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Wildlife in captivity serves several purposes, including research,
conservation, agriculture, and tourism. Many zoos and wildlife
parks are driven towards conservation roles as they help prevent
endangered wildlife from becoming extinct. However, a captive
environment is often not the best manifestation of the animal's
natural habitat, thus hindering them from performing natural
behavior as they would in the wild. This imposes stress on the
captive animals, leading to the display of abnormal behaviors,
such as stereotypic behaviors, which are repetitive, invariant, and
functionless behaviors. Stereotypic behaviors have been
observed in many captive animals, such as pacing in tigers and
bears, swaying and bobbing in elephants, over-grooming, self-
mutilating, coprophilia, and coprophagia among captive
primates, as well as fur and/or feather plucking in primates and
birds. This article explores the abnormal behaviors of captive
animals in response to their environment and highlights the
critical importance of enrichment and naturalistic habitat design.
Creating environments encouraging species-specific behaviors
can significantly improve animal welfare, enhance conservation
outcomes, and educate the public about wildlife conservation.
Improved welfare practices not only support animal well-being
but also strengthen public engagement and advocacy for
conservation initiatives, ultimately aiding in protecting
endangered species.
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INTRODUCTION

The suboptimal welfare of captive animals poses serious concerns that warrant effective
interventions to improve their well-being. Beyond ethical considerations, this issue is pivotal in
understanding the evolutionary development of animal behaviors [1] and its implications for conservation
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efforts. Observing unnatural behaviors exhibited by animals in zoos and wildlife parks often evoke a sense
of unease, as signs of lethargy, inactivity, and stereotypic behaviors, such as pacing, swaying, or object-
licking, are indicative of compromised welfare [2-5]. These behaviors are more than symptoms of
psychological distress; they also reflect an animal’s inability to adapt to specific environmental stimuli [6],
posing significant challenges to conservation outcomes and raising important questions about captive
wildlife’s welfare and psychological well-being. Zoos and conservation centers are primarily established
to conserve endangered species by captive breeding [7] and enhance research on animal behavior and
ecology while also educating the public about the critical roles of wildlife in sustaining ecosystems [8-10],
ultimately contributing to biodiversity preservation efforts [11].

However, when animals experience chronic stress in captivity [1], it can lead to a cascade of adverse
effects, including impaired reproductive success, increased susceptibility to diseases, display of stereotypic
behaviors [12], increased cortisol levels [10], all of which threaten long-term species survival [13]. A list
of evidence points out the impaired well-being of captive wild animals, which indicates their needs are not
being satisfied [14]. For example, herbivores, such as giraffes, are short-lived in zoos compared to when
they are conserved in their natural habitat due to the lack of nutritional value and low energy in their food
supply, indicating insufficiency in their diets [15]. Moreover, many giraffes in captivity displayed
stereotypic behaviors such as object-licking [16, 17]. Similarly, stereotypic behaviors are widespread
among other herbivores, including captive elephants [18-20] and carnivores such as tigers and leopards [10,
21, 22]. Addressing these welfare concerns of captive wildlife is not only critical for improving the quality
of life for individual captive animals. However, it is also instrumental in achieving the overarching goals
of conservation programs. Understanding the underlying factors and consequences of abnormal behaviors
can inform the development of evidence-based strategies to mitigate stress, enhance reproductive outcomes,
and support species’ survival. Furthermore, captive wildlife displaying maladaptive behaviors may face
challenges upon reintroduction to the wild. This article explores the types of abnormal behaviors displayed
by captive wildlife, their relation to environmental stressors in captivity, and the measures required to
minimize the occurrence of these behaviors and improve conservation outcomes.

Animal behaviours in captive wildlife

Natural behavior is displayed in environments that are pleasant for the animals and support their
biological functioning [23]. Examples of natural behaviors common in wildlife are foraging and exploring
habitat, as observed in many species, including sun bears [24, 25]. Wild orangutans also invest almost half
of their time foraging and feeding [26] and prefer to stay in high spots throughout the day and night [27].
Conversely, Macaques are often observed to perform locomotor, investigative, and social activities in the
wild [28]. Another example is free-ranging tigers that typically live in solitary and often patrol their wide
home ranges or territories [29-33]. They are the apex predators in the wild and are great hunters. They
normally hunt at night and occasionally during the day [30].

In captive environments, however, natural behaviors are commonly substituted with abnormal
behaviors, including stereotypic behaviors such as pacing [34]. Abnormal behaviors can be defined as
atypical responses that are not typically observed in the wild, displayed by animals exposed to specific
stimuli and conditions they are unable to cope with [14], which are frequently interpreted as a form of
coping mechanism that organisms utilize in response to stressors [35]. Captivity has been shown to induce
anomalies in behavioral patterns across various species [36], including wildlife [37, 38]. This scenario poses
significant concerns, particularly for threatened species, as it could adversely affect reproductive success,
physiological health, and overall life span [39-41]. Behavior is a practical and widely utilized stress
indicator in zoological research, as it can be systematically measured. This allows for an accurate
assessment of animals’ responses to environmental alterations, thereby providing insights into their well-
being about environmental changes [42]. The inability of animals in zoos to exhibit normal behavior is
often a result of environmental factors such as unfavorable weather conditions, unpleasant substrates,
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unnatural lighting, exposure to loud noises, and disturbing odors [40]. Barren settings, spatial limitations,
restricted locomotion, lack of retreat area, inescapable proximity with humans, restricted contact with other
species, lack of feeding variety and chances, social housing, and other limitations in behaviors are some of
the stressors present in captivity [4, 43]. The effects of stressors depend significantly on how an individual
perceives and responds to the stress agents [44].

Warwick et al. (2013) [45] stated that animals living in a confined setting or artificial ecosystem
encounter numerous stressors that deviate from those typically experienced in their natural habitats. In most
cases, animals housed in confinement with limited space have a high probability of developing stereotypic
behaviors [4, 46], as the limited availability of space hinders the potential for environmental enrichment
[47]. The inadequate space offered by the enclosures restricts animals from eliciting their normal species-
specific behaviors, such as foraging and exploring their environment [4, 24, 25]. In addition, smaller
enclosures are also associated with aggressiveness [48] and stereotypical pacing in tigers [10, 32, 49, 50].
In addition to limited space within enclosures, a lack of environmental stimulation can develop stereotypic
behaviors [47]. In barren enclosures, animals typically respond to the lack of stimulation by either (1)
decreasing their exploratory behaviors or (2) seeking to fulfill their exploratory needs through stereotypic
behaviors [4], as can be seen in bears [24, 40].

Furthermore, enclosure type, high visitor density, and humidity also contribute to the development
of abnormal behaviors. A study conducted by Arumugam et al. (2018) [51] highlighted the significant
influence of enclosure type, humidity, and visitor density on the behavior of Malayan tapirs (Tapirus
indicus) in captivity. Their findings indicate that tapirs housed in semi-natural environments exhibit a
higher feeding frequency than those housed in artificial environments.

Introduction to stereotypic behaviors

Numerous studies across various animal species indicate that reproductive success and survival rates
are higher in captivity than in their wild counterparts [52, 53]. However, when wildlife is placed in
environments that significantly deviate from their natural habitats, they become increasingly vulnerable to
developing stereotypic behaviors [54]. For instance, inadequate housing conditions, such as the absence of
perches and hiding places for captive birds, primarily contribute to the manifestation of stereotypic
behaviors [55]. Stereotypic behaviors are conclusively described as behaviors that are repetitious, invariant,
and without clear functions, such as pacing, head bobbing, fur/feather plucking, and over-grooming [54,
56, 57], and are often indicative of psychological distress [58]. These behaviors are typically associated
with stress experienced by animals in captivity [59] and are thought to arise from various stresses caused
by boredom, physical constraint, fright, agitation, and frustration [50, 60-62]. Such frustration typically
stems from the animals' inability to resolve persistent problems in captivity or perform natural species-
specific behaviors [54]. For example, captive European starlings often exhibit stereotypic somersaulting
[63], attributed to many repetitive, failed attempts to escape [64].

