q
H

R
 e

ne
rg

y 
(W

)

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000
Time (sec)

B

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

E
va

po
ra

tiv
e 

w
at

er
 lo

ss
 (m

g 
 H

2O
)

Figure 5: During each day, the mean rates of evaporative water loss increased when mice quit foraging at lower harvest rates of energy
(A; between-boulders [BB] effect: solid line; under-boulders [UB] effect: dashed line). As mice spent more time foraging in the patches, they
reached lower quitting-harvest rates (B; gray lines) but also lost more water for thermoregulation (B; BB effect: solid line; UB effect: dashed
line). Dashed lines represent 95% confidence intervals of slopes. QHR p quitting-harvest rate.
6.011.211 on February 06, 2017 04:46:18 AM
s and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).



216 The American Naturalist
under the approval of the Israel Nature and Parks Authority
(permit 2007/28882).
Literature Cited

Albright, T. P., A. M. Pidgeon, C. D. Rittenhouse, M. K. Clayton,
B. D. Wardlow, C. H. Flather, P. D. Culbert, and V. C. Radeloff.
2010. Combined effects of heat waves and droughts on avian com-
munities across the conterminous United States. Ecosphere 1:1–22.

Aublet, J. F., M. Festa-Bianchet, D. Bergero, and B. Bassano. 2009.
Temperature constraints on foraging behaviour of male Alpine
ibex (Capra ibex) in summer. Oecologia (Berlin) 159:237–247.

Bacigalupe, L. D., E. L. Rezende, G. J. Kenagy, and F. Bozinovic. 2003.
Activity and space use by degus: a trade-off between thermal con-
ditions and food availability? Journal of Mammalogy 84:311–318.

Bates, D., M. Maechler, and B. Bolker. 2012. lme4: linear mixed-
effects models using S4 classes. R package, version 0.999999-0. http://
CRAN.R-project.org/packageplme4.

Beckage, B., L. Joseph, P. Belisle, D. B. Wolfson, and W. J. Platt. 2007.
Bayesian change-point analyses in ecology. New Phytologist 174:
456–467.

Bell, H. L. 1985. Seasonal variation and the effects of drought on the
abundance of arthropods in savanna woodland on the Northern
Tablelands of New South Wales. Australian Journal of Ecology 10:
207–221.

Bennett, A. F., R. B. Huey, H. Johnalder, and K. A. Nagy. 1984. The
parasol tail and thermoregulatory behavior of the Cape ground
squirrel Xerus inauris. Physiological Zoology 57:57–62.

Bozinovic, E., and R. A. Vasquez. 1999. Patch use in a diurnal ro-
dent: handling and searching under thermoregulatory costs. Func-
tional Ecology 13:602–610.

Brown, J. S. 1988. Patch use as an indicator of habitat preference,
predation risk, and competition. Behavioral Ecology and Socio-
biology 22:37–47.

———. 1989. Coexistence on a seasonal resource. American Natu-
ralist 133:168–182.

Brown, J. S., and B. P. Kotler. 2004. Hazardous duty pay and the for-
aging cost of predation. Ecology Letters 7:999–1014.

Brown, J. S., B. P. Kotler, and W. A. Mitchell. 1994a. Foraging the-
ory, patch use, and the structure of a Negev desert granivore com-
munity. Ecology 75:2286–2300.

Brown, J. S., B. P. Kotler, R. J. Smith, and W. O. Wirtz. 1988. The
effects of owl predation on the foraging behavior of heteromyid
rodents. Oecologia (Berlin) 76:408–415.

Brown, J. S., B. P. Kotler, and T. J. Valone. 1994b. Foraging under
predation: a comparison of energetic and predation costs in rodent
communities of the Negev and Sonoran deserts. Australian Journal
of Zoology 42:435–448.

Burnham, K. P., and D. R. Anderson. 1998. Model selection and infer-
ence: a practical information-theoretic approach. Springer, NewYork.

Butler, P. J., J. A. Green, I. L. Boyd, and J. R. Speakman. 2004. Measuring
metabolic rate in the field: the pros and cons of the doubly labelled
water and heart rate methods. Functional Ecology 18:168–183.

Cameron, A. C., and P. K. Trivedi. 1998. Regression analysis of
count data. Cambridge University, Cambridge.

