
© 2004 Universities Federation for Animal Welfare
The Old School, Brewhouse Hill, Wheathampstead,
Hertfordshire AL4 8AN, UK

19

Animal Welfare 2004, 13: 19-25
ISSN 0962-7286

The assessment of bar chewing as an escape behaviour in laboratory mice

RS Lewis and JL Hurst*
Animal Behaviour Research Group, Department of Veterinary Clinical Science, University of Liverpool, Leahurst, Neston, Cheshire
CH64 7TE, UK
* Correspondence: jane.hurst@liv.ac.uk

Abstract

The ability to measure objectively how an animal perceives its home environment is essential for improving the housing and husbandry
conditions of laboratory animals. Chewing at cage bars by a rodent may reflect the animal's desire to escape from its home cage and
thus provide a measure of the relative aversiveness or inadequacy of different housing conditions from the animal's viewpoint. To
assess whether bar chewing by laboratory mice is an escape behaviour, adult male and female ICR-(CD-I) mice were housed indi­
vidually or in same-sex groups of three in modified shoebox-type cages. Cages had two sets of external bars in the side walls, an
equivalent set of bars fixed internally and a Perspex lid. One set of external bars opened daily, allowing the mice to escape into a
larger arena. All mice showed a strong preference for chewing at external bars over those that were internal to each cage. After one
week of experience, mice also preferred the external bars that opened daily to those that did not open. Behaviour directed towards
the cage lid declined over time as the mice experienced the new escape route in the cage side. Interest in the external bars correlated
positively with time since last escape. Results confirm that bar chewing reflects an attempt to escape the cage and explore the
surrounding area and may provide a suitable behavioural measure of perception of the cage environment for use in welfare assessment.
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Introduction

An objective measure of animal welfare is an essential pre­
requisite to the design of housing and husbandry conditions
that will maximise the welfare of laboratory rodents.
Understanding an animal's response to its home environ­
ment is particularly important because this is where it will
spend most of its life. However, assessing the needs and
motivation of a captive animal from the animal's point of
view whilst avoiding anthropomorphism is highly problem­
atic. Although methods for assessing welfare exist, none are
without their problems (Dawkins 1990). An ideal method
should combine accuracy with ease of use, be non-intrusive,
unambiguous and allow welfare to be measured within the
animals' home cage without disturbance.
One very useful approach for highlighting specific require­
ments within the home cage is preference testing (810m
et al 1996; Sherwin 1996; Van de Weerd et al 1998a,b).
However, the use of preference tests alone has many limita­
tions. In particular, preference tests reveal little about the
animal's perception of its cage as a whole, and a preference
between two options does not mean that the animal has an
aversion to the non-preferred option (Rushen 1993).
Preference testing may also lead to animals continually
choosing environments that are bigger and better, yet are
impractical for use in a laboratory. Another problem is that
preference tests show only what the animal wants at a par­
ticular moment in time (Dawkins 1990) and animals may