In this context, stereotypic behaviors are considered psychological behaviors synonymous with
human psychological conditions such as anxiety, depression, and obsessive-compulsive disorder (OCD)
[65]. In the early stages, such behaviors may serve as coping mechanisms to help animals adapt to
environmental challenges. However, lacking opportunities to engage in diverse natural behaviors can lead
to significant neurobiological changes, potentially impairing brain function and altering neural connections,
physiology, and anatomy. Importantly, these neuroanatomical are often considered as a consequence rather
than the root cause of the behaviors [66]. Furthermore, the manifestation of stereotypic behaviors has been
extensively investigated concerning several factors, including personality traits [67], individual variability
[68], sex-specific susceptibility [69], and genetic dispositions [70].
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Stereotypic behaviors are widespread across taxa in captivity [3, 37, 71]. Primates were observed to
display behaviors that are equivalent to certain depressive patterns observed in humans [72, 73]. Birkett
and Newton-Fisher (2011) [36] reported that all 40 chimpanzees living in six accredited zoos displayed
stereotypic behaviors, suggesting mental dysfunction akin to mental illness in humans. In addition to
prosimians, giant pandas [37, 71, 74] and red pandas [75] in captivity were also observed to exhibit
stereotypic behaviors that illustrate stressful conditions or poor well-being. Research also highlights
differences in behaviors based on housing conditions. For example, fully captive omnivorous sun bears
displayed significantly higher levels of stereotypic behaviors than those housed in semi-captivity (i.e., they
were allowed to the forest during the day but housed in enclosures at night), likely due to multiple factors
such as enclosure size and environmental complexity [76]. Captive wildlife exhibits diverse stereotypic
behaviors, reflecting their responses to environmental stressors. The following sections explore common
forms of stereotypies observed in captivity, including pacing, head tossing/bobbing/body swaying,
excessive grooming, coprophagia, fur and/or feather plucking, self-mutilating, object gnawing and/or
licking, genital stimulation, urophagia, investigative behaviors, and fearful behaviors, passive behaviors
and aggression.

Types of stereotypic behaviors
Pacing

Pacing or circling is one of the most common stereotypic behaviors in captive wildlife. It is
characterized by repetitive walking along the same path with no obvious objective [3, 32, 77] and is often
an indicator of stress [78]. For example, horses often exhibit stereotypic circling within their stalls, even
during feeding, showing a lack of interest in their surroundings [4]. In tigers, pacing is typically identified
as walking in a figure-eight pattern with more than two rotations [56]. Among chimpanzees, the pacing is
described as a quadrupedal locomotion along a repeated route in a conformed manner with no obvious goals
[36]. The prevalence of pacing behavior has been widely documented across taxa. Carnivorous animals in
captivity, such as tigers, spend much time pacing back and forth within their enclosure [10, 21, 22, 28, 56,
79]. Similarly, stereotypic pacing has been reported in various wildlife species, including leopards, bears,
giraffes, and even sloths. Environmental stimuli, such as enclosure design, feeding routines, or human
activities, often trigger such behavior. For instance, Mallapur and Chellam (2002) [80] reported that
stereotypic behaviors in captive leopards increased in correspondence to the zookeepers' activities and
during longer feeding periods. It was observed that the leopards paced significantly more when the
zookeepers were cleaning the off-exhibit enclosures. Similar behaviors were observed during feeding time,
in which they were seen to be agitated and restless. The leopards were also found to significantly increase
their stereotypical pacing during high numbers of visitors, especially during festive seasons. Visitors can
be stimulating for the animals, but constant exposure to the high density of visitors can be traumatizing
[54].

Environmental stressors, such as limited control over the environment [81], restricted space, social
isolation [16], unmet intrinsic needs [14], and inability to perform species-specific behaviors [82],
exacerbate stereotypic pacing. For territorial species such as tigers, who naturally patrol their extensive
wild home ranges [50, 83, 84], spatial constraints in captivity prevent them from engaging in such territorial
patrolling [32, 50]. Furthermore, while wild tigers are skilled hunters, the fixed feeding schedules typical
of captive settings limit opportunities for foraging behaviors, such as hunting prey. This restriction, coupled
with anticipatory behavior around feeding times, often contributes to the development of pacing behavior
[50]. Similar patterns have been observed in other carnivores, such as leopards [10, 85] and lions [86]. In
addition, herbivores, such as giraffes, exhibit stereotypic behaviors in the form of repetitive pacing [16, 17],
potentially due to spatial constraints. Other herbivores, including captive sloths, are also not excluded from
displaying pacing [87].
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Tailored strategies, including enrichment and enclosure modifications, have shown promise in
reducing stereotypic behaviors. Pitsko [47] demonstrated that tigers kept in enclosures designed to mimic
their natural habitat with the provision of natural substrates, vegetation, and shaded areas exhibited reduced
pacing behavior and increased exploration. Interestingly, there was no incidence of stereotypic behaviors
by two tigers that were kept in bigger enclosures throughout the observation. Natural substrates such as
grass or hay beddings, leaves and grass, and wood chips are recommended to encourage typical species-
specific behaviors in animals in captivity [88]. The captive tigers invested 90% of their time in well-shaded
areas, indicating the necessity of having large, shaded areas, particularly on sunny days. For captive felids,
artificial substrates that do not reflect naturally occurring substrates in the environment, such as concrete,
not only increase stereotypic pacing [89] but can also cause physical injuries to the legs and throbbing
footpads [88]. Such findings extend to other species. For example, a study comparing fully captive sun
bears with semi-captive sun bears found that the fully captive bears spent significantly more time pacing
[76]. The stereotypical pacing exhibited by the captive bears aligns with findings that associate pacing with
animal stress, particularly in bears [38, 90]. The bears also paced significantly in the evening in anticipation
of food, as it was routinely provided to them during that period [76]. Recognizing such taxa-specific
differences is critical for developing strategies to improve welfare, such as enrichment that meets species-
specific needs [91].

Head tossing, bobbing, and body swaying

Tossing or bobbing of the head is a circular or up-and-down motion performed without clear
functions in a repetitive manner, classifying it as a type of stereotypic behavior [28, 92, 93]. This behavior
is particularly prevalent in primates. For instance, zoo chimpanzees have reportedly exhibited repetitive
head bobbing [36], as have captive-born macaques, frequently repeatedly moving their heads up and down
[28]. Beyond primates, head bobbing has also been documented in elephants [35]. On the other hand,
Swaying involves repetitive side-to-side movements of the head and body, typically performed at least three
consecutive times [5, 46, 94] or by transferring weight rhythmically from front to rear and back again [46,
95]. Swaying is common among elephants [5, 19, 20] and has also been observed in cynomolgus monkeys
[28]. Weaving, a related behavior characterized by head-swinging combined with shifting weight from one
foot to the other without forward movement, is frequently observed in horses [4]. Bettinger et al. (1997)
[96] suggested that head-swaying in the largest mammals, such as elephants, is a coping mechanism to
soothe themselves. Maternal deprivation has been identified as a potential contributing factor to the
development of these stereotypic behaviors. For example, captive elephant calves separated from their
mothers after weaning are more likely to exhibit head bobbing or swaying, highlighting the role of early
social and environmental conditions in the emergence of these behaviors [35]. This highlights the critical
role of appropriate maternal care and enriched environments in mitigating the development of stereotypies
in captivity.

Excessive grooming

Grooming or preening in some taxa, such as birds, fulfills both physiological and social functions in
various species and is instrumental for survival and adaptation [97, 98] and ectoparasite removal [99].
However, in the presence of environmental stressors, grooming behavior is often displaced, resulting in the
development of pathological excessive grooming [100-102]. Over-grooming or excessive grooming is
characterized by repetitive grooming focused on specific body parts, apparently without any clear objective
or intention. This behavior may also involve using objects such as sticks or other tools to lightly drag across
body surfaces in a non-focused manner [36]. Over-grooming is considered a stress-coping behavior [103]
and has been documented across taxa, particularly primates. For instance, captive chimpanzees often exhibit
stereotypic over-grooming [36], while captive macaques lick their tails repetitively and various body parts,
suggesting analogous behavioral patterns in these primates [28]. These behaviors may arise from the
inability to engage in species-typical social grooming, such as allo-grooming among conspecifics [104].
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Carnivores, including captive jaguars, have also been observed to display over-grooming behavior [105].
Potential underlying causes of over-grooming include chronic itching, leading the animals to over-groom,
or even self-mutilating to alleviate discomfort [106]. Over-grooming may also result in hair loss, impairing
thermoregulation and further exacerbating the animals’ physiological stress [107].

Coprophagy

Coprophagy, the deliberate act of eating feces, involves animals ingesting their feces or that of
another animal [108]. This behavior is often attributed to stress, boredom, and compromised welfare [109].
It has been observed across various taxa, including horses, pigs, koalas, and birds [110]. Among primates,
chimpanzees have been documented engaging in coprophagy, often picking through their excretions and
consuming the remnants of food and seeds found in their feces [111]. A study examining chimpanzees
across six zoos identified coprophagy as one of the most prevalent stereotypic behaviors observed [36], a
finding supported by additional research [108, 112]. Interestingly, infant chimpanzees were found to mimic
this behavior after observing their mothers, suggesting that coprophagy can be a socially learned behavior
despite its classification as a stereotype [108, 109, 112]. A similar pattern has been observed in koalas,
where their infants consume maternal feces to acquire microbial strains necessary for digesting eucalyptus
leaves [113]. Coprophagy is also reported in avian species, particularly among precocial birds such as
quails, turkeys, and ptarmigans [110, 114].