Cohen, R., N. Kronfeld-Schor, C. Ramanathan, A. Baumgras, and L.
Smale. 2010. The substructure of the suprachiasmatic nucleus: sim-
ilarities between nocturnal and diurnal spiny mice. Brain, Behavior
and Evolution 75:9–22.
This content downloaded from 132.06
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Term
Collingham, Y. C., and B. Huntley. 2000. Impacts of habitat frag-
mentation and patch size upon migration rates. Ecological Ap-
plications 10:131–144.

Dellaportas, P., J. Forster, and I.Ntzoufras. 2002. OnBayesianmodel and
variable selection using MCMC. Statistics and Computing 12:27–36.

Dewhirst, S., and F. Lutscher. 2009. Dispersal in heterogeneous hab-
itats: thresholds, spatial scales, and approximate rates of spread.
Ecology 90:1338–1345.

Druce, D. J., J. S. Brown, G. I. H. Kerley, B. P. Kotler, R. L. Mackey,
and R. O. B. Slotow. 2009. Spatial and temporal scaling in habitat
utilization by klipspringers (Oreotragus oreotragus) determined using
giving-up densities. Austral Ecology 34:577–587.

Elvert, R., N. Kronfeld, T. Dayan, A. Haim, N. Zisapel, and G.
Heldmaier. 1999. Telemetric field studies of body temperature and
activity rhythms of Acomys russatus and A. cahirinus in the Judean
Desert of Israel. Oecologia (Berlin) 119:484–492.

Fahrig, L. 2001. How much habitat is enough? Biological Conserva-
tion 100:65–74.

Ficetola, G. F., and M. Denoel. 2009. Ecological thresholds: an as-
sessment of methods to identify abrupt changes in species-habitat
relationships. Ecography 32:1075–1084.

Gutman, R., and T. Dayan. 2005. Temporal partitioning: an experi-
ment with two species of spiny mice. Ecology 86:164–173.

Gutman, R., T. Dayan, O. Levy, I. Schubert, and N. Kronfeld-Schor.
2011. The effect of the lunar cycle on fecal cortisol metabolite
levels and foraging ecology of nocturnally and diurnally active spiny
mice. PLoS ONE 6:e23446.

Harding, A. M. A., J. F. Piatt, J. A. Schmutz, M. T. Shultz, T. I. Van
Pelt, A. B. Kettle, and S. G. Speckman. 2007. Prey density and the
behavioral flexibility of a marine predator: The common murre
(Uria aalge). Ecology 88:2024–2033.

Hochman, V., and B. P. Kotler. 2006. Effects of food quality, diet pref-
erence and water on patch use by Nubian ibex. Oikos 112:547–554.

Huey, R. B. 1991. Physiological consequences of habitat selection.
American Naturalist 137(suppl.):S91–S115.

Ilan, M., and Y. Yom-Tov. 1990. Diel activity pattern of a diurnal des-
ert rodent, Psammomys obesus. Journal of Mammalogy 71:66–69.

Jones, M., Y. Mandelik, and T. Dayan. 2001. Coexistence of tempo-
rally partitioned spiny mice: roles of habitat structure and forag-
ing behavior. Ecology 82:2164–2176.

Kam, M., and A. A. Degen. 1993. Effect of dietary preformed water
on energy and water budgets of two sympatric desert rodents,Acomys
russatus and Acomys cahirinus. Journal of Zoology 231:51–59.

Karasov, W. H. 1986. Energetics, physiology and vertebrate ecology.
Trends in Ecology and Evolution 1:101–104.

Kotler, B. P., Y. Ayal, and A. Subach. 1994. Effects of predatory risk
and resource renewal on the timing of foraging activity in a gerbil
community. Oecologia (Berlin) 100:391–396.

Kotler, B. P., and J. S. Brown. 1988. Environmental heterogeneity
and the coexistence of desert rodents. Annual Review of Ecology
and Systematics 19:281–307.

Kotler, B. P., J. S. Brown, S. R. X. Dall, S. Gresser, D. Ganey, and
A. Bouskila. 2002. Foraging games between gerbils and their pred-
ators: temporal dynamics of resource depletion and apprehension
in gerbils. Evolutionary Ecology Research 4:495–518.

Kotler, B. P., J. S. Brown, and W. A. Mitchell. 1993. Environmental-
factors affecting patch use in two species of gerbilline rodents.
Journal of Mammalogy 74:614–620.