make a choice irrespective of whether this decision jeopar­
dises their long-term survival or welfare (Dawkins 1988). If
a choice is made based on the information available at a par­
ticular moment in time, this does not necessarily mean that
the animal would want to spend all of its time in the chosen
environment. Alternatively the animal may simply be
unaware that it is making a choice. Further, a preference for
a particular resource does not necessarily mean that an ani­
mal's welfare will be compromised if it does not have that
resource. In natural situations, animals may be unlikely to
obtain their ideal choice of food or nest site. However, if an
animal finds itself in a position that may be harmful or
undesirable (eg lacking in an important resource) and its
welfare is compromised by this, then it will make attempts
to move away from that situation to find the required
resource or better conditions elsewhere. This can be termed
'escape behaviour', as actual escape from the cage is neces­
sary to find the resource or to discover a better environment.
Measurement of escape behaviour might provide a more
feasible and accurate assessment of welfare than measure­
ment of preferences.
Among captive rodents, bar chewing may be one such
escape behaviour. In natural situations, mice and rats gnaw
at physical structures in order to gain access into a suitable
environment, particularly when attempting to enter build­
ings, or to reach a goal such as food or a safe hiding place.
Such gnawing or chewing behaviour is also seen frequently
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in captivity, where it is predominately directed at the cage
bars and can be carried out for up to 90% of the active period
of laboratory mice (Lewis 2003). However, laboratory
cages have been designed with stainless steel bars specifi­
cally to prevent animals chewing through them and escap­
ing. From the human perspective, therefore, bar chewing is
in effect functionless and has been labelled as a functionless
stereotypic behaviour (Wurbel et al 1996) or a coping
response (Cooper & Nicol 1996). However, from the ani­
mal's perspective, the amount of time spent chewing at cage
bars may represent the level of the animal's desire to leave
its home cage (Hurst et a11999; Nevison et aI1999a).
There is already some evidence in support ofthe hypothesis
that bar chewing by laboratory rodents relates to an attempt
to escape. Wurbel and Stauffacher (1997) found higher levels
of exploratory and bar-related behaviour among precociously
weaned mice, perhaps reflecting an attempt to escape the
cage in order to return to the mother to suckle. This translated
into increased levels of bar chewing among older animals,
although Wurbel et al (1996) defined chewing as stereotypic
behaviour. Enriching the environment can reduce the levels
of bar-related behaviours (Wurbel et a11998; Nevison et al
1999b). Differences in the cage enviromnent also affect the
level of bar chewing among rats. Cages that restrict social
interaction with neighbouring animals can lead to a higher
incidence of bar-chewing behaviour (Hurst et al 1997,
1998). Hurst et al (1996, 1999) also found that the level of
bar chewing and other escape-related behaviours shown by
individual rats correlates strongly with social conflict
experienced within caged groups and pathophysiological
indicators of stress, including tissue pathology and elevated
corticosterone and immunoglobulin G (IgG) levels.
However, none of these studies provides direct evidence
that bar chewing is escape-related rather than just a symptom
of frustration or indeed a coping response to a stressful sit­
uation. It is also possible that bar-chewing behaviour may
begin after weaning as a frustrated escape attempt but
become stereotypic in older mice as they learn that escape
is not possible. Nevison et al (1999a) were the first to test
explicitly the hypothesis that bar chewing is an escape
response in laboratory mice. They showed that male ICR­
(CD-I) mice housed in groups prefer to chew bars that
allow olfactory contact with the external environment and
that open during routine husbandry. However, bar location
was a confounding factor in their study. Mice were presented
with a choice between two sets of bars, one in the side wall
of the cage and one in the roof, but only showed a prefer­
ence for chewing bars that opened when these were located
in the side wall of the cage. This may have been because of
different energetic costs of interacting with the roof and
with the side bars. The authors also only considered the
behaviour of male mice that had been housed in experimental
cages from birth, and no studies appear to have examined
bar chewing among animals housed in social isolation.
In order to assess whether levels of bar chewing can be used
as a simple and practical measure of welfare in a standard
laboratory situation, it still remains to be shown whether bar
chewing really does reflect an animal's immediate desire to
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leave its cage, whether this depends on previous experience,
and whether there are differences in this behaviour accord­
ing to the sex of the animals or housing in social isolation or
in groups. The aim of this study was to determine whether
laboratory mice of both sexes chew the bars in order to
escape from their cage and how this is influenced by expe­
rience. Male and female ICR-(CD-l) mice were housed as
adults in cages that contained an internal set of bars and two
external sets of bars in the cage sides, one of which was
opened daily to allow escape. It was predicted that if mice
chew at cage bars as an attempt to escape, they will direct
much more chewing behaviour towards external bars, and
particularly those through which they have experience of
escaping, than towards bars internal to the cage.
Alternatively, if bar chewing represents a functionless
stereotypy, a coping response or simply a behavioural need
to gnaw, then mice should chew any barred surface in the cage.

Methods

Subjects and maintenance

Two weeks prior to the start of the experiment, 24 male and
24 female ICR-(CD-l) mice (Harlan, Bicester, UK) aged
four to five weeks were established in single-sex groups of
three or were housed individually, to give six replicates of
each sex and group or individual housing condition. The
animals were housed in wire-lidded standard M3 cages with
polypropylene bases (48 cm x 15 cm x 13 cm; North Kent
Plastic Cages Ltd, Kent, UK) containing sawdust bedding
and shredded paper nesting material. Cages were cleaned
twice per week. Throughout the study, all mice were provid­
ed with food (TRM 9607 Rat and Mouse Diet, HarIen­
TekladTM, Bicester, UK) and water ad libitum. Cages were
interspersed evenly on the rack to avoid positional sex bias.
The mice were maintained on a 0900h-2100h reverse light
cycle and all observations were made in the dark period
under dim red lights.