Fur or feather plucking

Fur or feather plucking, depending on the species’ concern, is a stereotypical grooming behavior in
which an animal self-inflicts itself by pulling out its fur, hair, or feathers for no obvious reason. Fur-
plucking is a behavioral abnormality observed in various species, including felids [115] and primates such
as the great apes [116]. Captive chimpanzees, for example, have been reported to pluck not only their body
hair but also the hair of their conspecifics [36]. Among carnivores, fur-plucking has been documented in
captive tigers, cougars, and lions, often resulting in fur loss and skin irritation [117, 118]. Feather-plucking
is particularly prevalent among captive birds, such as parrots [100] and cockatoos, and is frequently
associated with limited opportunities for naturalistic behaviors, including foraging, social interactions, and
physical exercise [55].

Hand-rearing has also been implicated in developing stereotypic behaviors such as feather-plucking,
as observed in hand-reared grey parrots [55]. When directed toward conspecifics, this behavior is called
feather-pecking, which leads to loss of feathers, tissue injuries, and pain, signaling serious welfare concerns
[119]. The resulting bald patches can attract further tissue pecking, escalating cannibalistic behavior that
can be fatal [120]. Feather loss also compromises the birds’ physical condition, resulting in prolonged
discomfort [119]. Controlling feather-pecking is particularly challenging in large groups, as social learning
promotes the spread of these behaviors, including cannibalism, throughout the flocks [121]. Feather damage
caused by feather-pecking is often linked to fear and the pain of being pecked, as observed in confined hens
[55].
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Self-mutilating

Self-mutilating or self-harming behaviors, including self-hitting and self-biting, occur when animals
intentionally inflict injury upon themselves. These actions may involve striking their bodies against surfaces
using hands, paws, or limbs to strike themselves or biting their skin or appendages [36, 92]. Various factors,
such as improper diet, social frustration, aggressive tendencies, and boredom, have been suggested as
potential contributors to the development of these behaviors [122]. Self-mutilating has been documented
across a wide range of taxa. For example, a captive king vulture exhibited severe self-inflicted injuries that
became contaminated, exposing underlying bone [123]. Similarly, self-harming behaviors such as self-
biting and head-banging are also prevalent in primates [124]. Japanese macaques and pig-tailed monkeys
have been observed repetitively rushing into wired enclosures, leading to self-harm [122]. In a study of
zoo-living chimpanzees, Birkett and Newton-Fisher (2011) [36] reported self-harming behavior, such as
hitting themselves with their hands. Apart from that, captive sun bears have also demonstrated self-
mutilating behaviors, including self-biting, hitting, and pinching repetitively without any purpose [76]. Tail-
biting is another form of self-injury commonly observed in pigs [125] and is often linked to improper diet,
gut discomfort, compromised health, and genetics [4]. Similarly, self-mutilation is prevalent among felids,
manifesting as behaviors such as excessing, licking, biting, or scratching [126]. In equines, self-injurious
behaviors include self-biting, kicking, and pushing against stall structures, often reflecting frustration or
discomfort in captivity [4]. Collectively, these examples highlight that self-mutilation is not confined to a
specific group of animals but is a widespread issue in captive settings, often indicative of underlying welfare
concerns.

Objects gnawing or licking.

Oral stereotypic behaviors, such as bar biting, wall licking, and substrate gnawing, are commonly
observed in captive animals. These repetitive actions involve using teeth to lick, gnaw, or chew on objects
within their enclosures. Such behaviors have been documented across various species. For instance, in a
study of 40 male macaques on a breeding farm, individuals housed in solitary conditions exhibited repetitive
oral stereotypies, specifically bar gnawing and licking [28]. Similarly, captive giraffes frequently display
pronounced substrate-licking behavior, including wall-licking [16, 17]. In pigs, oral stereotypies such as
bar-biting and sham chewing are prevalent [127]. Bar-biting is often interpreted as an attempt to escape,
whereas sham chewing is a displacement behavior that substitutes actual feeding [128]. A survey revealed
that nearly 80% of giraffes and okapis displayed stereotypic behaviors, with substrate licking accounting
for 72% of these observed behaviors, as stated by Lewis et al. [129]. In horses, oral stereotypies such as
crib-biting, wood chewing, and wind sucking are particularly common. Crib biting involves biting into their
cribs, fences, or other stall structures [4], and these stereotypies are typically associated with increased
stomach acidity [4]. These behaviors emphasize the need for tailored interventions to address underlying
causes, such as environmental stressors or physiological imbalances.

Genitals non-sexual stimulation

Genital stimulation refers to the repetitive act of an animal stimulating its genitalia through actions
such as touching, patting, clinging, fondling, and/or rubbing it continuously, typically in a non-sexual
context. These behaviors have been observed in multiple captive species. For instance, Camus et al. [28]
reported that macaques kept in a breeding farm repeatedly clung to their genitalia and atypically stimulated
neighboring conspecific's genitals. Similarly, captive chimpanzees have been documented to touch, pat,
stroke, and fondle their genitalia repetitively in non-mating conditions [36].
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Urophagia

Urophagia or urine consumption is a form of stereotypic behavior in which an animal ingests its
urine or that of others, typically by licking. This abnormal behavior is prevalent in primates such as
macaques, chimpanzees [130], and other species, including birds. For example, urophagia has been
documented in chimpanzees across six different zoos [36].

Investigative behaviours

Investigative or attentive behaviors, including sniffing and observing surroundings, are often
performed when an animal is curious about environmental stimuli. This stimuli-seeking or exploratory
behavior is typical of animals to survive, especially in the wild. However, repetitively displaying it due to
stressors present in captivity is considered an abnormality. For example, Arumugam et al. [51] in his study
also reported that investigative behaviors displayed by the Malayan tapirs, such as sniffing, general
alertness, or observing surroundings while standing in stationary, sitting, or lying down, were higher in
artificial enclosures than the semi-natural ones. This is due to the possibility of the tapirs being kept in an
artificial environment exposed to blaring sounds from activities such as renovation works, traffic, and zoo
visitors.

Fearful behaviours

Fearful behaviors such as being vigilant, constantly alert, quivering, fleeing, or hiding from non-
harmful variables often result from stressful, traumatic experiences. For instance, captive tapirs in Zoo
Melaka were found to be vigilant and always watchful of their surroundings. They displayed fearful
behaviors such as tensing, alert, and fleeing to hide when hearing the noises from visitors, which frequently
led to them quivering [51]. These behaviors were also observed in a tiger kept at the National Wildlife
Rescue Centre (NWRC). According to the zookeepers, the said tiger possessed fearful behaviors such as
panting, tensing, alertness, and fleeing to hide under platforms every time it heard growls of other tigers as
well as any noise from surrounding due to its experience of being contained next to sun bears, not near its
conspecifics. Consequently, the poor tiger had difficulty coping with the presence of other tigers. This
aligns with the findings of Mason and Latham [131] and Wickins-Drazilova [132], who suggested that
stereotypies arising from specific past experiences may diverge from their original causes and can persist
in later stages of an animal's life, even in circumstances where such stereotypic behaviors are less likely to
manifest.

Passive behaviours

Being passive includes standing still (stationary), lying down, resting, and sleeping. For example,
sun bears in fully captive environments were observed to be significantly more passive than those in semi-
captive environments [76], as they spent more time resting and sleeping, mostly in the afternoon.
Kamaruzaman et al. [133] also reported that giant pandas invest most of their time inactive, which is
different from their counterparts in the wild due to the constant routine provision of food in zoos. This gives
them plenty of time to rest and be inactive, whereas the wild giant pandas forage for food to survive.
Research showed that male giant pandas preferably spend plenty of time feeding and moving while female
giant pandas tend to rest more [134]. Giant pandas in Zoo Negara, Malaysia, preferred to invest their time
being inactive in rocky and cool areas as it mirrors the natural habitat of giant pandas, which is rocky, lush
terrain in China [133]. With many visitors, fewer locomotor behaviors were also observed in Malayan tapirs
[51]. They swam, investigated less often, and became more passive as they rested more when the number
of visitors peaked. They also spent much time submerged inside the pool to avoid visitors' disturbances,
such as poking and pouring water onto them [51].
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Aggression or agonistic behavior

Aggressive or agonistic behavior is a type of negative social interaction [135] that can trigger stress
reactions [136]. Nelson [137] stated that aggressive behavior is elicited to inflict harm or distress on another
animal. Limitations in mating partners, food resources, and territory contribute to the appearance of
aggressive behaviors [136]. Aggressive interactions can be observed in mammals, such as in sun bears.
Restriction in exhibiting their typical behaviors in captivity contributes to stressful conditions and
discouragement, which cause them to become hostile, violent, and harmful to each other and, therefore,
could be destructive to their welfare [76].

