
J Anim Ecol. 2020;89:1701–1710.		  wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jane  |  1701

 

Received: 16 August 2018  |  Accepted: 17 February 2020

DOI: 10.1111/1365-2656.13221  

R E S E A R C H  A R T I C L E

Opposing fitness consequences of habitat use in a harvested 
moose population

Endre Grüner Ofstad1  |   Stine S. Markussen1  |   Bernt-Erik Sæther1  |    
Erling J. Solberg2 |   Morten Heim2 |   Hallvard Haanes3 |   Knut H. Røed4 |    
Ivar Herfindal1

1Department of Biology, Centre for 
Biodiversity Dynamics, Norwegian 
University of Science and Technology, 
Trondheim, Norway
2Norwegian Institute for Nature Research 
(NINA), Trondheim, Norway
3Norwegian Radiation Protection Authority 
(NRPA), Oslo, Norway
4Department of Basic Sciences and Aquatic 
Medicine, Norwegian University of Life 
Sciences, Oslo, Norway

Correspondence
Endre Grüner Ofstad
Email: endre.ofstad@ntnu.no

Funding information
Miljødirektoratet; Norges Forskningsråd, 
Grant/Award Number: 223257  and 244647; 
Norwegian Environment Agency

Handling Editor: Jean-Michel Gaillard

Abstract
1.	 Landscape changes are happening at an unprecedented pace, and together with 

high levels of wildlife harvesting humans have a large effect on wildlife popula-
tions. A thorough knowledge of their combined influence on individual fitness is 
important to understand factors affecting population dynamics.

2.	 The goal of the study was to assess the individual consistency in the use of risky 
habitat types, and how habitat use was related to fitness components and life-
history strategies.

3.	 Using data from a closely monitored and harvested population of moose Alces 
alces, we examined how individual variation in offspring size, reproduction and 
survival was related to the use of open grasslands; a habitat type that offers high-
quality forage during summer, but at the cost of being more exposed to hunters in 
autumn. The use of this habitat type may therefore involve a trade-off between 
high mortality risk and forage maximization.

4.	 There was a high repeatability in habitat use, which suggests consistent behaviour 
within individuals. Offspring number and weight were positively related to the 
mothers' use of open grasslands, whereas the probability of surviving the subse-
quent harvest season was negatively related to the use of the same habitat type. 
As a consequence, we found a nonsignificant relationship between habitat use 
and lifetime fitness.

5.	 The study suggests that harvesting, even if intended to be nonselective with regard 
to phenotypes, may be selective towards animals with specific behaviour and life-
history strategies. As a consequence, harvesting can alter the life-history composi-
tion of the population and target life-history strategies that would be beneficial for 
individual fitness and population growth in the absence of hunting.
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1  | INTRODUC TION

In many populations, harvesting is the main cause of mortality 
(Allendorf, England, Luikart, Ritchie, & Ryman, 2008) and may act as 
a powerful selective force that can influence individual life histories 
(Darimont et al., 2009; Kvalnes et al., 2016), population dynamics 
(Biro & Post, 2008) and have evolutionary consequences (Engen, 
Lande, & Sæther, 2014; Mysterud, 2011). Besides apparent evolu-
tionary consequences, such as changes in horn morphology due to 
trophy hunting (Darimont et al., 2009), harvesting can also induce 
evolutionary effects through more subtle pathways, for example, if 
the harvest is higher in areas that are used mainly by individuals with 
specific behavioural phenotypes (Mysterud, 2011). Understanding 
such harvest-induced variation in fitness becomes increasingly 
more important as levels of habitat alterations increase, and be-
havioural diversity can be important for how a population responds 
to such changes (Dammhahn, Dingemanse, Niemelä, & Réale, 2018). 
However, as harvesting and habitat alterations can affect several fit-
ness-related traits simultaneously, it is not straightforward to assess 
the population dynamical and evolutionary consequences of such 
human-induced factors.

Optimal habitat utilization involves using habitats that max-
imize energetic uptake and minimize mortality (Gaillard et al., 
2010; Lima & Dill, 1990). Accordingly, individual variation in fit-
ness, which is a combination of reproduction and survival (Sæther 
& Engen, 2015), will normally be the result of the foraging con-
ditions affecting reproductive performance (Allen et al., 2016; 
McLoughlin, Boyce, Coulson, & Clutton-Brock, 2006; McLoughlin 
et al., 2007), as well as the access to cover or escape opportunities 
that reduce predation or other mortality risks (Johnson, Parker, 
& Heard, 2001; McLoughlin, Dunford, & Boutin, 2005; Sigaud 
et al., 2017). However, since habitats rarely offer the possibilities 
to simultaneously maximize forage intake and minimize preda-
tion, animals will have to make trade-offs between fitness-traits 
when choosing habitats (Morris & Davidson, 2000). For instance, 
agricultural grasslands are often important for ungulates as they 
provide abundant high-quality forage (Bjørneraas et al., 2012; 
Brinkman, Jenks, DePerno, Haroldson, & Osborn, 2004), but such 
habitats may also be associated with higher mortality rates due to 
the lack of cover (Godvik et al., 2009; Sigaud et al., 2017).

The risk allocation hypothesis predicts that the time animals 
spend in habitats with favourable foraging conditions should be 
affected by the mortality risk in that habitat relative to alternative 
habitats (Lima & Bednekoff, 1999). These spatial differences in risk 
(i.e. ‘landscape of fear’; Laundre, Hernandez, & Altendorf, 2001) 
are often generated by the spatial distribution of predators in the 
landscape, or by multiple predator species that differ in their hunt-
ing tactics (Norum et al., 2015; Proffitt, Grigg, Hamlin, & Garrott, 
2009). Moreover, increasing human impact through activities such 
as harvesting or infrastructure also shapes the spatial differences in 
risk (Ciuti et al., 2012; Rolandsen, Solberg, Herfindal, Van Moorter, 
& Sæther, 2011). However, individuals may also vary with respect 
to how they perceive risk and correspondingly to what extent they 

utilize risky habitats (Hebblewhite & Merrill, 2008). Moreover, when 
different habitats have different fitness gains, individual variation in 
the trade-off between foraging and predator avoidance will result 
in individual differences in the trade-off between vital rates, such 
as reproduction and survival (Engen & Stenseth, 1989; Mcnamara & 
Houston, 1986; Stearns, 1989), and may also be linked to life-history 
traits such as current and future fitness (Stearns, 1989).

A given behaviour is usually much less variable within than be-
tween individuals, resulting in behavioural differences among indi-
viduals that are consistent across contexts, such as between seasons 
or predator regimes (Réale, Reader, Sol, McDougall, & Dingemanse, 
2007). This diversity in behaviour can be important for population 
viability in a stochastic and changing environment (Dammhahn et al., 
2018). However, behavioural diversity among individuals does not 
imply that individuals are not plastic and may change habitat use 
according to changes in, for example, density, but that individuals 
that are more risk-prone in one setting will also be more risk-prone 
in other settings (Bell, Hankison, & Laskowski, 2009; Dingemanse, 
Kazem, Réale, & Wright, 2010). Consistent individual behaviour has 
been shown in several taxa, such as rodents (Koolhaas et al., 1999), 
fish (Conrad, Weinersmith, Brodin, Saltz, & Sih, 2011) and birds 
(Dingemanse, Both, Drent, & Tinbergen, 2004). Studies suggest 
that such behaviours are heritable and thus subject to selection (de 
Villemereuil, Schielzeth, Nakagawa, & Morrissey, 2016; Réale et al., 
2007), although behavioural traits also can be culturally transmit-
ted, for instance, by offspring following their parents during migra-
tion (Jesmer et al., 2018). However, although behavioural variation 
among individuals can influence population dynamics (Bolnick et al., 
2011) and recent studies have shown how behavioural traits can 
be related to life-history traits (Bonnot et al., 2018; Vetter et al., 
2016), few studies have documented the fitness consequences of 
behavioural differences (Biro & Stamps, 2008).