Experimental housing conditions

At the age of six to seven weeks, both group-housed and
singly housed mice were transferred to experimental
cages. Standard Ml polypropylene mouse cages
(33 cm x 15 cm x 13 cm; North Kent Plastic Cages Ltd,
Kent, UK) were modified by cutting out two wall sections
(12 cm x 9 cm) in the long side walls to which two sets of
bars were fitted (external bars). Another set of bars was fit­
ted inside the cage (internal bars; see Figure 1). The wire lid
was replaced with a sheet of clear Perspex, the water bottle
was attached to the outside wall of the cage with the nozzle
protruding in through the front wall, and food was placed
inside the cage daily. One set of external bars could be slid
open to allow the mice to escape from the cage at regular
intervals (half of the cages opened on the right-hand side
and half on the left). Cages were transferred individually
into the centre of a large arena (60 cm x 60 cm x 55 cm)
where the bars were opened for 5 min each day allowing the
mice to escape and explore the arena. After 5 min the mice
were placed back into the cage and the cage returned to the
rack. The arena was cleaned with ethanol following each
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escape attempt. Cardboard barriers were placed between
neighbouring cages so that visual contact was not possible.

Behavioural observations
Each animal was marked in one of three distinctive patterns
with fur dye (Clairol nice'n'easyTM Shade 122: Bristol­
Myers Co Ltd, Uxbridge, UK). Behaviour was assessed on
day one, when the mice were first introduced into experi­
mental cages, and on day eight after a week in their cages.
To observe the initial reaction to the three sets ofbars, animals
were videoed for 1 h immediately after being placed into the
experimental cage at 1000h (session 1). At the end of this
period, animals were allowed to escape through the desig­
nated external bars for 5 min. To gauge the initial reaction
to escape, mice were then placed back into the cage through
the opening bars, the bars were shut and behaviour recorded
for another hour (session 2). Animals were videoed again
3 h after they had experienced escape in order to gauge a
more long-term response to the escape (session 3). Animals
were allowed to escape from their cage for 5 min each day
over the following six days, with all husbandry procedures
carried out through the designated opening side, before
repeating the same set of three observation periods on day
eight (sessions 4-6).
Thirty minutes of each observation session were used for
behavioural analysis, starting when all of the mice in the
observed group were active (ie not sleeping). In practice,
this was always the first 30 min of each session. Both the
location of each mouse and its behaviour were transcribed
from videotapes, using instantaneous samples taken at 15 s
intervals to give 120 observations per mouse per session.
Location was recorded as one of four possibilities: next to
the opening external bars (nose within 1 cm of the bars);
next to the non-opening external bars; next to the internal
bars; or anywhere else within the cage. The behaviours
recorded were bar chewing (gnawing or mouthing the cage
bars); bar-related behaviour (any other behaviour directed at
the cage bars including pulling, shaking, sniffing and
climbing); roof-related behaviour (any interaction with the
cage roof, such as pawing and sniffing); inactive (sleeping
or sitting without movement); and other (any behaviour not
listed above).

Data analysis
Data per session were averaged for mice within each caged
group. Non-parametric analyses were used as most vari­
ables were not normally distributed (Kolmogorov-Smirnov
tests, P < 0.05, conducted in SPSS Version 9.0). Specific
Wilcoxon matched-sets tests (Meddis 1984) tested the
hypotheses that mice would spend more time near to the
external bars (either opening or non-opening) than near to
the internal bars during each session, and that they would
chew more at external than at internal bars. Separate tests
assessed behaviour prior to experience of escape through
the side bars (session 1) and behaviour after at least one
experience of escape (sessions 2-6 combined). Specific
Wilcoxon matched-sets tests also assessed whether mice
spent more time chewing the opening than the non-opening
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Figure I

Modified M I mouse cage fitted with a set of internal bars and two
sets of external bars. one of which could be opened manually.

external bars. Non-parametric two-way ANOVAs (Meddis
1984) examined whether sex and group size had any effects
either on the bias in bar chewing (the arithmetic difference
in time spent chewing at the opening minus the non-opening
external bars, or the difference in mean time chewing at the
two sets of external bars minus time chewing at the internal
bars) or on the total time spent near the cage bars. Changes
in roof-related behaviour over time, and the effect of time
since last escape on bar chewing, were assessed using the
approximate test for trends and contrasts (Meddis 1984).