Another example is captive Dorcas gazelles. They demonstrated aggressive behaviors such as
butting, hitting, thrusting, striking, and pushing each other with their forehead, horns, and other body parts
with force, chasing, and fighting [136]. Aggressive behaviors such as pecking, standing offs in which
individuals vocalize and swing their heads in the display, and chasing [138] were also observed in captive
flamingos [139].

Ways to reduce abnormal behaviors and nurture natural behaviors

The ethical debate over keeping wildlife in captivity hinges on our ability to minimize the adverse
implications of confinement, particularly the prevalence of stereotypic behaviors. Animal rights advocates
contend that captivity inherently infringes upon animals' intrinsic values and freedom [140]. On the other
hand, utilitarian conservationists justify captivity as a necessary means to safeguard species from extinction,
foster public education, and facilitate research [141]. Reconciling these perspectives is essential to ensure
ethical practices align with conservation goals while prioritizing animal welfare. Central to this discussion
is the design of captive environments that prioritize the provision of naturalistic habitats, which encourage
captive animals to behave naturally while mitigating abnormal behaviors. Environmental enrichment is a
significant tool for promoting wildlife welfare by enhancing reproductive and behavioral health [142, 143].
Through the use of diverse strategies [144], such as the inclusion of natural substrates, foliage, water bodies
(i.e., pools), hiding spots, climbing structures such as logs, platforms, ropes, and other environmental items,
make captive conditions more favorable and conducive to promote active, exploratory and natural behaviors
[145] for various species including felids and primates. For instance, Gomes et al. [146] demonstrated that
increasing environmental enrichment was associated with reducing stereotypical behaviors in captive
tigers, reaffirming the potential of well-managed captivity to nurture natural behaviors. One widely used
approach is foraging enrichment, which involves introducing novel food items to captive animals [147] or
increasing the complexity of accessing food [148]. In cheetahs, for instance, exposure to such enrichment
led to a marked increase in exploratory behaviors and a notable reduction in pacing behaviors [149].
Olfactory enrichment has similarly been shown to reduce stereotypic behaviors [150-152] and to foster
natural and territorial behaviors [153, 154], as evident in black-footed cats [155].

In the wild, free-ranging animals can choose their habitat based on the necessities they require, such
as food sources, shelter, and protection, adapting their behaviors to suit their environments [156]. In
contrast, captive animals are subjected to rigid conditions, including routine activities and fixed diets,
limiting their natural responses and changing their behavioral patterns [157], leaving them with little to no
control over their environment [158]. To address these limitations, zoos and institutions must optimize
enclosure designs, incorporating larger, more complex spaces with sufficient features and proper
management to nurture natural, species-specific behaviors such as scent-marking [159], locomotor
repertoires [32, 160] and minimize the prevalence of stereotypies [32, 161]. Alternatives to traditional
captivity, sanctuaries, and semi-captive environments provide more naturalistic habitats and prioritize
animal welfare. Sanctuaries typically offer animals greater autonomy and access to environments that
closely mimic their natural habitats, leading to reduced stress and a decline in abnormal behaviors [162].
Similarly, semi-captive environments integrate aspects of wild habitats with managed care, fostering
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improved welfare outcomes and encouraging the expression of natural behaviors while maintaining
opportunities for conservation and education [163]. Evaluating these approaches offers insights into more
ethical and effective captive wildlife management. Enriched environments encourage captive animals to
utilize more naturalistic areas [164], and studies indicate that spatial constraints contribute to displaying
stereotypic behaviors. For example, Breton and Barrot [50] identified an inverse relationship between
enclosure size and pacing, aligning with the findings of Clubb and Mason [60]. Animals housed in bigger,
more complex enclosures exhibited reduced stereotypic behaviors compared to those housed in smaller,
barren spaces [158]. Tigers with access to larger, enriched environments displayed more inherent behaviors
and experienced a reduction in stereotypies [32].

In addition to larger spaces, providing manipulable and consumable items has significantly elevated
natural behaviors in captive animals, particularly primates such as orangutans, where such enrichment is
associated with a marked reduction in passive and stereotypic behaviors [44]. Gippoliti [27] reported that
wild orangutans invested their day and night by being in aerial environments, and this offers a great window
for zoological institutions to install ropes and lofty platforms to nurture the development of arboreal
activities, which are synonyms with primates like orangutans [165]. Social enrichment has also proven
beneficial, particularly in felids, where housing animals with conspecifics or near them has been shown to
reduce stress-related behaviors [166 - 168]. Furthermore, auditory enrichment, such as the playback of
recorded lion roars, has been shown to stimulate natural behaviors, including increased live roaring and
playful interactions among lions [169]. Similar effects have been observed in African birds, where auditory
stimuli such as natural sounds enhanced activity levels [170], further emphasizing the potential of auditory
enrichment to encourage naturalistic behaviors in captive animals.

Emerging digital tools, such as computers and tablets, offer innovative cognitive enrichment,
providing challenges and diverse problem-solving opportunities for captive animals, particularly primates
[171-174]. Advances in digital technology have enabled researchers to develop virtual environments where
animals can interact with and exert control over their environment [174], offering sustained cognitive
stimulation and mitigating the risk of rapid habituation often associated with traditional enrichment
methods [171, 172, 175]. These tools can be tailored to accommodate various animals based on age, sex,
social rank, and cognitive abilities [174]. Environmental enrichment devices (EEDs) have similarly
demonstrated significant positive effects on animal behaviors and physiological and psychological
advantages, as mentioned in Donald et al. [91]. For example, EEDs have been shown to reduce stereotypic
pattern swimming and increase exploratory and foraging behaviors in ill harbor seal pups [176]. Tailored
EEDs have also effectively reduced stereotypical behaviors in California sea lions and northern elephant
seals in rehabilitation centers [91]. While genetic selection is a potential method for reducing stereotypies,
it is rarely utilized in zoos despite its common application in agricultural and breeding settings [177]. This
method, which avoids breeding individuals exhibiting stereotypic behaviors [38], is less favored in captivity
due to the underlying environmental factors contributing to such behaviors. Genetic engineering, although
potentially effective in addressing issues such as feather pecking [119], is not widely considered, as
stereotypies typically stem from environmental deprivation and frustration.

To optimize enrichment, captive management and caretakers must consider species-specific needs
and individual differences, including personality traits such as shyness or boldness, which influence how
animals respond to enrichment [178]. These traits may manifest as variations in the intensity or expression
of specific behaviors or as distinct behavioral patterns within similar contexts, ages, or timeframes [179].
Such behavioral differences often arise from the interaction of endocrine, neural, and immune processes,
collectively called “psycho-neuroimmunology,” which influence and are influenced by behavior. These
processes significantly shape personality development within the boundaries of an individual’s genetic
predispositions [ 180]. When introducing enrichment, individual preferences, background history, and needs
must also be considered [181]. For instance, while some captive macaques benefit from enrichment, others
exhibit no significant changes in stereotypic behaviors [181]. Social enrichment may have little to no
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positive effects on species such as giraffes and okapi, which are solitary by nature [16]. Conversely, species
such as horses have shown marked reductions in stereotypies when provided with more fibrous diets,
special feeding devices, stalls, and social enrichment [4]. This finding underscores the importance of
considering variation in species and individuals in responding to enrichment.

While enrichment strategies should address the species' general behavioral and physiological needs,
tailoring these approaches to align with individual differences, including personality traits, history, and
preferences, is crucial to optimize their effectiveness and mitigate stereotypic behaviors [91]. Enrichment
strategies specific to carnivores such as tigers and lions, such as frozen blood cubes, food hung on climbing
poles, feeding boxes, feeding poles, simulated prey, and buried meats, have been shown to foster feeding
and hunting behaviors [77, 102, 117, 158, 182, 183]. These methods not only improve animal welfare but
also enhance visitor experiences. Visitors prefer observing animals in naturalistic enclosures displaying
various interactive and active behaviors [184], while stereotypic behaviors and a lack of natural behaviors
can detract from the exhibit's appeal [185]. Transitioning enclosures to more complex and naturalistic
designs benefits the well-being of animals [186, 187] and conservation efforts by providing a more
enriching environment for the animals and a more engaging experience for the visitors [184]. Ultimately,
addressing abnormal behaviors in captivity is not about negating the values of captivity itself but rather
about improving it to align with animal welfare standards. With effective strategies, captivity can contribute
positively to conservation, education, and research, ensuring the well-being of the animals while furthering
broader conservation initiatives.