Here, we used individual data on reproductive performance and 
survival in a harvested moose Alces alces population to investigate 
whether habitat use is related to fitness components and lifetime re-
productive success (LRS). We focussed specifically on the use of agri-
cultural grasslands which are highly available in the study area and of 
high nutritional value for the moose (Bjørneraas et al., 2012). A vege-
tation survey showed that forage is particularly abundant in this hab-
itat type (>500 g biomass per m2), compared to coniferous (251 g/m2)  
and deciduous (189 g/m2) forests (Sviland, 2001). Moreover, as ag-
ricultural grasslands are harvested several times over the summer, 
they regularly provide plants at early phenological states, which 
are high-quality forage for herbivores (Albon & Langvatn, 1992; 
Deinum, 1984; Mårell, Hofgaard, & Danell, 2006). The moose is a 
capital breeder, where body growth also outside of breeding season 
is important for reproductive performance (Gaillard, Festa-Bianchet, 
Yoccoz, Loison, & Toïgo, 2000; Van Ballenberghe & Miquelle, 1993). 
Contrary to forests, however, open grasslands provide no protec-
tive cover, and the use of this habitat type may be associated with a 
higher predation risk, for example, because moose in open habitats 
are more easily spotted by hunters, and hunters may rely on open 
habitat to shoot moose.
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In accordance with the risk allocation hypothesis (Lima & 
Bednekoff, 1999), we expected a higher reproductive performance 
by moose that frequently use open grasslands, but at the cost of 
higher harvest mortality rates. More specifically, we predicted 
the number and body mass of calves (an important fitness-related 
life-history trait in moose; Solberg, Heim, Grøtan, Sæther, & Garel, 
2007) to be positively related to the mother's use of open grasslands, 
and the number of calves sired to be positively related to the father's 
use of open grassland. In addition, we predicted that frequent use of 
open grasslands will increase the exposure and reduce the survival 
of moose during the hunting season (Ciuti et al., 2012). For such fit-
ness consequences of habitat use to occur, an individual's propensity 
to use open areas must be consistent over time, that is, that there is 
high repeatability in the level of use of open areas, and that moose 
inclined to use open habitats are also more often killed by hunters.

It is less clear if this behaviour will also affect the LRS. In a re-
cent study in the same population, Kvalnes et al. (2016) found a 
harvest-induced selection towards smaller calf body masses, pre-
sumably because females that were larger as calf lost a higher pro-
portion of calves to hunters as adults. This indicates that the costs 
of using open grassland with respect to survival may be higher than 
the gains with respect to reproductive performance. Hence, we 
predicted a negative relationship between LRS and the use of open 
grassland.

2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1 | Study system and data collection

Vega (119 km2, 65°39′N, 11°54′E) is an island off the coast of north-
ern Norway that was colonized by three moose in 1985. Harvesting 
is the main source of mortality (natural mortality <2%, Kvalnes et al., 
2016), and have, since it started in 1989, been used to regulate the 
population at about 20–50 moose during winter. As harvesting 
keeps the density fairly low (0.35 moose/km2 moose terrain, exclud-
ing lakes, human settlements and unproductive areas, year-to-year 
CV = 0.10), and combined with a benign climate, there is no detecta-
ble density-dependent effects on condition (Sæther, Engen, Solberg, 
& Heim, 2007; Solberg et al., 2007). Likely for the same reason, the 
commonly observed trade-off between offspring number and size 
(Stearns, 1989) is not apparent in moose on Vega (Sæther, Heim, 
et al., 2001). Based on annually collected tissue samples, an almost 
complete genetic pedigree of the population was constructed for the 
period 1985–2015 (Haanes et al., 2013). The pedigree has confirmed 
several immigration events (Haanes et al., 2013).

Moose hunting on the island lasted from 25 September to 31 
October during the study period, but in most years, hunting started 
in the first weekend of October, that is, after the moose rutting peak. 
Harvesting quotas are set by the local wildlife management and 
are specified to calves, adult females and adult males. The climate 
is oceanic, with mild and wet winters and cool summers (Angeloff, 
Bjørklund, Bryn, & Hofsten, 2004). The landscape on the island is 

quite open (84% of the total area), including farmland used for graz-
ing and grass production (35%), and otherwise characterized by de-
ciduous forest (8%) and conifer stands (7%) (Angeloff et al., 2004). 
The open habitat types used by moose on Vega are dominated by 
heath, short herbs or grasslands, where open grasslands by far of-
fers the highest quality and quantity of forage as they are regularly 
harvested and fertilized.

GPS locations were collected at 1-hr intervals and screened for 
errors following the procedure of Bjørneraas, Moorter, Rolandsen, 
and Herfindal (2010). Using piecewise linear regression, we found 
that home range sizes at Vega increased with number of locations 
to about 430 locations, and then levelled off. We assumed that es-
timation of space use in general follows the same relationship with 
number of locations. To ensure unbiased and precise estimates of 
individual habitat use, we therefore only included days with mini-
mum eight locations, and individuals with a total of minimum 430 
locations per summer (15 May to 2 September; starts with calving 
and vegetation greening, and ends with the onset of male rutting, 
Franzmann & Schwartz, 2007). Average number of locations per 
individual per day was 21.47 (SD  =  5.74, range  =  8–24), and aver-
age number of locations during the summer was 2,112 (SD = 734, 
range  =  484–2,645). We measured habitat use as the mean daily 
proportion of GPS locations of an individual within open grasslands 
during summer. Moose are able to cross distances larger than the 
study area during the summer (Bjørneraas et al., 2010), making the 
entire island available. Consequently, habitat use is similar to habitat 
selection at the landscape scale, where habitat use is found to be 
proportional to availability, that is, no habitat selection (Ofstad et al., 
2019). However, the high availability of open grassland implies that 
moose can frequently use this resource without necessarily showing 
a selection for it (Herfindal et al., 2009).

We used data from 102 GPS-collared moose (Nmoose-years = 222, 
Nmales = 42, Nfemales = 60) monitored during 2004–2017 to examine 
how calf weight, reproductive success and survival were related 
to habitat use. Calves (Ncalves = 79, Nmothers = 25, Nyears = 10) were 
weighed in mid-February (live weight at approximately 8-month old) 
or after being killed during harvest (carcass weight at approximately 
4-month old; Haanes et al., 2013). We fitted a linear regression with 
calf weight as response and sex, weighing date relative to mean 
marking date (15 February) and birth year as explanatory variables. 
The residuals from this regression were then used as adjusted weight 
estimates. The number of offspring fathered by males (Ncalves = 44, 
Nfathers  =  31, Nyears  =  10), as well as the female twinning rates  
(Nfemale-years = 59, Nfemales = 22, Nyears = 13) were based on the ge-
netic pedigree (Haanes et al., 2013) or from visual observations  
(twinning rate, year 2015–2017: Nfemale-years  =  18, Nfemales  =  13). 
This is a closely monitored system, and only 17 out of 412 resident 
individuals were not marked and monitored during parts of their 
life span. Survival of individuals with known status was analysed 
for males (Nmale-years  =  68, Nmales  =  38, Nyears  =  12), females with-
out calves (Nfemale-years = 143, Nfemales = 58, Nyears = 14) and calves 
(Ncalves = 123, Nmothers = 31, Nyears = 13, year 2017 is excluded for calf 
survival as calves shot this year have not been assigned any parents).
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Twinning rate was analysed using calf-producing females 
(mean proportion reproducing females during 2004–2017  =  0.77, 
SD = 0.34, Nfemale-years = 82), excluding females of age 2 years be-
cause of their low twinning rate (Markussen et al., 2018). There is 
no evidence for cost of reproduction in females in this population; 
females with calves were more likely to reproduce the following 
year than females without calves (Markussen et al., 2018). Moreover, 
the high-performing individuals are typically larger as calves and 
also produce larger offspring irrespective of litter size (Markussen 
et al., 2018). This emphasizes that calf body mass is an important 
life-history trait, and explain why we predicted both litter size and 
calf body mass, two traits that are expected to be traded off accord-
ing to life-history theory (Stearns, 1992), to be positively related to 
mothers use of grassland.