Results

Preference for external cage bars
When mice first entered the experimental cage, there was no
difference in total time spent near the internal bars com­
pared to each of the external bars (session 1, Z = 0.26, not
significant [ns], Figure 2) and there were no differences in
this preference according to sex or group size (session 1,
group size, H = 1.20, ns; sex, H = 0.44, ns; interaction
between sex and group size, H= 0.01, ns). However, after
escape experience, mice spent much more time in the vicin­
ity of each of the external bars compared to the internal bars
(sessions 2-6, Z = 10.32, P < 0.001; Figure 2). There was a
significant interaction between sex and group size in this
preference, since group-housed males showed a weaker
preference for the external bars than did singly housed
males or females housed singly or in groups (sessions 2-6,
group size, H = 0.33, ns; sex, H = 0.56, ns; interaction
between sex and group size, H = 4.09, P < 0.05; Figure 3).
Although mice showed no bias in the total time spent in the
vicinity of internal or external bars before experience of
escape through the external bars, a significant preference for
chewing at external bars was evident even during session 1
(Z = 4.21, P < 0.001; Figure 4). This preference grew
stronger once the animals had experienced escape, and
chewing at the internal bars almost disappeared after the
first experience of escape through external sidebars (ses­
sions 2-6, Z = 13.48, P < 0.001; Figure 4).
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Figure 2

Bias in preference for the external bars (time near external bars
minus time near internal bars) according to sex and housing den­
sity, for sessions 2-6 combined (mean ± standard error per cage).

All mice showed a similar bias regardless of sex or group
size (sessions 2-6, group size, H = 0.33, ns; sex, H = 0.56,
ns; interaction between sex and group size, H = 0.57, ns).
The bias towards the opening bars specifically concerned
bar-chewing behaviour. There were no significant differ­
ences in total time spent near to the opening versus the non­
opening external bars.
When the mice were first introduced into their experimental
cage, they repeatedly stretched up to the cage lid, which had
been the only previous route through which mice entered or
left their cages during routine maintenance. Interaction with
the roof declined significantly over time (Z = 7.16,
P < 0.001; Figure 5), particularly after the first experience
of escape through the sidebars of experimental cages. The
levels of roof-related behaviour followed a similar pattern
among singly housed and group-housed males and females.

Time since last escape
By day 8, mice had acquired repeated experience of escape
through one set of external bars; comparison of the three
sessions recorded on day 8 showed that mice spent an
increasing proportion of time chewing the external bars
according to the time since their last escape (Z = 3.99,
P < 0.001; Figure 6). Again, data followed a similar pattern
for all sex and group size classes.

Discussion
The results of this experiment provide strong evidence in
support of the hypothesis that bar chewing is an escape
behaviour in adult laboratory mice. On first entering the
cage, the animals showed an immediate preference for
chewing at bars in the cage sides that led to the external
environment. This result is consistent with Nevison et al
(1999a), who found that male mice of all ages preferred to
chew external bars that were not backed by Perspex, which
reduced cues from the external environment. In both cases,
this response may have signified that mice were attempting
to escape from the cage, but mice could also have been
interacting with the cage bars in order to gain information
from the external environment. However, once mice had
experienced escape through one of two identical sets of
external bars in this study, their preference for the external
bars over the internal bars increased and a clear bias
emerged between the two sets of external bars such that the
mice spent more time chewing the external bars that opened
daily. This bias towards opening bars could not be explained
as an interaction with a view to gaining information, since
both sets of bars were otherwise identical once closed.
The mice used in this experiment were accustomed to stan­
dard top-opening cages and when they first entered the
experimental cage they were put in through the roof. So,
until this point in their lives, the top of a cage represented a
potential escape route. Although mice spent a lot of time
interacting with the cage roof during the first session, this
declined over time, with a particularly large reduction after
the first session that coincided with their first experience of
a side-opening cage. This suggests that the mice learnt that
the escape route was no longer at the top of their cage.
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Escape route
In addition to choosing between internal and external bars,
mice also had a choice between external bars that opened
regularly and external bars that remained closed throughout
the experiment. When mice first entered the experimental
cage (session 1) they showed no preference for spending
more time near (Z = -0.34, ns) or chewing (Z = -0.44, ns;
Figure 2) the opening external bars. However, once they had
experienced escape, mice spent more time chewing the
opening bars (sessions 2-6, Z = 2.67, P < 0.01; Figure 4).
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suggest that something was missing in the home cage ofthe
animal. The mouse may not be motivated to avoid the home
cage and to find a different environment but instead to seek
a way out of the cage that would allow further exploration,
in order to find the desired resource. This experiment could
not differentiate between these two hypotheses. However, in
both cases, bar chewing would suggest that something was
inadequate or missing from the home cage, and so the meas­
urement of escape behaviour could still be a valuable indi­
cator ofwelfare. To test this, a comparison is required of bar
chewing in different housing conditions that differ clearly in
resources that are known to be desirable to mice.
A number ofother potential escape-related behaviours, such
as jumping up the cage walls (Odberg 1986; Wurbel et af

1996) or digging (Wiedenmayer 1997), may also need to be

Percentage of time spent interacting with the roof according to
session (mean ± standard error per cage for all mice).