CONCLUSION

Wildlife in captivity plays an instrumental role in conservation, education, and public engagement.
However, it inevitably raises welfare concerns, particularly regarding the development of abnormal
behaviors, particularly stereotypies. These behaviors indicate poor welfare and challenge the ethical basis
of keeping animals in captivity. The answer to “To keep or not to keep?” lies in the equilibrium between
the benefits and challenges of captivity. Captivity can be justified if it significantly contributes to
conservation, education, and research while upholding rigorous welfare standards. To ensure ethical
captivity practices, zoos and institutions should adhere to clear guidelines, which include prioritizing
enclosure designs that closely resemble wildlife natural habitats, implementing a variety of species-specific
and individualized enrichment measures to minimize the occurrence of abnormal behaviors, and tailoring
management practices to address animal needs and preferences. Captivity should not be viewed as a binary
condition but as a continuum where consistent improvement in welfare practices and interventions can
significantly impact. For example, bolstering conservation programs and fostering natural behaviors
through innovative technologies that can elevate the quality of life for captive wildlife. Housing wildlife in
captivity is not inherently detrimental when done responsibly and ethically. Institutions must actively
address welfare concerns and continually advance conservation goals. By doing so, captivity can remain a
viable solution for wildlife survival and public education and awareness, ensuring that captive wildlife
serves as conservation ambassadors rather than confinement symbols. However, if these standards are
neglected, the ethical justification for captivity diminishes. Looking ahead, further research is needed to
evaluate the long-term effects of enrichment on animal welfare, particularly in reducing stereotypic
behaviors and nurturing natural behaviors.

Additionally, exploring the role of genetics in susceptibility to stress could offer valuable insights
into tailoring individualized management strategies for different species and individuals. These studies will
refine existing practices and guide the development of more effective and ethical captivity models. A
forward-thinking approach requires ongoing commitment and innovation, ensuring that captive wildlife
thrives while inspiring global conservation efforts.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
127



Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

We thank Universiti Teknologi MARA and the Ministry of Higher Education, Malaysia. This study
was supported by MOHE Grant (FRGS/1/2022/WAB11/UITM/02/01), and the first author is supported by
MyBrainSc Scholarship (KPT(BS).1/21-900919045460).

AUTHOR’S CONTRIBUTION

Nurfarah Ain Limin conceptualized, drafted, wrote, and revised the article. Nurfatiha Najihah
Fakhrul Hatta drafted and provided technical input. Nur Adilla Zaki provided technical input and
contributed to the article's revision. Nur Nadiah Md Yusof conceptualized, supervised, and reviewed the
article.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

REFERENCES

[1] Mason, G. J. (2010). Species differences in responses to captivity: stress, welfare and the
comparative method. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 25(12), 713-721.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2010.08.011

[2] Fureix, C., & Meagher, R. K. (2015). What can inactivity (in its various forms) reveal about
affective states in non-human animals? A review. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 171,
8-24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.08.036

[3] Poirier, C., & Bateson, M. (2017). Pacing stereotypies in laboratory rhesus macaques:
Implications for animal welfare and the validity of neuroscientific findings. Neuroscience
& Biobehavioral Reviews, 83, 508—515. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.09.010

[4] Radkowska, 1., Godyn, D., and Kinga, F. (2020). Stereorypic behaviour in cattle, pigs and
horses — a review. Animal Science Papers and Reports, 38(4), 303 — 319.

[5] Fuktong, S., Yuttasaen, P., Punyapornwithaya, V., Brown, J. L., Thitaram, C.,
Luevitoonvechakij, N., & Bansiddhi, P. (2021). A survey of stereotypic behaviors in tourist
camp elephants in Chiang Mai, Thailand. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 243, 105456.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2021.105456

[6] Cooper, J.J., & Albentosa, M J. (2005). Behavioural adaptation in the domestic horse:
potential role of apparently abnormal responses including stereotypic behaviour. Livestock
Production Science, 92(2), 177-182. https://doi.org/10.1016/].livprodsci.2004.11.017

[7] Marinath, L., Vaz, J., Kumar, D., Thiyagesan, K., & Baskaran, N. (2019). Drivers of
stereotypic behaviour and physiological stress among captive jungle cat (Felis chaus
Schreber, 1777) in  India.  Physiology =~ &  Behavior, 210, 112651.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2019.112651

[8] Marino, L., Bradshaw, G. And Malamud, R. (2009). The captivity Industry. Animals and
Society, Best Friends Magazine. March/April. 25 — 27 pp.

[9] Suérez, P., Recuerda, P., & Arias-De-Reyna, L. (2017). Behaviour and welfare: the visitor
effect in captive felids. Animal Welfare, 26(1), 25-34.
https://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.26.1.025

[10] Vaz, J., Narayan, E. J., Kumar, R. D., Thenmozhi, K., Thiyagesan, K., & Baskaran, N.
(2017). Prevalence and determinants of stereotypic behaviors and physiological stress
among tigers and leopards in Indian zoos. PLoS ONE, 12(4), e0174711.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174711

128


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livprodsci.2004.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2019.112651
https://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.26.1.025

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Mohapatra, B.S., and Sethy, U. (2020). Behaviour of zoo-housed tigers: A case study.
Journal of Environmental Science, Toxicology and Food Technology, 14(12), 41 — 45.
https://doi.org/10.9790/2402-1412014145

Budzynska, M. (2014). Stress reactivity and coping in horse adaptation to environment.
Journal of Equine Veterinary Science, 34(8), 935-941.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jevs.2014.05.010

Mason, G., Burn, C.C., Dallaire, J.A., Kroshko, J., Kinkaid, H.M., & Jeschke, J.M. (2013).
Plastic animals in cages: behavioural flexibility and responses to captivity. Animal
Behaviour, 85(5), 1113—-1126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2013.02.002

Brunberg, E. 1., Rodenburg, T. B., Rydhmer, L., Kjaer, J. B., Jensen, P., & Keeling, L. J.
(2016). Omnivores Going Astray: A review and new synthesis of abnormal behavior in
pigs and laying hens. Frontiers in Veterinary Science, 3.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2016.00057

Clauss, M., Franz-Odendaal, T., Brasch, J., Castell, J.C. and Kaiser, T. (2007). Tooth wear
in captive giraffes (Giraffa camelopardalis): mesowear analysis classifies free-ranging
specimens as browsers but captive ones as grazers. Journal of Zoo and Wildlife Medicine,
38(3), 433 — 445. https://doi.org/10.1638/06-032.1

Bashaw, M. J., Tarou, L. R., Maki, T. S., & Maple, T. L. (2001). A survey assessment of
variables related to stereotypy in captive giraffe and okapi. Applied Animal Behaviour
Science, 73(3), 235-247. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0168-1591(01)00137-x

Orban, D. A., Siegford, J. M., & Snider, R. J. (2016). Effects of guest feeding programs on
captive giraffe behavior. Zoo Biology, 35(2), 157-166. https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.21275

Mason, G. J., & Veasey, J. S. (2010). What do population-level welfare indices suggest
about the well-being of zoo elephants? Zoo Biology, 29(2), 256-273.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.20303

Greco, B. J., Mechan, C. L., Hogan, J. N., Leighty, K. A., Mellen, J., Mason, G. J., &
Mench, J. A. (2016). The Days and Nights of Zoo Elephants: Using Epidemiology to Better
Understand Stereotypic Behavior of African Elephants (Loxodonta africana) and Asian
Elephants (Elephas maximus) in North American Zoos. PLoS ONE, 11(7), e0144276.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0144276

Greco, B. J., Meehan, C. L., Heinsius, J. L., & Mench, J. A. (2017). Why pace? The
influence of social, housing, management, life history, and demographic characteristics on
locomotor stereotypy in zoo elephants. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 194, 104—111.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2017.05.003

Miller, L. J. (2011). Visitor reaction to pacing behavior: influence on the perception of
animal care and interest in supporting zoological institutions. Zoo Biology, 31(2), 242-248.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.20411

Sajjad, S., Farooq, U., Anwar, M., Khurshid, A., & Bukhari, S. (2011). Effect of captive
environment on plasma cortisol level and behavioral pattern of Bengal tigers (Panthera
tigris tigris). Pakistan Veterinary Journal, 31(3), 195-198. https://agris.fao.org/agris-
search/search.do?recordID=PK2011001213

Bracke, M. B. M., & Hopster, H. (2006). Assessing the importance of natural behavior for
animal welfare. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 19(1), 77-89.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-005-4493-7

Carlstead, K., & Shepherdson, D. (2000). Alleviating stress in zoo animals with
environmental enrichment. In CABI  Publishing eBooks (pp. 337-354).
https://doi.org/10.1079/9780851993591.0337

McPhee, M. E., & Carlstead, K. (2010). The importance of maintaining natural behaviors
in captive mammals. Wild mammals in captivity: Principles and techniques for zoo
management, 2, 303-313.