Kotler, B. P., C. R. Dickman, and J. S. Brown. 1998. The effects of
water on patch use by two Simpson Desert granivores (Corvus
6.011.211 on February 06, 2017 04:46:18 AM
s and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1644%2F1545-1542%282003%29084%3C0311%3AAASUBD%3E2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1023%2FA%3A1013164120801
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1940884
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF00317860
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21829733&crossref=10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0023446
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=19537553&crossref=10.1890%2F08-0115.1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF00377036
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=17824434&crossref=10.1890%2F06-1695.1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.es.19.110188.001433
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.es.19.110188.001433
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=17388908&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1469-8137.2007.01991.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0030-1299.2006.14214.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1442-9993.2009.01963.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1071%2FZO9940435
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1071%2FZO9940435
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1442-9993.1985.tb00884.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1382281
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs004420050811
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2Fphyszool.57.1.30155968
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1381317
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0006-3207%2800%2900208-1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0269-8463.2004.00821.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0006-3207%2800%2900208-1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF00395696
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF00395696
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1600-0587.2009.05571.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1046%2Fj.1365-2435.1999.00355.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2F0012-9658%282001%29082%5B2164%3ACOTPSM%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1046%2Fj.1365-2435.1999.00355.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F284908
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2FES10-00057.1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F284908
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1469-7998.1993.tb05352.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2F03-0369
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=20134153&crossref=10.1159%2F000282172
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=20134153&crossref=10.1159%2F000282172
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=18987895&crossref=10.1007%2Fs00442-008-1198-4
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2F1051-0761%282000%29010%5B0131%3AIOHFAP%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1461-0248.2004.00661.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2F1051-0761%282000%29010%5B0131%3AIOHFAP%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21227790&crossref=10.1016%2F0169-5347%2886%2990034-0


Water Loss and Foraging Decisions 217
coronoides and Pseudomys hermannsburgensis). Australian Jour-
nal of Ecology 23:574–578.

Kronfeld-Schor, N., and T. Dayan. 1999. The dietary basis for tem-
poral partitioning: foodhabits of coexistingAcomys species. Oecologia
(Berlin) 121:123–128.

Kronfeld-Schor, N., T. Dayan, R. Elvert, A. Haim, N. Zisapel, and
G. Heldmaier. 2001a. On the use of the time axis for ecological
separation: diel rhythms as an evolutionary constraint. American
Naturalist 158:451–457.

Kronfeld-Schor, N., T. Dayan, M. E. Jones, I. Kremer, Y. Mandelik,
M. Wollberg, Y. Yassur, and D. D. Gaton. 2001b. Retinal structure
and foraging microhabitat use of the golden spiny mouse (Acomys
russatus). Journal of Mammalogy 82:1016–1025.

Kronfeld-Schor, N., A. Haim, T. Dayan, N. Zisapel, M. Klingenspor,
and G. Heldmaier. 2000. Seasonal thermogenic acclimation of
diurnally and nocturnally active desert spiny mice. Physiological
and Biochemical Zoology 73:37–44.

Levy, O., T. Dayan, and N. Kronfeld-Schor. 2007. The relationship
between the golden spiny mouse circadian system and its diurnal
activity: an experimental field enclosures and laboratory study.
Chronobiology International 24:599–613.

———. 2011a. Adaptive thermoregulation in golden spiny mice: the
influence of season and food availability on body temperature.
Physiological and Biochemical Zoology 84:175–184.

———. 2011b. Interspecific competition and torpor in golden spiny
mice: two sides of the energy-acquisition coin. Integrative and
Comparative Biology 51:441–448.

Levy, O., T. Dayan, N. Kronfeld-Schor, and W. P. Porter. 2012. Bio-
physical modeling of the temporal niche: from first principles to the
evolution of activity patterns. American Naturalist 179:794–804.

Levy, O., T. Dayan, W. P. Porter, and N. Kronfeld-Schor 2016. Data
from: Foraging activity pattern is shaped by water loss rates in a di-
urnal desert rodent. American Naturalist, Dryad Digital Repository,
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.1fg41.

Lima, S. L., and L. M. Dill. 1990. Behavioral decisions made under
the risk of predation: a review and prospectus. Canadian Journal
of Zoology 68:619–640.