For analyses of LRS, we only included individuals that were 
monitored during their full life span and with a life span ≥2  years 
(Nfemales  =  42, Nmales  =  26), as 2  years is the age at first poten-
tial reproduction in moose. On average, females and males were 
GPS-monitored for 3.00 (SD  =  1.68) and 2.50 (SD  =  1.54) years, 
respectively. The GPS-monitoring was not continuous for all indi-
viduals, that is, due to delayed replacement of malfunctioning GPS-
collars, making the mean proportion of life span covered to be 0.59 
(SD = 0.28, 24% were GPS-monitored their entire life span) and 0.53 
(SD  =  0.26, 26% were GPS-monitored their entire life span) in fe-
males and males, respectively. For females, LRS was measured as 
the number of calves they recruited to the yearling stage, whereas 
for males we used the number of offspring they sired during their life 
span as a measure of LRS.

We analysed variation in calf weight in relation to the summer 
habitat use of mothers in the birth year of the calf, whereas the vari-
ation in reproductive performance of males and females was anal-
ysed in relation to habitat use in the summer of the year of mating, 
that is, the year before the offspring was born. Individual age was 
then the age at mating. For analyses of survival during the autumn 
hunt, we used habitat use in the summer before the hunt. Assuming 
low within-individual variation in summer habitat use, we used mean 
habitat use during all summers with data as predictor of variation in 
LRS.

2.2 | Statistical analyses

To account for interdependencies between observations, all mod-
els with repeated observations (i.e. all models except LRS analyses) 
included year and moose identity (mother identity for analyses of 
calf body mass) as random intercepts in (generalized) linear mixed 
models, (g)lmm. We assessed whether calf weight and twinning 
rate were related to use of open grasslands with lmm and glmm 
(binomial distribution, logit link function), respectively, while ac-
counting for mother/female age (age classes; 2-year olds, 3-year 
olds and >3 years). Number of offspring sired by males was related 
to males' use of open grasslands with glmm (poisson distribution, 
log link function), accounting for individual age class (1-year olds, 

2-year olds, 3-year olds and >3 years). In addition, we accounted for 
population characteristics that are known to influence male mating 
and reproductive success in a given year (Herfindal et al., 2014). 
This included mean male age, adult sex ratio (ASR), population size 
(N) and the interaction between ASR and N. The probability to sur-
vive the harvest was analysed using a glmm (binomial distribution, 
clog–log link function) with the proportional use of open grasslands 
included as independent variables. Moreover, to account for dif-
ferential mortality, we also included harvest quota and census size 
(both specified to calves, adult males, adult females), and the inter-
action between the two. Individual LRS was analysed in relation to 
individual mean use of open grassland using a negative binomial 
model. Statistical support was assessed with the likelihood-ratio 
test in R 3.3.2 (R Core Team, 2017) and the lme4-package (Bates, 
Maechler, & Bolker, 2011). Parameter estimates are given on link-
scale with associated bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals in 
square brackets.

Repeatability, that is, within-individual consistency in habitat 
use, is a measure closely related to heritability (de Villemereuil et al., 
2016). As a measure of consistency in habitat use among years, we 
estimated the repeatability among years in summer habitat use, 
RSummer. This was found by fitting a linear mixed model with habitat 
use as response, and sex, N and ASR as fixed effects, and individual 
identity and year as random intercepts. These fixed effects would 
then also account for variation in parameters that might affect both 
within- and between-individual variation in habitat use (Dingemanse 
& Dochtermann, 2013), while the test statistic is a likelihood-ratio 
test with one degree of freedom (Stoffel, Nakagawa, Schielzeth, 
& Goslee, 2017). As a measure of behavioural consistency across 
contexts within years, we used the relationship between habitat 
use during summer and during harvest, RSummer-Harvest. This was es-
timated as the relationship between the logit-transformed habitat 
use in summer and harvest, while accounting for sex, N and ASR as 
fixed effects, and year and individual identity as random intercepts 
(Nmoose-years = 164, Nmoose = 81, fewer than the total of 102 due to 
individuals being shot on the first day of the hunt and malfunctioning 
GPS collars after the summer). A positive slope, RSummer-Harvest > 0, 
implies consistent habitat use across contexts, and was assessed 
using a likelihood-ratio test comparing a model with the summer 
habitat use against a model without. RSummer and RSummer-Harvest were 
estimated for both sexes combined, as the analyses suggested small 
sex differences in behavioural consistency.

3  | RESULTS

Males and females showed similar use of open grasslands during 
summer (males: 0.42, SD  =  0.09; females: 0.36, SD  =  0.09) and 
hunting season (males: 0.39, SD = 0.10; females: 0.41, SD = 0.13). 
Repeatability in habitat use across summers, RSummer, was 0.64 
(0.52; 0.75, χ2  =  275.5, df  =  1, p  <  0.001) while the repeatabil-
ity across contexts within years (RSummer-Harvest) was 0.59 (0.37; 
0.81, χ2 = 24.6, df = 1, p < 0.001). Hence, individuals were quite 
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consistent in their habitat use both within and among years 
(Figure 1).

Mean calf body mass was 75 kg (SD = 4.9, N = 40) and 181 kg 
(SD  =  9.9, N  =  39) measured as autumn carcass mass and winter 
live mass, respectively. Mean individual twinning rate was 0.61 
(SD = 0.34, N = 27). Mean male reproductive success was 1.90 calves 
(SD = 1.63, N = 31). Mean census sizes of calves, adult females and 
adult males, prior to harvest, were 24.23 (year-to-year CV = 0.18), 

24.78 (CV = 0.17) and 16.00 (CV = 0.15), respectively, while the ob-
served harvest survival was 0.50 (CV = 1.01), 0.77 (CV = 0.55) and 
0.67 (CV = 0.70), for calves, adult females and adult males, respec-
tively. Harvest size was not a constant proportion of the population, 
but increased with population size among adults (log–log: β = 1.61, 
SE = 0.42, df = 12, t value = 3.77, p = 0.002) and tended to decrease 
among calves (log–log: β = 0.81, SE = 0.61, df = 12, t value = 1.33, 
p = 0.209).

Females' use of open grasslands during summer was positively 
related to calf body mass (β = 51.44 [24.64; 78.24]; χ2 = 10.26, df = 1, 
p  =  0.001; Figure  2a; Table  S1) and twinning rate (β  =  5.35 [0.57; 
10.12]; χ2  =  5.19, df  =  1, p  =  0.022; Figure  2b; Table  S1), whereas 
reproductive success of males was positively, but nonsignificantly 
related to their use of open grasslands (β  =  1.39 [−3.86; 6.64]; 
χ2 = 0.22, df = 1, p = 0.640; Table S1). The probability to survive the 
harvest decreased with the use of open grasslands during summer 
in all demographic groups (β = −2.41 [−4.76; −0.06]; χ2 = 6.83, df = 1, 
p  =  0.039; Figure  2c; Table  S1) and did not differ among age–sex 
groups (χ2 = 0.78, df = 2, p = 0.676).