129


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jevs.2014.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2013.02.002

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Campbell-Smith, G., Campbell-Smith, M., Singleton, 1., & Linkie, M. (2011). Raiders of
the Lost Bark: Orangutan foraging strategies in a degraded landscape. PLoS ONE, 6(6),
€20962. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0020962

Gippoliti, S. (2000). Orangutans in zoos: Husbandry, welfare and management in a typical
arboreal solitary mammal. International Zoo News, 47,356 — 368.

Camus, S. M. J., Blois-Heulin, C., Li, Q., Hausberger, M., & Bezard, E. (2013).
Behavioural profiles in Captive-Bred cynomolgus macaques: towards monkey models of
mental disorders? PLoS ONE, 8(4), ¢62141. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0062141
Zheng-sheng, L., Feng, L., Li-Wei, T. and Xiao-Yu, Z. (2002). Time budget of semifree-
ranging Amur tigers (Panthera tigris altaica). Zoological Research, 5, 389 —439.
Sunquist, M. (2010). What is a tiger? Ecology and behavior. In Tigers of the world. The
Science, Politics and Conservation of Panthera tigris, 2nd edition, Tilson, R. and Nhyus,
P.J. (editors). Elsevier, London. 19 — 33.

Galardi, E.G., Fabbrani, M., Rausa, F.A., Preziosi, R., Brereton, J.E., Pastorino, Q.G.
(2021). An investigation into the behavior, sociality, and enclosure use of group-housed
lions and tigers. Journal of Veterinary Medicine and Animal Sciences, 4(1), 1068.

Smith, K.D., Snider, R.J., Dembiec, D. P., Siegford, J.M., & Ali, A.B. (2022). Effects of a
modern exhibit design on captive tiger welfare. Zoo Biology, 42(3), 371-382.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.21746

Holland, A., Galardi, E. G., Fabbroni, M., Hashmi, A., Catinaud, J., Preziosi, R., Brereton,
J. E., & Pastorino, G. Q. (2023). Exploration of social proximity and behavior in captive
malayan tigers and their cubs. Animals, 13(6), 1040. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani13061040
Jepsen, E. M., Scheun, J., Dehnhard, M., Kumar, V., Umapathy, G., & Ganswindt, A.
(2021). Non-invasive monitoring of glucocorticoid metabolite concentrations in native
Indian, as well as captive and re-wilded tigers in South Africa. General and Comparative
Endocrinology, 308, 113783. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ygcen.2021.113783

Rose, P. E., Nash, S. M., & Riley, L. M. (2017). To pace or not to pace? A review of what
abnormal repetitive behavior tells us about zoo animal management. Journal of Veterinary
Behavior, 20, 11-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jveb.2017.02.007

Birkett, L. P., & Newton-Fisher, N. E. (2011). How Abnormal Is the Behaviour of Captive,
Zoo-Living Chimpanzees? PLoS ONE, 6(0), €20101.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0020101

Liu, J., Chen, Y., Guo, L., Gu, B., Liu, H., Hou, A., Liu, X., Sun, L., & Liu, D. (2006).
Stereotypic behavior and fecal cortisol level in captive giant pandas in relation to
environmental enrichment. Zoo Biology, 25(6), 445-459.
https://doi.org/10.1002/200.20106

Mason, G., Clubb, R., Latham, N. and Vickery, S. (2007). Why and how should we use
environmental enrichment to tackle stereotypic behaviour. Applied Animal Behaviour
Sciences, 102 (3), 163 — 188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.041

Hosey, G. R. (2004). How does the zoo environment affect the behavior of captive
primates? Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 90(2), 107-129.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2004.08.015

Morgan, K.N. and Tromborg, C.T. (2007). Sources of stress in captivity. Applied Animal
Behaviour Sciences, 102 (3), 262 — 302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.032
Cinkova, 1. and Bicik, V. (2013). Social and reproductive behaviour of critically
endangered northern white rhinoceros in zoological garden. Mammalian Biology, 78 (1),
50 — 54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2012.09.007

Swaisgood, R.R. (2007). Current status and future directions of applied behavioral research
for animal welfare and conservation. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 102(3/4), 139 —
162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.027

130



[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

(48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]
[59]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

McEwen, B.S. (2000). The neurobiology of stress: from serendipity to clinical relevance.
Brain Research, 886(1-2), 172 — 189. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0006-8993(00)02950-4
Pizzutto, C.S., Nichi, M., Sgai, M.G.F.G., Correa, S.H.R., Viau, P., Beresca, A.M., de
Oliveira, C.A., Barnabe, R.C. and Vaz Guimaraes, M.A. (2008). Effect of environmental
enrichment on behavioral and endocrine aspects of a captive orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus).
Laboratory Primate Newsletter, 47(2), 10 — 14.

Warwick, C., Arena, P., Lindley, S., Jessop, M., & Steedman, C. (2013). Assessing reptile
welfare  using  behavioural  criteria. In  Practice, 35(3), 123-131.
https://doi.org/10.1136/inp.f1197

Varadharajan, V., Krishnamoorthy, T., & Nagarajan, B. (2016). Prevalence of stereotypies
and its possible causes among captive Asian elephants (Elephas maximus) in Tamil Nadu,
India. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 174, 137-14e6.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.10.006

Pitsko, L.E. (2003). Wild tigers in captivity: A study of the effects of the captive environment
on tiger behavior. Master Thesis. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University,
Blacksburg, VA, USA.

Li, C., Juang, Z., Tang, S. and Zeng, Y. (2007). Evidence of effects of human disturbance
on alert response in Pere David’s deer (Elephurus davidaneus). Zoo Biology, 26,461 —470.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.20132

Brummer, S. P., Gese, E. M., & Shivik, J. A. (2010). The effect of enclosure type on the
behavior and heart rate of captive coyotes. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 125(3-4),
171-180. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2010.04.012

Breton, G, and Barrot, S., (2014). Influence of enclosure size on the distances covered and
paced by captive tigers (Panthera tigris). Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 154:66-75.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2014.02.007

Arumugam, K.A., Luan, L.Q., Wan Ibrahim, W.N., Mohd. Toh @Tah., M., Buesching,
C.D. and Annavi, G. (2018). Influence of enclosure conditions and visitors on the behavior
of captive Malayan tapir (Tapirus indicus): Implications for ex-situ management and
conservation. International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, 8 (7),22 —33.
https://doi.org/10.29322/ijsrp.8.7.2018.p7906

Robeck, T.R., Willis, K., Scarpuzzi, M.R. and O’Brien, J.K. (2015). Comparisons of life-
history parameters between free-ranging and captive killer whale (Orcinus orca)
populations for application toward species manahement. Journal of Mammalogy, 96(5),
1055 — 1070. https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyv113

Lahdenpera, M., Mark, K.U., Courtiol, A. and Lummaa, V. (2018). Differences in age-
specific mortality between wild-caught and captive-born Asian elephants. Nature
Communications, 9, 1 — 10. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-05515-8

Yasmeen, R., Aslam, 1., Ahmad, M., & Ali Shah, M.H. (2022). Zoochosis: A short review
on stereotypical behavior of captive animals. Journal of Wildlife and Biodiversity, 7(2), 8—
20. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7362442

Peng, S.; Broom, D.M. (2021). The sustainability of keeping birds as pets: should any be
kept? Animals, 11, 582. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11020582

Mohapatra, R.K., Panda, S. And Acharya, U.R. (2014). Study on activity pattern and
incidence of stereotyic behavior in captive tigers. Journal of Veterinary Behavior, 1 — 5.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jveb.2014.04.003

Scherpenhuizen, J.M., 2022. Evaluation of the welfare and reproductive biology of captive
tigers using non-invasive techniques: Behaviour and hormone monitoring. Thesis, Charles
Sturt University, Australia.