Mandelik, Y., M. Jones, and T. Dayan. 2003. Structurally complex
habitat and sensory adaptations mediate the behavioural re-
sponses of a desert rodent to an indirect cue for increased preda-
tion risk. Evolutionary Ecology Research 5:501–515.

Martin, T. G., B. A. Wintle, J. R. Rhodes, P. M. Kuhnert, S. A. Field,
S. J. Low-Choy, A. J. Tyre, and H. P. Possingham. 2005. Zero tol-
erance ecology: improving ecological inference by modelling the
source of zero observations. Ecology Letters 8:1235–1246.

McClure, P. A., and W. P. Porter. 1983. Development of insulation in
neonatal cotton rats (Sigmodon hispidus). Physiological Zoology
56:18–32.

Mendelssohn, H., and Y. Yom-Tov. 1987. Mammals. Pages 123–126
in A. Alon, ed. Plants and animals of the land of Israel. Ministry of
Defence, Tel Aviv.

Mitchell, W. A., B. P. Kotler, J. S. Brown, L. Blaustein, and S. R. X.
Dall. 2004. Species diversity, environmental heterogeneity, and
species interactions. Pages 57–69 in M. Shachak, J. R. Gosz,
S. T. A. Pickett, and A. Perevolotsky, eds. Diversity in drylands:
towards a unified framework. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Mitchell, W. A., and W. P. Porter. 2001. Foraging games and species
diversity. Annales Zoologici Fennici 38:89–98.

Muradian, R. 2001. Ecological thresholds: a survey. Ecological Eco-
nomics 38:7–24.
This content downloaded from 132.06
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Term
Natori, Y., and W. P. Porter. 2007. Model of Japanese serow
(Capricornis crispus) energetics predicts distribution on Honshu,
Japan. Ecological Applications 17:1441–1459.

Ntzoufras, I. 2009. Bayesian modeling using WinBUGS. Wiley Series
in Computational Statistics, Hoboken, NJ.

Oliver, T. H., H. H. Marshall, M. D. Morecroft, T. Brereton, C. Prud-
homme, and C. Huntingford. 2015. Interacting effects of climate
change and habitat fragmentation on drought-sensitive butterflies.
Nature Climate Change 5:941–945.

Orrock, J. L., and B. J. Danielson. 2009. Temperature and cloud cover,
but not predator urine, affect winter foraging of mice. Ethology
115:641–648.

Ovadia, O., and H. zu Dohna. 2003. The effect of intra- and interspe-
cific aggression on patch residence time in Negev Desert gerbils: a
competing risk analysis. Behavioral Ecology 14:583–591.

Porter, W. P., S. Budaraju, W. E. Stewart, and N. Ramankutty. 2000.
Calculating climate effects on birds and mammals: impacts on bio-
diversity, conservation, population parameters, and global commu-
nity structure. American Zoologist 40:597–630.

Porter, W. P., and M. Kearney. 2009. Size, shape, and the thermal
niche of endotherms. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-
ences of the USA 106:19666–19672.

Porter, W. P., and J. W. Mitchell. 2006. Method and system for cal-
culating the spatial-temporal effects of climate and other environ-
mental conditions on animals. In U. P. Office, ed. Available from
http://www.google.com/patents/US7155377.Wisconsin Alumni Re-
search Foundation.

Porter, W. P., J. C. Munger, W. E. Stewart, S. Budaraju, and J. Jaeger.
1994. Endotherm energetics—from a scalable individual-basedmodel
to ecological applications. Australian Journal of Zoology 42:125–162.

Porter, W. P., J. L. Sabo, C. R. Tracy, O. J. Reichman, and N. Raman-
kutty. 2002. Physiology on a landscape scale: plant-animal inter-
actions. Integrative and Comparative Biology 42:431–453.

Porter, W. P., N. Vakharia, W. D. Klousie, and D. Duffy. 2006.
Po’ouli landscape bioinformatics models predict energetics, be-
havior, diets, and distribution on Maui. Integrative and Compar-
ative Biology 46:1143–1158.

Preisser, E. L., D. I. Bolnick, and M. F. Benard. 2005. Scared to death?
the effects of intimidation and consumption in predator-prey inter-
actions. Ecology 86:501–509.