The results imply that two reproducing females that spend 29.7% 
and 41.5% (i.e. the 25th and 75th percentiles) of their time in open 
grasslands will on average recruit 3.50 [2.74; 4.14] and 4.33 [3.44; 
4.95] twin sets (i.e. the sum of twinning probabilities for a female 
living 6 years) in their lifetime in absence of harvest mortality. By 
multiplying annual calf loss probabilities with twinning probabilities, 
these values were reduced to 1.57 [1.02; 2.32] and 1.57 [0.98; 2.40], 
respectively. This suggests that the benefit of a higher use of grass-
land to produce twins over singletons disappears after harvesting. 
Similarly, if one assumes reproduction every year, females with low 
use of open grassland were 1.53 times more likely to reach age 6 
than females with high use of open grassland. This appeared even 
though females experienced low harvest rate and are usually not 

F I G U R E  1   Scatter plot of individuals' use of open grassland 
during summer in year t and in year t + 1. Use of open grassland 
in summer is measured as the proportion of observations that 
are found in the habitat type. The dashed line shows the 1:1 
relationship
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huntable before all accompanying calves are shot. Hence, risk-prone 
reproducing females with high use of open grasslands will show sim-
ilar lifetime recruitment of calves, but lose due to shorter longevity 
compared to risk-averse reproducing females with low use of open 
grassland.

Mean LRS of females (number of recruits >1  year) was 5.52 
(SD = 4.30) and mean life span was 6.02 (SD = 3.78) years, whereas 
in males, the mean LRS (number of offspring sired) was 7.65 
(SD = 10.82) and their life span 4.69 (SD = 2.60) years. LRS was not 
significantly related to the use of open grassland in both sexes (fe-
males: β = −0.26 [−3.37; 2.80]; χ2 = 0.03, df = 1, p = 0.864; males: 
β = −0.71 [−22.45; 19.88]; χ2 = 0.004, df = 1, p = 0.950).

Accounting for the experienced hunting pressure (i.e. the prod-
uct of harvest rates across years alive), we found that use of open 
grassland became significantly less beneficial with increasing har-
vest rates of adult females (βscaled harvest rate = −0.76 [−1.04; −0.51], 
βscaled habitat use  =  −0.16 [−0.32; 0.003], βscaled harvest rate  ×  scaled habitat 

use = −0.27 [−0.51; −0.02], compared to model accounting for only 
harvest rates, females: χ2 = 4.93; p = 0.085, df = 2; males: χ2 = 1.69; 
p = 0.430, df = 2). This implies that risk-averse and risk-prone indi-
viduals who experience low harvest pressure (i.e. 25th percentile) 
will exhibit LRS of 9.33 (SE = 0.83) and 9.65 (SE = 0.98), respectively, 
while under high harvest pressure (i.e. 75th percentile) the risk-
averse individuals will have a LRS of 6.26 (SE = 0.55), while risk-prone 
individuals 4.84 (SE = 0.66).

4  | DISCUSSION

We hypothesized that moose that use open, food-rich habitats 
must make a trade-off between reproductive success and survival 
because such individuals are also more exposed to hunting risks. In 
our study area, open grasslands have abundant, high-quality forage 
during summer, which generates a positive relationship between 
the use of this habitat type and reproductive success of females 
(Figure 2a,b). In addition, females that frequently used open grass-
lands produced calves with higher body mass than calves from 
females that used open grasslands to a small extent. Also, the repro-
ductive success of males increased with the use of open grasslands, 
but the relationship was not significant. However, moose that used 
open grasslands during summer were also more likely to be har-
vested during the autumn hunt (Figure 2c), indicating a fitness-cost 
of such a behaviour. This appears to occur because the propensity 
to use open habitats was consistent within individuals (Figure  1) 
and because individuals that use open habitats during the hunt-
ing season were more likely to be killed. Overall, the contrasting 
habitat use resulted in no significant effects on LRS, which under-
lines the importance of considering habitat–performance relation-
ships for several fitness-related traits to elucidate the evolutionary 
consequences.

In a previous study of the same moose population at Vega, 
Kvalnes et al. (2016) demonstrated a harvest-induced selection 
towards smaller body mass which opposes the fitness benefits of 

large body mass (Keech et al., 2000). If habitat use is the mecha-
nism behind this selection pressure, individuals in this population 
should exhibit a high repeatability in habitat use. Conversely, a link 
between behaviour and phenotypic traits, such as body mass, is 
found to be crucial for the evolution of consistent among-individual 
differences in behaviour (Luttbeg & Sih, 2010; Wolf & Weissing, 
2010). Repeatability (and therefore heritability; Bell et al., 2009) in 
behavioural traits has been found in several species (e.g. Bell et al., 
2009; Réale et al., 2007). Also, behavioural traits are often related to 
vital rates (Biro & Stamps, 2008; Dingemanse et al., 2004). Our re-
sults show that moose at Vega exhibit a particularly high repeatability 
in their habitat use (R = 0.64), compared to what has been reported 
for other animals (e.g. in a meta-study: R = 0.57, Bell et al. (2009); red 
deer Cervus elaphus: R = 0.32, Dupke (2016); golden-mantled ground 
squirrels Callospermophilus lateralis: R  =  0.50, Hefty and Stewart 
(2018); and brown bears Ursus arctos: R = 0.42, Leclerc et al. (2016)). 
Hence, even if the overall use of open grasslands changes between 
seasons, individuals that have higher than average use of open hab-
itats during the summer will also have so during the hunt. As a con-
sequence, these individuals become more exposed to hunters, and 
may also choose more risk-prone behaviours when chased during 
the hunt (Ciuti et al., 2012).

Individual variation in behaviour must covary with individ-
ual fitness to cause selection (Biro & Stamps, 2008; Price, 1972). 
However, predicting the direction of selection can be difficult when 
a behavioural trait shows opposing relationships with different fit-
ness components (Mysterud, 2011). Kvalnes et al. (2016) found that 
survival and fecundity showed opposite selection pressures on calf 
body mass and birth dates, which could follow from opposite effects 
of habitat use on fecundity and survival. A negative relationship 
between LRS and use of open grassland would confirm a habitat- 
related selection for smaller body mass, but we did not find evidence 
for such a relationship. Possibly this is so because there is a balance 
in the cost–benefits of habitat use, that is, that the benefits of hab-
itat use are offset by the increased mortality. A similar mechanism 
has been suggested to explain partial migration in ungulates, that 
is, where migratory individuals may benefit from reduced predation 
at the expense of reduced fecundity (Hebblewhite & Merrill, 2011; 
Rolandsen et al., 2017). However, we cannot rule out that there are 
also other important mechanisms behind the selection for smaller 
body mass on moose on Vega, or that we have not been able to ac-
count for confounding variables that also influence LRS (McLoughlin 
et al., 2006). For instance, LRS can, in some cases, be a less infor-
mative measure for fitness (e.g. Brommer, Gustafsson, Pietiäinen, & 
Merilä, 2004). This can occur in populations with strong age struc-
ture that fluctuates over time (Engen, Sæther, Kvalnes, & Jensen, 
2012; Grafen, 1988), overlapping cohorts (Coulson et al., 2006) or 
large annual variation in juvenile mortality (Brommer et al., 2004). 
This is partly the case for the Vega moose population where most 
of the offtake stems from harvesting calves and yearlings (Sæther, 
Engen, & Solberg, 2001; Solberg, Saether, Strand, & Loison, 1999). 
Still, the high repeatability in habitat use suggests a harvest selec-
tion against individuals exposing themselves in open grasslands. This 
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results in individuals that trade off high reproduction for higher sur-
vival, thereby changing the frequency and diversity of behavioural 
types within a population.

