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Abstract 

I n  the veterinary and ecology l iterature two cla ims regard ing predator-prey 

i nteractions are frequently made. F i rstly, that vertebrate predators typica l ly 

captu re d isadvantaged ind ividua ls ,  includ ing the young,  weak, sick, aged and 

i njured , from prey populations in  h igher than expected proportions. Second ly, 

as a consequence of th is ,  prey an imals when i njured or d iseased , are said to 

attempt to behave i n  a normal manner, s imi lar to that of a healthy con specific, 

so as not to d raw the attention of a predator. 

This thesis investigates whether the presence of a predator mod ifies the 

behaviour of sheep and lambs that are i n  pa in .  

There are two parts to this thesis .  Part one examines the behaviour of lambs 

fol lowing castration . Pa rt two examines the behaviour of adu lt sheep i n  

response to a mechan ical pressure device . 

The aim of part one was to mon itor the restlessness behaviour of lambs 

fol lowing castration in  the presence of four  stimu l i  (a goat, a dog , a card board 

box, and a tape recorder playing the sou nd of a dog barking) ,  and the effect that 

the lambs' dam has on this behaviour. Three hundred and eighty four  l ambs 

were observed in  th is study, ha lf of these lambs were castrated and the other  

half were left as contro ls .  

Castrated lambs exhib ited more restlessness behaviour than control lambs 

(p<0.0001 ) .  However, restlessness behaviou r  was not d ifferent between lambs 

exposed to one of the fou r  stimul i .  The presence of the lambs' dam s ign ificantly 

reduced the rest lessness behaviours of both castrated (p<0 .0003) and control 

lambs (p<0.00 1 9) .  

The aim of part two was to determine the threshold response of 16  adu lt 

Romney ewes in  response to a painfu l mechanical pressu re device in the 

presence of fou r  stimu l i  (a dog, a goat, a tape recording of a d rum beat and a 

tape record ing of a dog barking). 



The res ponse threshold was h igher i n  sheep exposed to the dog than to the 

goat (p<0.05). 

The s ign ificant d ifference between the behaviour  of castrated and contro l  l ambs 

suggests that castration is a painfu l procedure .  Moreover, lambs may rely o n  

their  mother to cue them on how t o  behave , a s  lambs sign ificantly red uced the 

amount of restlessness behaviou r  they exhibited when their ewe was present 

(castrated lambs p<0 .0003 ; control lambs p<0.001 9) .  Adult sheep find dogs 

avers ive, and their pa in  th resholds were higher i n  their presence than when a 

goat was present. Th is  suggests that sheep are a ble to a lter the i r  behaviou r  i n  

the presence of a potential threat. 

These resu lts justify fu rther research into the behaviour of prey animals in the 

presence of a predator .  Two key avenues for futu re research include; 

determin ing how prey an imals view humans,  and further investigating the 

mother-young relationsh ip and the affect the presence of a predator has on th is .  
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