Price, M. V., N. M. Waser, and T. A. Bass. 1984. Effects of moonlight
on microhabitat use by desert rodents. Journal of Mammalogy 65:
353–356.

Reichman, O. J. 1975. Relation of desert rodent diets to available
resources. Journal of Mammalogy 56:731–751.

Rezende, E. L., A. Cortes, L. D. Bacigalupe, R. F. Nespolo, and F. Boz-
inovic. 2003. Ambient temperature limits above-ground activity of
the subterranean rodent Spalacopus cyanus. Journal of Arid Envi-
ronments 55:63–74.

Salari, S., H. N. Moghaddam, J. Arshami, and A. Golian. 2009. Nu-
tritional evaluation of full-fat sunflower seed for broiler chickens.
Asian-Australasian Journal of Animal Sciences 22:557–564.

Sears, M.W., J. P. Hayes, C. S. O’Connor, K. Geluso, and J. S. Sedinger.
2006. Individual variation in thermogenic capacity affects above-
ground activity of high-altitude deer mice. Functional Ecology 20:
97–104.

Shargal, E., L. Rath-Wolfson, N. Kronfeld, and T. Dayan. 1999. Eco-
logical and histological aspects of tail loss in spiny mice (Rodentia:
Muridae, Acomys) with a review of its occurrence in rodents. Jour-
nal of Zoology 249:187–193.
6.011.211 on February 06, 2017 04:46:18 AM
s and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1071%2FZO9940125
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1038%2Fnclimate2746
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21352447&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1461-0248.2005.00826.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F316718
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F316718
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1365-2435.2006.01067.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21708738&crossref=10.1093%2Ficb%2F42.3.431
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21672814&crossref=10.1093%2Ficb%2Ficl051
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1439-0310.2009.01654.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2Fphyszool.56.1.30159961
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=17701675&crossref=10.1080%2F07420520701534640
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21672814&crossref=10.1093%2Ficb%2Ficl051
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1469-7998.1999.tb00757.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1469-7998.1999.tb00757.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fbeheco%2Farg031
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F658171
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2F04-0719
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21719432&crossref=10.1093%2Ficb%2Ficr071
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1381183
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=21719432&crossref=10.1093%2Ficb%2Ficr071
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1442-9993.1998.tb00767.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1442-9993.1998.tb00767.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1379649
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=19846790&crossref=10.1073%2Fpnas.0907321106
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F665645
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=19846790&crossref=10.1073%2Fpnas.0907321106
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs004420050913
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs004420050913
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0140-1963%2802%2900259-8
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0921-8009%2801%2900146-X
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0140-1963%2802%2900259-8
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0921-8009%2801%2900146-X
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1139%2Fz90-092
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F321991
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1139%2Fz90-092
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?system=10.1086%2F321991
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=17708220&crossref=10.1890%2F06-1785.1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5713%2Fajas.2009.80481
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1644%2F1545-1542%282001%29082%3C1016%3ARSAFMU%3E2.0.CO%3B2


218 The American Naturalist
Sheffield, J., and E. F. Wood. 2008. Projected changes in drought oc-
currence under future global warming from multi-model, multi-
scenario, IPCC AR4 simulations. Climate Dynamics 31:79–105.

Shkolnik, A. 1966. Studies in the comparative biology of Israel’s two
species of spiny mice (genus Acomys). PhD diss. Hebrew Univer-
sity, Jerusalem.

———. 1971. Diurnal activity in a small desert rodent. International
Journal of Biometeorology 15:115–120.

Shkolnik, A., andA. Borut. 1969. Temperature andwater relations in two
species of spiny mice (Acomys). Journal of Mammalogy 50:245–255.

Shrader, A. M., B. P. Kotler, J. S. Brown, and G. I. H. Kerley. 2008.
Providing water for goats in arid landscapes: effects on feeding
effort with regard to time period, herd size and secondary com-
pounds. Oikos 117:466–472.

Sperry, J. H., and P. J. Weatherhead. 2008. Prey-mediated effects of
drought on condition and survival of a terrestrial snake. Ecology
89:2770–2776.

Stephens, D. W., J. S. Brown, and R. C. Ydenberg. 2007. Foraging:
behavior and ecology. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Stephens, D. W., and J. R. Krebs. 1986. Foraging theory. Princeton
University Press, Princeton, NJ.