The specific cost–benefit ratio of using open grasslands, and thus 
the direction of selection of such behaviour, will vary among years 
according to population size and harvest quotas. As the harvesting 
pressure declines, the benefits of using open habitats will increase. 
Consequently, variation in harvesting pressure can generate frequen-
cy-dependent selection against certain behaviours (Wilson, Clark, 
Coleman, & Dearstyne, 1994). This means that a specific behavioural 
strategy that is more advantageous in some years may not give the 
same fitness benefits in other years. Since survival of moose at Vega 
shows large year-to-year variation compared to many other ungulate 
populations (Gaillard et al., 2000), the propensity to use open habitats 
will most likely continue to vary much among individuals. Possibly, 
such among-year variation in behaviour-specific costs and benefits 
can lead to the maintenance of a high diversity of behavioural types 
with associated life-history strategies within the population (Réale 
et al., 2010; Wolf, Doorn, Leimar, & Weissing, 2007).

Natural landscapes are increasingly being converted to hu-
man-dominated landscapes, such as farmlands (Hooftman & Bullock, 
2012). Although many of these landscapes can provide good ac-
cess to forage for wild ungulates (Hooftman & Bullock, 2012; Wam, 
Hjeljord, & Solberg, 2010), the actual and perceived mortality risk 
from natural predators and humans are different from many natural 
habitats (Fahrig, 2007). Predicting the outcome of habitat change is 
further complicated if natural mortality differs from harvest mortal-
ity (Hebblewhite & Merrill, 2011; Lone et al., 2014). Such changes in 
the spatial configuration of costs and benefits can have a large im-
pact on the evolution of behaviour (Dochtermann, Jenkins, Swartz, 
& Hargett, 2012). Although harvest selection sometimes operate in 
the same direction as natural selection (Edeline et al., 2007), harvest 
selection may often occur at a faster pace than natural selection 
(Darimont et al., 2009). Consequently, it can deplete genetic variation 
at a faster rate and thus the populations' ability to adapt to novel en-
vironments, such as human-made open habitats (Biro & Post, 2008).

Our results demonstrate that individual differences in behaviour 
and associated habitat use is one mechanism by which harvest- 
induced selection can occur. Since individuals that frequently use open 
areas can acquire more high-quality food, targeting these individuals 
during the hunt will select against high body mass and reproductive 
performance. Although we did not detect significant relationships 
between habitat use and LRS, harvesting affects the cost–benefit 
ratio of habitat use and thus potentially both population dynamics 
and evolutionary processes. This may occur through the link between 
behaviour and individual fitness. If harvesting alters the frequency of 
different behavioural types, it affects individual heterogeneity in vital 
rates in the population which can have demographic consequences 
for instance affecting effective population size, Ne (Lee et al., 2020).

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
We would like to thank colleagues at the Centre for Biodiversity 
Dynamics for discussions in preparation of this manuscript, and  

Ø. Os, O. A. Davidsen and B. Aleksandersen for their great effort 
during fieldwork at Vega. This project is funded by Norwegian 
Environment Agency and Norwegian Research Council (project 
number: 223257 and 244647). Authors declare no conflict of inter-
est. This research adheres to the Norwegian Animal Welfare Act, 
and is approved by The Norwegian Food Safety Authority (NFSA, 
FOTS ID: 14131, S.nr.: 17/268195-1).

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
E.G.O., S.S.M. and I.H. developed the concept for the study; H.H. 
constructed the pedigree in collaboration with K.H.R.; analyses were 
performed by E.G.O. with input from I.H., S.S.M., E.J.S. and B.E.S.; 
M.H. oversaw the fieldwork; E.G.O. and S.S.M. wrote the article with 
input from all co-authors.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data available from the Dryad Digital Repository: https://doi.org/ 
10.5061/dryad.31zcr​jdh5 (Ofstad et al., 2020).

ORCID
Endre Grüner Ofstad   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3481-4091 
Stine S. Markussen   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5351-8976 
Bernt-Erik Sæther   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0049-9767 
Ivar Herfindal   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5860-9252 

R E FE R E N C E S
Albon, S., & Langvatn, R. (1992). Plant phenology and the benefits of 

migration in a temperate ungulate. Oikos, 65(3), 502–513. https://doi.
org/10.2307/3545568

Allen, A. M., Dorey, A., Malmsten, J., Edenius, L., Ericsson, G., & Singh, N. 
J. (2016). Habitat-performance relationships of a large mammal on a 
predator-free island dominated by humans. Ecology and Evolution, 7, 
305–319. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2594

Allendorf, F. W., England, P. R., Luikart, G., Ritchie, P. A., & Ryman, N. 
(2008). Genetic effects of harvest on wild animal populations. 
Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 23, 327–337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tree.2008.02.008

Angeloff, M., Bjørklund, P. K., Bryn, A., & Hofsten, J. (2004). Vegetasjon 
og skog på Vega. NIJOS Report, 21, 1–79.

Bates, D. M., Maechler, M., & Bolker, B. M. (2011). lme4: Linear mixed- 
effects models using s4 classes. R package version 0.999375-999342.

Bell, A. M., Hankison, S. J., & Laskowski, K. L. (2009). The repeatability of 
behaviour: A meta-analysis. Animal Behaviour, 77, 771–783. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh​av.2008.12.022

Biro, P. A., & Post, J. R. (2008). Rapid depletion of genotypes with fast 
growth and bold personality traits from harvested fish populations. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States 
of America, 105, 2919–2922. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.07081​
59105

Biro, P. A., & Stamps, J. A. (2008). Are animal personality traits linked to 
life-history productivity? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 23, 361–368. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.003

Bjørneraas, K., Herfindal, I., Solberg, E. J., Sæther, B.-E., Van Moorter, 
B., & Rolandsen, C. M. (2012). Habitat quality influences population 
distribution, individual space use and functional responses in habitat 
selection by a large herbivore. Oecologia, 168, 231–243. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044​2-011-2072-3

Bjørneraas, K., Van Moorter, B., Rolandsen, C. M., & Herfindal, I. (2010). 
Screening global positioning system location data for errors using 

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.31zcrjdh5
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.31zcrjdh5
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3481-4091
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3481-4091
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5351-8976
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5351-8976
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0049-9767
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0049-9767
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5860-9252
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5860-9252
https://doi.org/10.2307/3545568
https://doi.org/10.2307/3545568
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2594
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2008.12.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2008.12.022
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0708159105
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0708159105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-011-2072-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-011-2072-3


1708  |    Journal of Animal Ecology OFSTAD et al.

animal movement characteristics. Journal of Wildlife Management, 74, 
1361–1366. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-2817.2010.tb012​58.x

Bolnick, D. I., Amarasekare, P., Araújo, M. S., Bürger, R., Levine, J. M., 
Novak, M., … Vasseur, D. A. (2011). Why intraspecific trait variation 
matters in community ecology. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 26, 183–
192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.01.009

Bonnot, N. C., Goulard, M., Hewison, A. J. M., Cargnelutti, B., Lourtet, 
B., Chaval, Y., & Morellet, N. (2018). Boldness-mediated habi-
tat use tactics and reproductive success in a wild large herbivore. 
Animal Behaviour, 145, 107–115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbeh​
av.2018.09.013