Rollin, B. (2006). Science and ethics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK. 304.
Shih, H-Y., Yu, J-F. and Wang, L-C. (2016). Stereotypic behaviours in bears. Taiwan
Veterinary Journal, 42(1), 11 — 17. https://doi.org/10.1142/s168264851530004x

131


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2014.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jveb.2014.04.003

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

[75]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Clubb, R., & Mason, G.J. (2007). Natural behavioural biology as a risk factor in carnivore
welfare: How analysing species differences could help zoos improve enclosures. Applied
Animal Behaviour Science, 102(3-4), 303-328.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.033

Boccacino, D., Maia, C. M., Santos, E. F. D., & Santori, R. T. (2018). Effects of
environmental enrichments on the behaviors of four captive jaguars: individuality matters.
Oecologia Australis, 22(01), 63—73. https://doi.org/10.4257/0ec0.2018.2201.06

Miller, L., Vicino, G., Sheftel, J., & Lauderdale, L. (2020). Behavioral diversity as a
potential indicator of positive animal welfare. Animals, 10(7), 1211.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10071211

Greenwood, V. J., Smith, E. L., Goldsmith, A. R., Cuthill, I. C., Crisp, L. H., Walter-Swan,
M. B., & Bennett, A. T. (2004). Does the flicker frequency of fluorescent lighting affect
the welfare of captive European starlings? Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 86(1-2),
145-159. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2003.11.008

Brilot, B. O., Asher, L., Feenders, G., & Bateson, M. (2009). Quantification of abnormal
repetitive behaviour in captive European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris). Behavioural
Processes, 82(3), 256-264. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2009.07.003

Kumar, V. (2021). Clinical management of maggot wounds in Asiatic Black Bear (Ursus
thibetanus). Scientific Reports in Life Sciences, 2(1), 7-12.
https://doi.org/10.22034/srls.2020.520564.1006

Tatemoto, P., Broom, D. M., & Zanella, A. J. (2022). Changes in Stereotypies: Effects over
Time and over Generations. Animals, 12(19), 2504. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani12192504
Joshi, S., & Pillay, N. (2016). Association between personality and stereotypic behaviours
in the African striped mouse Rhabdomys dilectus. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 174,
154-161. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.11.021

Joshi, S., & Pillay, N. (2018). Is wheel running a re-directed stereotypic behaviour in
striped mice Rhabdomys dilectus? Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 204, 113—121.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2018.04.011

Hogan, L. and Tribe, A. (2007). Prevalence and cause of stereotypic behaviour in common
wombats (Vombatus ursinus) residing in Australian zoos. Applied Animal Behaviour
Science 105 (1-3) 180-191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.06.006

Jeppesen, L., Heller, K., & Bildsge, M. (2004). Stereotypies in female farm mink (Mustela
vison) may be genetically transmitted and associated with higher fertility due to effects on
body weight. Applied Animal  Behaviour  Science, 86(1-2), 137-143.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2003.11.011

Liu, H., Duan, H., & Wang, C. (2017). Effects of ambient environmental factors on the
stereotypic behaviors of giant pandas (diluropoda melanoleuca). PLoS ONE, 12(1),
€0170167. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0170167

Qin, D., Rizak, J., Chu, X., Li, Z., Yang, S., Li, L., Yang, L., Yang, Q., Yang, B., Pan, L.,
Yin, Y., Chen, L., Feng, X., & Hu, X. (2015). A spontaneous depressive pattern in adult
female rhesus macaques. Scientific Reports, 5(1). https://doi.org/10.1038/srep11267

Xu, F., Wu, Q., Xie, L., Gong, W., Zhang, J., Zheng, P., Zhou, Q., Ji, Y., Wang, T., Li, X.,
Fang, L., Li, Q., Yang, D, Li, J., Melgiri, N. D., Shively, C., & Xie, P. (2015). Macaques
exhibit a Naturally-Occurring depression similar to humans. Scientific Reports, 5(1).
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep09220

Martin, M. S., Owen, M., Wintle, N. J. P., Zhang, G., Zhang, H., & Swaisgood, R. R.
(2020). Stereotypic behavior predicts reproductive performance and litter sex ratio in giant
pandas. Scientific Reports, 10(1). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-63763-5

Khan, A. S., Lea, S. E. G., Chand, P., Rai, U., & Baskaran, N. (2022). Predictors of
psychological stress and behavioral diversity among captive red panda in Indian zoos and

132


https://doi.org/10.4257/oeco.2018.2201.06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2003.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2009.07.003
https://doi.org/10.22034/srls.2020.520564.1006
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani12192504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2018.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2003.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep09220

[76]

[77]

(78]

[79]

[80]

[81]

(82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

their implications for global captive management. Scientific Reports, 12(1).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-17872-y

Abdul Mawah, S.S., Chor-Wai, L. and Jasnie, F. (2021). Comparative study on daily
activity budget of sun bear (Helarctus malayanus) in captive and semi-captivity. Malaysian
Applied Biology, 50(1), 115 — 124. https://doi.org/10.55230/mabjournal.v50il.18
Johnson, B., and Langton, J. (2021). Behaviour change in Amur tigers Panthera tigris
altaica after an enclosure move. Journal of Zoo and Aquarium Research, 9(3).
https://doi.org/10.19227/jzar.v9i3.520

Poirier, C., Oliver, C. J., Bueno, J. C., Flecknell, P., & Bateson, M. (2019). Pacing
behaviour in laboratory macaques is an unreliable indicator of acute stress. Scientific
Reports, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-43695-5

Bashaw, M.J., Kelling, A.S., Bloomsmith, M.A. and Maple, T.L. (2007). Environmental
effects on the behavior of zoo-housed lions and tigers, with a case study of the effects of a
visual barrier on pacing. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 10(2), 95 — 109.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888700701313116

Mallapur, A. and Chellam, R. (2002). Environmental influences on stereotypy and the
activity budget of Indian leopards (Panthera pardus) in four zoos in southern India. Zoo
Biology, 21(6), 585 — 595. https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.10063

Broom, D.M. (2022). Broom and Fraser’s domestic animal behaviour and welfare, 6th ed.,
CABI, Wallingford, UK, p. 545. http://dx.doi.org/10.1079/9/9781789249835.0001
Polverino, G., Manciocco, A., Vitale, A., & Alleva, E. (2015). Stereotypic behaviours in
Melopsittacus undulatus: Behavioural consequences of social and spatial limitations.
Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 165, 143-155.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.02.009

Simcharoen, A., Savini, T., Gale, G.A., Simcharoen, S., Duangchantrasiri, S., Pakpien, S.,
& Smith, J. L. (2014). Female tiger Panthera tigris home range size and prey abundance:
important metrics for management. Oryx, 48(3), 370-377.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0030605312001408

Chundawat, R. S., Sharma, K., Gogate, N., Malik, P. K., & Vanak, A. T. (2016). Size
matters: Scale mismatch between space use patterns of tigers and protected area size in a
Tropical Dry Forest. Biological Conservation, 197, 146-153.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.03.004

Maulana, R., Gawi, J.M., & Utomo, S.W. (2020). Architectural design assessment of Javan
leopard rehabilitation facility regarding the occurrence of stereotypical pacing. /OP
Conference  Series FEarth and  Environmental  Science, 426(1), 012075.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/426/1/012075

Williams, I.J., Finch, K., Agnew, R., & Holmes, L. (2021). Effects of nearby construction
work on the behavior of Asiatic lions (Panthera leo persica). Journal of Zoological and
Botanical Gardens, 2, 66 — 74. http://doi.org/10.3390/jzbg2010005

Bauer, E., Babitz, M., Boedeker, N., & Hellmuthh, H. (2013). Approaches to understanding
and managing pacing in sloth bears in a zoological setting. International Journal of
Comparative Psychology, 26(1). https://doi.org/10.46867/ijcp.2013.26.01.04

Mittal, S.K., Rao, R.J., Shakya, S., and Tripathi, S.M. (2019). Modern Naturalistic
Enclosures: Comparatively an enhanced management practice of captive felids in the
zoological park. Journal of Animal Research, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.30954/2277-
940x.01.2019.14

Mohapatra, R.K., Mishra, A.K., Parida, S.P., and Mishra, S. (2010). Behavioural responses
to environmental enrichment in captive tigers (Panthera tigris) at Nandankanan Zoological
Park, Orissa. e-planet, 8(2), 44 — 48.