Males and females spent a similar amount of time chewing
at the external cage bars and there were no differences
according to whether mice were singly housed or group­
housed. However, group-housed males showed a difference
in the relative amount of time spent near the internal and
external bars, showing a weaker preference for the external
bars than the other sex and group-size classes. This may
have been attributable to aggressive competition within
male groups, resulting in one dominant individual (Hayashi
1996) that may have controlled access to the area surround­
ing the escape route or was avoided by more subordinate
males which therefore spent more time in other parts of the
cage. However, although group-housed males showed a
weaker bias in location near to the bars, this did not affect
the bias in bar chewing, which was a much more specific
measure of attempted escape behaviour.
The preference for chewing external bars that opened regu­
larly over non-opening external bars was initially weak after
only one chance to escape, and even after seven days' expe­
rience of escape the mice continued to spend some time
chewing at non-opening external bars. The continued inter­
est in non-opening bars may have been because mice had
difficulty in discriminating between the identical external
bars once they were both closed. Alternatively, they may
have been able to discriminate between the two types of
bars, but tried all possible alternatives in attempting to seek
a way out of their home cage. As the non-opening external
bars were identical to those that occasionally opened and
also appeared to provide a doorway to the outside, it would
be appropriate to direct some attempts to escape towards
this set of bars.
The increase in chewing at the external bars with increasing
time since last escape may suggest that the motivation to
leave the home cage dropped immediately after the animals
had experienced escape but gradually increased as the mice
were once more confined and unable to escape.
Alternatively, the mice may have been anticipating the next
escape opportunity, since these opportunities occurred at
regular intervals.

Animal welfare implications

Since caged laboratory mice use bar chewing as a means to
attempt escape from their home cage, it should be possible
to use the levels of this behaviour to assess their motivation
to escape from or leave different types of cage or housing
condition as a comparative measure of the suitability of dif­
ferent environments from the animal's point of view. Thus,
the desire to escape from a high-quality cage that provides
a more acceptable environment should be less than from a
poor-quality environment, which may be evident from the
amount of effort put into, or time spent chewing at, external
cage bars. The bar-chewing behaviour shown by mice in
this study may have reflected a desire to avoid conditions
within the home cage or an attempt to leave the home cage
to merely explore a wider area or to seek a specific resource.
If bar chewing was related to exploratory behaviour as
opposed to avoidance of the home cage, then this would still
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taken into account particularly when considering specific
strains, and any method for measuring welfare would need
to consider all of these different behaviours. Bar chewing
appears to be common to most strains of mice and rats
where they have access to external bars. It is important to
recognise, however, that activity levels and behaviour can
vary between strains (Barnett et al 1988; Nevison et al
1999b). Thus, while bar chewing by equivalent animals
may be compared between housing conditions, it would not
be appropriate to conclude that a strain that showed lower
levels of escape-related behaviour than another strain was
necessarily more content. However, an objective measure of
escape-related behaviour may provide a useful internal
comparison of different husbandry regimes and result in a
practical opportunity to assess the response of animals to
their home cage from a welfare perspective, particularly
because not all animals will respond in the same way to the
stress of a poor environment (Cooper & Nicol 1996). The
bar-chewing behaviour shown by mice in this experiment
was not stereotypic but this study involved only young
adults (up to eight weeks old). Further work is required with
older animals to assess whether bar chewing may eventually
become stereotypic (Wurbel et al 1996) or, conversely,
decline as animals learn that escape is not possible.

Acknowledgements
We thank Charlotte Nevison and other members of the
Animal Behaviour Group at Liverpool for helpful discussions
throughout the study, James Bond for help in the design and
construction of cages and Rick Humphries for additional
practical support. We would like to thank two anonymous
referees for helpful comments on this manuscript. We are
grateful to the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences
Research Council for a Committee Studentship which
supported this work.