Brinkman, T. J., Jenks, J. A., DePerno, C. S., Haroldson, B. S., & Osborn, 
R. G. (2004). Survival of white-tailed deer in an intensively farmed 
region of Minnesota. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 32, 726–731. https://
doi.org/10.2193/0091-7648(2004)032[0726:sowdi​a]2.0.co;2

Brommer, J. E., Gustafsson, L., Pietiäinen, H., & Merilä, J. (2004). Single-
generation estimates of individual fitness as proxies for long-term 
genetic contribution. The American Naturalist, 163, 505–517. https://
doi.org/10.1086/382547

Ciuti, S., Muhly, T. B., Paton, D. G., McDevitt, A. D., Musiani, M., & Boyce, 
M. S. (2012). Human selection of elk behavioural traits in a landscape 
of fear. Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences, 279, 
4407–4416. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.1483

Conrad, J. L., Weinersmith, K. L., Brodin, T., Saltz, J. B., & Sih, A. (2011). 
Behavioural syndromes in fishes: A review with implications for ecol-
ogy and fisheries management. Journal of Fish Biology, 78, 395–435. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2010.02874.x

Coulson, T., Benton, T. G., Lundberg, P., Dall, S. R. X., Kendall, B. E., & 
Gaillard, J. M. (2006). Estimating individual contributions to popu-
lation growth: Evolutionary fitness in ecological time. Proceedings 
of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences, 273, 547–555. https://doi.
org/10.1098/rspb.2005.3357

Dammhahn, D., Dingemanse, N. J., Niemelä, P. T., & Réale, D. J. F. (2018). 
Pace-of-life syndromes: A framework for the adaptive integration 
of behaviour, physiology and life history. Behavioral Ecology and 
Sociobiology, 72(3), 62. https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026​5-018-2473-y

Darimont, C. T., Carlson, S. M., Kinnison, M. T., Paquet, P. C., Reimchen, 
T. E., & Wilmers, C. C. (2009). Human predators outpace other agents 
of trait change in the wild. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, 106, 952–954. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.08092​35106

de Villemereuil, P., Schielzeth, H., Nakagawa, S., & Morrissey, M. (2016). 
General methods for evolutionary quantitative genetic inference 
from generalized mixed models. Genetics, 204, 1281–1294. https://
doi.org/10.1534/genet​ics.115.186536

Deinum, B. (1984). Chemical composition and nutritive value of herb-
age in relation to climate. In H. Riley & A. O. Skjelvåg (Eds.), The im-
pact of climate on grass production and quality. 10. General meeting 
of the European Grassland Federation (pp. 338–350). Ås, Norway: 
Norwegian State Agricultural Research Stations.

Dingemanse, N. J., Both, C., Drent, P. J., & Tinbergen, J. M. (2004). Fitness 
consequences of avian personalities in a fluctuating environment. 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences, 271, 847–852. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2004.2680

Dingemanse, N. J., & Dochtermann, N. A. (2013). Quantifying individual 
variation in behaviour: Mixed-effect modelling approaches. Journal of 
Animal Ecology, 82, 39–54. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12013

Dingemanse, N. J., Kazem, A. J. N., Réale, D., & Wright, J. (2010). 
Behavioural reaction norms: Animal personality meets individ-
ual plasticity. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 25, 81–89. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.013

Dochtermann, N. A., Jenkins, S. H., Swartz, M. J., & Hargett, A. C. (2012). 
The roles of competition and environmental heterogeneity in the 
maintenance of behavioral variation and covariation. Ecology, 93, 
1330–1339. https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1025.1

Dupke, C. (2016). Detecting and decomposing the sources of variation in 
habitat selection of large herbivores in space and time (PhD thesis). 
Universität Bayreuth.

Edeline, E., Carlson, S. M., Stige, L. C., Winfield, I. J., Fletcher, J. M., 
James, J. B., … Stenseth, N. C. (2007). Trait changes in a harvested 
population are driven by a dynamic tug-of-war between natural and 
harvest selection. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
of the United States of America, 104, 15799–15804. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.07059​08104

Engen, S., Lande, R., & Sæther, B.-E. (2014). Evolutionary consequences 
of nonselective harvesting in density-dependent populations. The 
American Naturalist, 184, 714–726. https://doi.org/10.1086/678407

Engen, S., Sæther, B. E., Kvalnes, T., & Jensen, H. (2012). Estimating 
fluctuating selection in age-structured populations. Journal of 
Evolutionary Biology, 25, 1487–1499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420- 
9101.2012.02530.x

Engen, S., & Stenseth, N. C. (1989). Age-specific optimal diets and opti-
mal foraging tactics: A life-historic approach. Theoretical Population 
Biology, 36, 281–295. https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-5809(89)900 
35​-x

Fahrig, L. (2007). Non-optimal animal movement in human-altered land-
scapes. Functional Ecology, 21, 1003–1015. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1365-2435.2007.01326.x

Franzmann, A. W., & Schwartz, C. C. (2007). Ecology and management of 
the North American moose. Boulder, CO: University Press of Colorado.

Gaillard, J. M., Festa-Bianchet, M., Yoccoz, N. G., Loison, A., & Toïgo, C. 
(2000). Temporal variation in fitness components and population dy-
namics of large herbivores. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics, 
31, 367–393. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur​ev.ecols​ys.31.1.367

Gaillard, J. M., Hebblewhite, M., Loison, A., Fuller, M., Powell, R., 
Basille, M., & Van Moorter, B. (2010). Habitat-performance relation-
ships: Finding the right metric at a given spatial scale. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society of London B: Biological Sciences, 365, 
2255–2265. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0085

Godvik, I. M. R., Loe, L. E., Vik, J. O., Veiberg, V., Langvatn, R., & 
Mysterud, A. (2009). Temporal scales, trade-offs, and functional re-
sponses in red deer habitat selection. Ecology, 90, 699–710. https://
doi.org/10.1890/08-0576.1

Grafen, A. (1988). On the uses of data on lifetime reproductive success. 
In T. H. Clutton-Brock (Ed.), Reproductive success (pp. 454–471). 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Haanes, H., Markussen, S. S., Herfindal, I., Røed, K. H., Solberg, E. J., 
Heim, M., … Saether, B.-E. (2013). Effects of inbreeding on fit-
ness-related traits in a small isolated moose population. Ecology and 
Evolution, 3, 4230–4242. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.819

Hebblewhite, M., & Merrill, E. (2008). Modelling wildlife-human re-
lationships for social species with mixed-effects resource selec-
tion models. Journal of Applied Ecology, 45, 834–844. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2008.01466.x

Hebblewhite, M., & Merrill, E. H. (2011). Demographic balancing of mi-
grant and resident elk in a partially migratory population through 
forage-predation tradeoffs. Oikos, 120, 1860–1870. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2011.19436.x

Hefty, K. L., & Stewart, K. M. (2018). Novel location data reveal spa-
tiotemporal strategies used by a central-place forager. Journal 
of Mammalogy, 99, 333–340. https://doi.org/10.1093/jmamm​al/
gyy019

Herfindal, I., Haanes, H., Røed, K. H., Solberg, E. J., Markussen, S. S., 
Heim, M., & Sæther, B.-E. (2014). Population properties affect in-
breeding avoidance in moose. Biology Letters, 10, 20140786. https://
doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2014.0786

Herfindal, I., Tremblay, J.-P., Hansen, B. B., Solberg, E. J., Heim, M., & 
Sæther, B.-E. (2009). Scale dependency and functional response 
in moose habitat selection. Ecography, 32, 849–859. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2009.05783.x