Trenberth, K. E., A. G. Dai, G. van der Schrier, P. D. Jones,
J. Barichivich, K. R. Briffa, and J. Sheffield. 2014. Global warming
and changes in drought. Nature Climate Change 4:17–22.

Tsairi, H., and A. Bouskila. 2004. Ambush site selection of a desert
snake (Echis coloratus) at an oasis. Herpetologica 60:13–23.

Vonshak, M., T. Dayan, and N. Kronfeld-Schor. 2009. Arthropods as
a prey resource: Patterns of diel, seasonal, and spatial availability.
Journal of Arid Environments 73:458–462.

Walsberg, G. E. 2000. Small mammals in hot deserts: some gen-
eralizations revisited. BioScience 50:109–120.

Werner, E. E., and S. D. Peacor. 2003. A review of trait-mediated indi-
rect interactions in ecological communities. Ecology 84:1083–1100.
“Day break the following morning found the party en route to Silver
located near the west side of Clayton Valley, and at the eastern base of th
of the salt marsh which forms the major part of the basin are the Ther
springs; the largest and most central one is called Saturn [illustrated].
Nevada” by D. A. Lyle (The American Naturalist 1878, 12:18–27).

This content downloaded from 132.06
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Term
With, K. A., and A. W. King. 1999. Extinction thresholds for species
in fractal landscapes. Conservation Biology 13:314–326.

Zuur, A. F., E. N. Leno, N. Walker, A. A. Saveliev, and G. M. Smith.
2009. Mixed effects models and extensions in ecology with R.
Springer, New York.
References Cited Only in the Online Appendixes

Cheng, H. L. M., and D. B. Plewes. 2002. Tissue thermal conductivity
by magnetic resonance thermometry and focused ultrasound heat-
ing. Journal of Magnetic Resonance Imaging 16:598–609.

Dobbie, M. J., and A. H. Welsh. 2001. Modelling correlated zero-
inflated count data. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Statis-
tics 43:431–444.

Gutman, R., I. Choshniak, and N. Kronfeld-Schor. 2006. Defending
bodymass during food restriction in Acomys russatus: a desert rodent
that does not store food. American Journal of Physiology-Regulatory
Integrative and Comparative Physiology 290:R881–R891.

Holling, C. S. 1959. Some characteristics of simple types of predation
and parasitism. Canadian Entomologist 91:385–398.

Kotler, B. P., and J. S. Brown. 1990. Rates of seed harvest by two spe-
cies of gerbilline rodents. Journal of Mammalogy 71:591–596.

McCullough, E. C., andW. P. Porter. 1971. Computing clear day solar-
radiation spectra for terrestrial ecological environment. Ecology 52:
1008–1015.

Plummer, M., N. Best, K. Cowles, and K. Vines. 2006. CODA: con-
vergence diagnosis and output analysis for MCMC. R package,
version 0.17-1. R News 6:7–11.
Associate Editor: Wolf M. Mooij
Editor: Judith L. Bronstein
Peak, the next objective point. Silver Peak, a small mining camp, is
e Red Mountain range. Near this place and along the western border
mal Springs. . . . Just north of [the first spring] is found a cluster of
Their temperatures are 69.57 Fahr.” From “The Springs of Southern

6.011.211 on February 06, 2017 04:46:18 AM
s and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1046%2Fj.1523-1739.1999.013002314.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=18959314&crossref=10.1890%2F07-2017.1
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2F978-0-387-87458-6
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=12412038&crossref=10.1002%2Fjmri.10199
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1038%2Fnclimate2067
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs00382-007-0340-z
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1467-842X.00191
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1655%2F20-47
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1467-842X.00191
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1933806
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=5146797&crossref=10.1007%2FBF01803884
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=5146797&crossref=10.1007%2FBF01803884
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=16284091&crossref=10.1152%2Fajpregu.00156.2005
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jaridenv.2008.11.013
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?pmid=16284091&crossref=10.1152%2Fajpregu.00156.2005
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1641%2F0006-3568%282000%29050%5B0109%3ASMIHDS%5D2.3.CO%3B2
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1378340
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.4039%2FEnt91385-7
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1890%2F0012-9658%282003%29084%5B1083%3AAROTII%5D2.0.CO%3B2
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.2007.0030-1299.16410.x
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1381798