© 2004 Universities Federation for Animal Welfare

References
Barnett JL, Hemsworth PH, Cronin GM, Winfield CG,
McCallum TH and Newman EA 1988 The effects of geno­
type on physiological and behavioural responses related to the
welfare of pregnant pigs. Applied Animal Behaviour Science 20:
287-296
Blom HJM, Van Tintelen G, Van Vorstenbosch qAHV,
Baumans V and Beynen AC 1996 Preferences of mice and
rats for types of bedding material. Laboratory Animals 30: 234-244
Cooper JJ and Nicol q 1996 Stereotypic behaviour in wild
caught and laboratory bred bank voles (C1ethrionymus glareolus).
Animal Welfare 5: 245-257
Dawkins MS 1988 Behavioural deprivation: a central problem in
animal welfare. Applied Animal Behaviour Science 20: 209-225
Dawkins MS 1990 From an animal's point of view: motivation,
fitness and animal welfare. Behavioural and Brain Sciences 13: 1-61
Hayashi S 1996 Territorial dominance of male laboratory mice.
Ethology 102: 979-985
Hurst JL, Barnard q, Hare R, Wheeldon EB and West
CD 1996 Housing and welfare in laboratory rats: time-budgeting
and pathophysiology in single-sex groups. Animal Behaviour 52:
335-360
Hurst JL, Barnard q, Nevison CM and West C 1997
Housing and welfare in laboratory rats: welfare implications of
isolation and social contact among caged males. Animal Welfare 6:
329-347
Hurst JL, Barnard q, Nevison CM and West C 1998
Housing and welfare in laboratory rats: the welfare implications of
social isolation and social contact among females. Animal Welfare
7: 121-136
Hurst JL, Barnard q, Tolladay U, Nevison CM and West
CD 1999 Housing and welfare in laboratory rats: effects of cage
stocking density and behavioural predictors of welfare. Animal
Behaviour 58: 563-586
Lewis RS 2003 Assessing the responses of laboratory mice to the
home cage environment. PhD Thesis, University of Liverpool, UK
Meddis R 1984 Statistics Using Ranks - A Unified Approach. Oxford
University Press: Oxford, UK
Nevison CM, Hurst JL and Barnard q 1999a Why do male
ICR(CD-I) mice perform bar-related stereotypic behaviour?
Behavioural Processes 47: 95-1 I I
Nevison CM, Hurst JL and Barnard q 1999b Strain-specific
effects of cage enrichment in male laboratory mice (Mus muscu­
lus). Animal Welfare 8: 361-379
Odberg F 1986 The jumping stereotypy in the bank vole
(C1ethrionomys glareolus). Biology and Behaviour II: 130-143
Rushen J 1993 The 'coping' hypothesis of stereotypic behaviour.
Animal Behaviour 45: 613-615
Sherwin CM 1996 Laboratory mice persist in gaining access to
resources: a method of assessing the importance of environmen­
tal features. Applied Animal Behaviour Science 48: 203-314
Van de Weerd HA, Van Loo PLP, Van Zutphen LFM,
Koolhaas JM and Baumans V I998a Strength of preference
for nesting material as environmental enrichment for laboratory
mice. Applied Animal Behaviour Science 55: 369-382
Van de Weerd HA, Van Loo PLP, Van Zutphen LFM,
Koolhaas JM and Baumans V 1998b Preferences for nest
boxes as environmental enrichment for laboratory mice. Animal
Welfare 7: I 1-25

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600026610 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600026610


Wiedenmayer C 1997 Causation of the ontogenetic develop­

ment of stereotypic digging in gerbils. Animal Behaviour 53: 461­

470

Wurbel H and Stauffacher M 1997 Age and weight at wean­

ing affect corticosterone level and development of stereotypies in

ICR-mice. Animal Behaviour 53: 891-900

Wurbel H, Chapman R and Rutland C 1998 Effect of feed

Bar chewing as an escape behaviour in mice 25

and environmental enrichment on development of stereotypic

wire-gnawing in laboratory mice. Applied Animal Behaviour Science
60: 69-81
Wurbel H, Stauffacher M and von Holst D 1996

Stereotypies in laboratory mice - quantitative and qualitative

description of the ontogeny of 'wire-gnawing' and 'jumping' in

Zur:ICR and Zur:ICR nu. Ethology 102: 371-385

Animal Welfare 2004, 13: 19-25

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600026610 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962728600026610


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Impact
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Required"  settings for PDF Specification 4.01)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