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-2817.2010.tb01258.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2018.09.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2018.09.013
https://doi.org/10.2193/0091-7648(2004)032%5B0726:sowdia%5D2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.2193/0091-7648(2004)032%5B0726:sowdia%5D2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1086/382547
https://doi.org/10.1086/382547
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.1483
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8649.2010.02874.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2005.3357
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2005.3357
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00265-018-2473-y
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0809235106
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0809235106
https://doi.org/10.1534/genetics.115.186536
https://doi.org/10.1534/genetics.115.186536
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2004.2680
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1025.1
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705908104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705908104
https://doi.org/10.1086/678407
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2012.02530.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1420-9101.2012.02530.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-5809(89)90035-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-5809(89)90035-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2007.01326.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2435.2007.01326.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.31.1.367
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0085
https://doi.org/10.1890/08-0576.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/08-0576.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.819
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2008.01466.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2008.01466.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2011.19436.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2011.19436.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyy019
https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyy019
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2014.0786
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2014.0786
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2009.05783.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2009.05783.x


     |  1709Journal of Animal EcologyOFSTAD et al.

Hooftman, D. A. P., & Bullock, J. M. (2012). Mapping to inform conserva-
tion: A case study of changes in semi-natural habitats and their con-
nectivity over 70 years. Biological Conservation, 145, 30–38. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.09.015

Jesmer, B. R., Merkle, J. A., Goheen, J. R., Aikens, E. O., Beck, J. L., 
Courtemanch, A. B., … Kauffman, M. J. (2018). Is ungulate migration 
culturally transmitted? Evidence of social learning from translocated 
animals. Science, 361(6406), 1023–1025. https://doi.org/10.1126/
scien​ce.aat0985

Johnson, C. J., Parker, K. L., & Heard, D. C. (2001). Foraging across a 
variable landscape: Behavioral decisions made by woodland cari-
bou at multiple spatial scales. Oecologia, 127, 590–602. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044​20000573

Keech, M. A., Bowyer, R. T., Ver Hoef, J. M., Boertje, R. D., Dale, B. W., & 
Stephenson, T. R. (2000). Life-history consequences of maternal con-
dition in Alaskan moose. Journal of Wildlife Management, 64, 450–462. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3803243

Koolhaas, J. M., Korte, S. M., De Boer, S. F., Van Der Vegt, B. J., Van 
Reenen, C. G., Hopster, H., … Blokhuis, H. J. (1999). Coping styles 
in animals: Current status in behavior and stress-physiology. 
Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 23, 925–935. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0149​-7634(99)00026​-3

Kvalnes, T., Sæther, B.-E., Haanes, H., Røed, K. H., Engen, S., & Solberg, 
E. J. (2016). Harvest-induced phenotypic selection in an island pop-
ulation of moose, Alces alces. Evolution, 70, 1486–1500. https://doi.
org/10.1111/evo.12952

Laundre, J. W., Hernandez, L., & Altendorf, K. B. (2001). Wolves, elk, and 
bison: Reestablishing the ‘landscape of fear’ in Yellowstone National 
Park, USA. Canadian Journal of Zoology, 79, 1401–1409. https://doi.
org/10.1139/cjz-79-8-1401

Leclerc, M., Vander Wal, E., Zedrosser, A., Swenson, J. E., Kindberg, J., & 
Pelletier, F. (2016). Quantifying consistent individual differences in 
habitat selection. Oecologia, 180, 697–705. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s0044​2-015-3500-6

Lee, A. M., Myhre, A. M., Markussen, S. S., Engen, S., Solberg, E. J., 
Haanes, H., … Sæther, B. E. (2020). Decomposing demographic con-
tributions to the effective population size with moose as a case study. 
Molecular Ecology, 29(1), 56–70. https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.15309

Lima, S. L., & Bednekoff, P. A. (1999). Temporal variation in danger drives 
antipredator behavior: The predation risk allocation hypothesis. The 
American Naturalist, 153, 649–659. https://doi.org/10.1086/303202

Lima, S. L., & Dill, L. M. (1990). Behavioral decisions made under the risk 
of predation – A review and prospectus. Canadian Journal of Zoology, 
68, 619–640. https://doi.org/10.1139/Z90-092

Lone, K., Loe, L. E., Gobakken, T., Linnell, J. D. C., Odden, J., Remmen, J., 
& Mysterud, A. (2014). Living and dying in a multi-predator landscape 
of fear: Roe deer are squeezed by contrasting pattern of predation 
risk imposed by lynx and humans. Oikos, 123, 641–651. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2013.00938.x

Luttbeg, B., & Sih, A. (2010). Risk, resources and state-dependent adap-
tive behavioural syndromes. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 
Society of London. Series B, Biological Sciences, 365, 3977–3990. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0207

Mårell, A., Hofgaard, A., & Danell, K. (2006). Nutrient dynamics of rein-
deer forage species along snowmelt gradients at different ecological 
scales. Basic and Applied Ecology, 7, 13–30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
baae.2005.04.005

Markussen, S. S., Loison, A., Herfindal, I., Solberg, E. J., Haanes, H., Røed, 
K. H., … Sæther, B.-E. (2018). Fitness correlates of age at primiparity 
in a hunted moose population. Oecologia, 186, 447–458. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044​2-017-4021-2

McLoughlin, P. D., Boyce, M. S., Coulson, T., & Clutton-Brock, T. (2006). 
Lifetime reproductive success and density-dependent, multi-variable 
resource selection. Proceedings of the Royal Society B-Biological 
Sciences, 273, 1449–1454. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.3486

McLoughlin, P. D., Dunford, J. S., & Boutin, S. (2005). Relating predation 
mortality to broad-scale habitat selection. Journal of Animal Ecology, 
74, 701–707. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2005.00967.x

McLoughlin, P. D., Gaillard, J.-M., Boyce, M. S., Bonenfant, C., Messier, 
F., Duncan, P., … Klein, F. (2007). Lifetime reproductive success and 
composition of the home range in a large herbivore. Ecology, 88, 
3192–3201. https://doi.org/10.1890/06-1974.1

Mcnamara, J. M., & Houston, A. I. (1986). The common currency for be-
havioral decisions. The American Naturalist, 127, 358–378. https://
doi.org/10.1086/284489

Morris, D. W., & Davidson, D. L. (2000). Optimally foraging mice match 
patch use with habitat differences in fitness. Ecology, 81, 2061–2066. 
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2000)081[2061:OFMMP​
U]2.0.CO;2

Mysterud, A. (2011). Selective harvesting of large mammals: How often 
does it result in directional selection? Journal of Applied Ecology, 48, 
827–834. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.02006.x

Norum, J. K., Lone, K., Linnell, J. D. C., Odden, J., Loe, L. E., & Mysterud, 
A. (2015). Landscape of risk to roe deer imposed by lynx and differ-
ent human hunting tactics. European Journal of Wildlife Research, 61, 
831–840. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1034​4-015-0959-8

Ofstad, E. G., Herfindal, I., Solberg, E. J., Heim, M., Rolandsen, C. M., 
& Sæther, B. E. (2019). Use, selection, and home range properties: 
Complex patterns of individual habitat utilization. Ecosphere, 10, 
e02695. https://10.1002/ecs2.2695

Ofstad, E. G., Markussen, S., Sæther, B.-E., Solberg, E. J., Heim, M., 
Haanes, H., … Herfindal, I. (2020). Data from: Opposing fitness con-
sequences of habitat use in a harvested moose population. Dryad 
Digital Repository, https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.31zcr​jdh5

Price, G. R. (1972). Extension of covariance selection mathematics. 
Annals of Human Genetics, 35, 485–490. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1469-1809.1957.tb018​74.x

Proffitt, K. M., Grigg, J. L., Hamlin, K. L., & Garrott, R. A. (2009). 
Contrasting effects of wolves and human hunters on elk behavioral 
responses to predation risk. The Journal of Wildlife Management, 73, 
345–356. https://doi.org/10.2193/2008-210

R Core Team. (2017). R vers. 3.3.2. Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for 
Statistical Computing. Retrieved from https://www.r-proje​ct.org/

Réale, D., Garant, D., Humphries, M. M., Bergeron, P., Careau, V., & 
Montiglio, P.-O. (2010). Personality and the emergence of the pace-
of-life syndrome concept at the population level. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society of London B: Biological Sciences, 365, 
4051–4063. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0208

Réale, D., Reader, S. M., Sol, D., McDougall, P. T., & Dingemanse, 
N. J. (2007). Integrating animal temperament within ecol-
ogy and evolution. Biological Reviews, 82, 291–318. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00010.x

Rolandsen, C. M., Solberg, E. J., Herfindal, I., Van Moorter, B., & Sæther, 
B. E. (2011). Large-scale spatiotemporal variation in road mortality 
of moose: Is it all about population density? Ecosphere, 2(10), 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES11-00169.1

Rolandsen, C. M., Solberg, E. J., Sæther, B.-E., Moorter, B. V., Herfindal, 
I., & Bjørneraas, K. (2017). On fitness and partial migration in a large 
herbivore – Migratory moose have higher reproductive perfor-
mance than residents. Oikos, 126, 547–555. https://doi.org/10.1111/
oik.02996

Sæther, B.-E., & Engen, S. (2015). The concept of fitness in fluctuating 
environments. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 30, 273–281. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2015.03.007

Sæther, B. E., Engen, S., & Solberg, E. J. (2001). Optimal harvest of 
age-structured populations of moose Alces alces in a fluctuating en-
vironment. Wildlife Biology, 7(3), 171–179. https://doi.org/10.2981/
wlb.2001.021

Sæther, B. E., Engen, S., Solberg, E. J., & Heim, M. (2007). Estimating the 
growth of a newly established moose population using reproductive 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat0985
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aat0985
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420000573
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004420000573
https://doi.org/10.2307/3803243
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7634(99)00026-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7634(99)00026-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.12952
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.12952
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjz-79-8-1401
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjz-79-8-1401
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-015-3500-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-015-3500-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.15309
https://doi.org/10.1086/303202
https://doi.org/10.1139/Z90-092
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2013.00938.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2013.00938.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0207
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2005.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2005.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-017-4021-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-017-4021-2
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.3486
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2005.00967.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/06-1974.1
https://doi.org/10.1086/284489
https://doi.org/10.1086/284489
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2000)081%5B2061:OFMMPU%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(2000)081%5B2061:OFMMPU%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.02006.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10344-015-0959-8
https://10.1002/ecs2.2695
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.31zcrjdh5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1957.tb01874.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1809.1957.tb01874.x
https://doi.org/10.2193/2008-210
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0208
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00010.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/ES11-00169.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.02996
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.02996
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2015.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2015.03.007
https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.2001.021
https://doi.org/10.2981/wlb.2001.021


1710  |    Journal of Animal Ecology OFSTAD et al.

value. Ecography, 30, 417–421. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0906-7590. 
2007.05006.x

Sæther, B.-E., Heim, M., Solberg, E. J., Jakobsen, K., Stacy, J., Sviland, 
M., & Olstad, R. (2001). Effects of sex- and age-specific harvesting 
on the moose population on the island of Vega. NINA Report, 49, 
1–42.

Sigaud, M., Merkle, J. A., Cherry, S. G., Fryxell, J. M., Berdahl, A., & 
Fortin, D. (2017). Collective decision-making promotes fitness loss 
in a fusion-fission society. Ecology Letters, 20, 33–40. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ele.12698

Solberg, E. J., Heim, M., Grøtan, V., Sæther, B.-E., & Garel, M. (2007). 
Annual variation in maternal age and calving date generate cohort 
effects in moose (Alces alces) body mass. Oecologia, 154, 259–271. 
0.1007/s0044​2-007-0833-9

Solberg, E. J., Saether, B. E., Strand, O., & Loison, A. (1999). Dynamics 
of a harvested moose population in a variable environment. 
Journal of Animal Ecology, 68(1), 186–204. https://doi.org/10.1046/ 
j.1365-2656.1999.00275.x

Stearns, S. C. (1989). Trade-offs in life-history evolution. Functional 
Ecology, 3, 259–268. https://doi.org/10.2307/2389364

Stearns, S. C. (1992). The evolution of life histories. Oxford, UK: OUP. 
ISBN: 9780198577416, LCCN: 91034726. Retrieved from https://
books.google.no/books​?id=-NcNAZ​06nNoC

Stoffel, M. A., Nakagawa, S., Schielzeth, H., & Goslee, S. (2017). rptR: 
Repeatability estimation and variance decomposition by generalized 
linear mixed-effects models. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 8, 
1639–1644. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797

Sviland, M. (2001). Individuelle variasjoner i vekt i forhold til leveom-
råde-egenskaper i en isolert elgbestand (MSc). Norwegian University of 
Science and Technology.

Van Ballenberghe, V., & Miquelle, D. G. (1993). Mating in moose – Timing, 
behavior, and male access patterns. Canadian Journal of Zoology, 71, 
1687–1690. https://doi.org/10.1139/z93-236

Vetter, S. G., Brandstätter, C., Macheiner, M., Suchentrunk, F., 
Gerritsmann, H., & Bieber, C. (2016). Shy is sometimes better: 
Personality and juvenile body mass affect adult reproductive success 
in wild boars, Sus scrofa. Animal Behaviour, 115, 193–205. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.anbeh​av.2016.03.026

Wam, H. K., Hjeljord, O., & Solberg, E. J. (2010). Differential forage use 
makes carrying capacity equivocal on ranges of Scandinavian moose 
(Alces alces). Canadian Journal of Zoology, 88, 1179–1191. https://doi.
org/10.1139/Z10-084

Wilson, D. S., Clark, A. B., Coleman, K., & Dearstyne, T. (1994). Shyness and 
boldness in humans and other animals. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 9, 
442–446. https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(94)90134​-1

Wolf, M., van Doorn, G. S., Leimar, O., & Weissing, F. J. (2007). Life-history 
trade-offs favour the evolution of animal personalities. Nature, 447, 
581–584. https://doi.org/10.1038/natur​e05835

Wolf, M., & Weissing, F. J. (2010). An explanatory framework for adap-
tive personality differences. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 
Society of London B: Biological Sciences, 365, 3959–3968. https://doi.
org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0215

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section.

How to cite this article: Ofstad EG, Markussen SS, Sæther 
B-E, et al. Opposing fitness consequences of habitat use in a 
harvested moose population. J Anim Ecol. 2020;89:1701–
1710. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13221

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0906-7590.2007.05006.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0906-7590.2007.05006.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12698
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12698
0.1007/s00442-007-0833-9
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2656.1999.00275.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2656.1999.00275.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2389364
https://books.google.no/books?id=-NcNAZ06nNoC
https://books.google.no/books?id=-NcNAZ06nNoC
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12797
https://doi.org/10.1139/z93-236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1139/Z10-084
https://doi.org/10.1139/Z10-084
https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-5347(94)90134-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature05835
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0215
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0215
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13221