133


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-17872-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-43695-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1079/9/9781789249835.0001
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0030605312001408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/426/1/012075
http://doi.org/10.3390/jzbg2010005

[90]

[91]

[92]

(93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

(98]

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Montaudouin, S., and Le Pape, G. (2004). Comparison of the behaviour of European brown
bears (Ursus arctos arctos) in six different parks, with particular attention to stereotypies.
Behavioural Processes, 67(2), 235 — 244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2004.02.008
Donald, K., Benedetti, A., Goulart, V.D. L. R., Deming, A., Nollens, H., Stafford, G., &
Brando, S. (2023). Environmental enrichment devices are safe and effective at reducing
undesirable behaviors in California sea lions and northern elephant seals during
rehabilitation. Animals, 13(7), 1222. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani13071222

Veeraselvam, M., Sridhar, R., Jayathangaraj, M.G. and Perumal, P. (2013). Behavioural
study of captive sloth bearsusing environmental enrichment tools. International Journal of
Zoology, 526905. https://doi.org/10.1155/2013/526905

Stokes, J. (2014). Observation in behavioural patterns of Bornean sun bears Helarctus
malayanus euryspilus in Rehabilitation Center Tropical Rainforest Reserve in Sabah.
Thesis, Oregon State University, USA.

Gruber, T.M., Friend, T.H., Gardner, J.M., Packard, J.M., Beaver, B. and Bushong, D.
(2000). Variation in stereotypic behavior related to restraint in circus elephants. Zoo
Biology, 19, 209 — 221. https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2361(2000)19:3

Haspeslagh, M., Stevens, J.M.G., De Groot, E., Dewulf, J., Kalmar, I.D. and Moons, C.P.H.
(2013). A survey of foot problems, stereotypic behaviour and floor type in Asian elephants
(Elephas  maximus) in European zoos. Animal Welfare, 22, 437 — 443.
https://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.22.4.437

Bettinger, T., Larry, M., Goldstein, M. and Laudenslager, M. (1997). Plasma cortisol
concentrations and behavioral traits of two female Asian elephants. American Zoological
and Aquarium Association Annual Conference Proceedings, 13 — 17 September 1997.
Albuquerque Biological Park, Albuquerque, NM, USA. 88 -90.

Arakawa, H. (2021). Implication of the social function of excessive self-grooming behavior
in BTBR T+ltpr3tf/J mice as an idiopathic model of autism. Physiology and Behavior, 237,
113432. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2021.113432.

Mooring, M. (2024). Programmed grooming after 30 years of study: A review of evidence
and future prospects. Animals, 14(9), 1266. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani14091266

Blank, D. A. (2022). Grooming behavior in goitered gazelles: the programmed versus
stimulus-driven  hypothesis. Ethology Ecology & Evolution, 35(1), 62-82.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03949370.2021.2015449

Van Zeeland, Y.R.A., Spruit, B.M., Rodenburg, T.B., Riedstra, B., Van Hierden, Y.M.,
Buitenhuis, B., Korte, S.M. and Lumeij, J.T. (2009). Feather damaging behavior in parrots:
A review with consideration of comparative aspects. Applied Animal Behaviour Science,
121(2), 75 — 95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2009.09.006

Estanislau, C., Veloso, A.W., Filgueiras, G.B., Maio, T.P., Dal-Cél, M.L., Cunha, D.C.,
Klein, R., Carmona, L.F., Fernandez-Teruel, A., (2019). Rat self-grooming and its
relationships with anxiety, dearousal and perseveration: Evidence for a self-grooming trait.
Physiology and Behavior, 209, 112585. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2019.112585.
Clayton, M., and Shrock, T., (2020). Making a tiger’s day: free-operant assessment and
environmental enrichment to improve the daily lives of captive Bengal tigers (Panthera
tigris tigris). Behavior Analysis in Practice, 13(4), 883-893.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40617-020-00478-z.

Klenowski, P.M., Zhao-Shea, R., Freels, T.G., Molas, S., Zinter, M., M’Angale, P., Xiao,
C., Martinez-Nuiiez, L., Thomson, T., & Tapper, A.R. (2023). A neuronal coping
mechanism linking stress-induced anxiety to motivation for reward. Science Advances,
9(49). https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adh9620

Pomerantz, O., Meiri, S., & Terkel, J. (2013). Socio-ecological factors correlate with levels
of stereotypic behavior in zoo-housed primates. Behavioural Processes, 98, 85-91.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2013.05.005

134


https://doi.org/10.3390/ani13071222
https://doi.org/10.1155/2013/526905
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2019.112585
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adh9620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2013.05.005

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]

[112]

[113]

[114]

[115]

[116]

[117]

[118]

[119]

[120]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Morris, Megan Colleen, "Treatment Analysis of a Captive Male Jaguar (Panthera onca)"
(2018). UNF Graduate Theses and Dissertations. 799.
https://digitalcommons.unf.edu/etd/799

Chitty, J. (2003). Feather plucking in psittacine birds 2. Social, environmental and
behavioural considerations. Practice, 25(9), 550-555.
https://doi.org/10.1136/inpract.25.9.550

Bellows, J., Center, S., Daristotle, L., Estrada, A. H., Flickinger, E. A., Horwitz, D. F.,
Lascelles, B. D. X., Lepine, A., Perea, S., Scherk, M., & Shoveller, A. K. (2016). Aging in
cats.  Journal of  Feline  Medicine and  Surgery, 18(7), 533-550.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098612x16649523

Hopper, L. M., Freeman, H. D., & Ross, S. R. (2016). Reconsidering coprophagy as an
indicator of negative welfare for captive chimpanzees. Applied Animal Behaviour Science,
176, 112-119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2016.01.002

Goldsborough, Z., Sterck, E., De Waal, F., & Webb, C. (2022). Individual variation in
chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes) repertoires of abnormal behavior. Animal Welfare, 31(1),
125-135. https://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.31.1.011

Videvall, E., Bensch, H. M., Engelbrecht, A., Cloete, S., & Cornwallis, C. K. (2023).
Coprophagy rapidly matures juvenile gut microbiota in a precocial bird. Evolution Letters,
7(4), 240-251. https://doi.org/10.1093/evlett/qrad021

Krief, S., Jamart, A., & Hladik, C. (2004). On the possible adaptive value of coprophagy
in free-ranging chimpanzees. Primates, 45(2), 141-145. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10329-
003-0074-4

Jacobson, S. L., Ross, S. R., & Bloomsmith, M. A. (2016). Characterizing abnormal
behavior in a large population of zoo-housed chimpanzees: prevalence and potential
influencing factors. PeerJ, 4, €2225. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2225

Blyton, M. D. J., Soo, R. M., Hugenholtz, P., & Moore, B. D. (2022). Maternal inheritance
of the koala gut microbiome and its compositional and functional maturation during
juvenile development. Environmental Microbiology, 24(1), 475-493.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.15858

Kobayashi, A., Tsuchida, S., Ueda, A., Yamada, T., Murata, K., Nakamura, H., & Ushida,
K. (2019). Role of coprophagy in the cecal microbiome development of an herbivorous
bird Japanese rock tarmigan. Journal of Veterinary Medical Science, 81(9), 1389-1399.
https://doi.org/10.1292/jvms.19-0014

Phillips, C. J., Tribe, A., Lisle, A., Galloway, T. K., & Hansen, K. (2017). Keepers’ rating
of emotions in captive big cats, and their use in determining responses to different types of
enrichment. Journal of Veterinary Behavior, 20, 22-30.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jveb.2017.03.006

Brand, C. M., Boose, K. J., Squires, E. C., Marchant, L. F., White, F. J., Meinelt, A., &
Snodgrass, J. J. (2016). Hair plucking, stress, and urinary cortisol among captive bonobos
(Pan paniscus). Zoo Biology, 35(5), 415—422. https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.21320
Goldsborough, Z. (2017). The effect of visitor density on the behavior of two Siberian
tigers (Panthera tigris altaica) housed in a zoo enclosure. Reinvention: an International
Journal of Undergraduate Research, BLASTER 2017, Special Issue.

Babb, M.H., Goforth, K.M., Lohmann, K.J., & Lohmann, C.M.F. (2020). Behavioural
comparison of cougars (Puma concolor) and lions (Panthera leo) between zoo and
sanctuary. Thesis, University of North Carolina. https://doi.org/10.17615/ksqn-qw63

Fijn, L.B., Van Der Staay, F.J., Goerlich-Jansson, V.C., & Arndt, S.S. (2020). Importance
of basic research on the causes of feather pecking in relation to welfare. Animals, 10(2),
213. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10020213

Rodenburg, T., Van Krimpen, M., De Jong, 1., De Haas, E., Kops, Riedstra, B., Nordquist,
R., Wagenaar, J., Bestman, M., & Nicol, C. (2013). The prevention and control of feather

135


https://digitalcommons.unf.edu/etd/799
https://doi.org/10.1093/evlett/qrad021
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10329-003-0074-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10329-003-0074-4
https://doi.org/10.1292/jvms.19-0014
https://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.21320
https://doi.org/10.17615/ksqn-qw63

[121]

[122]

[123]

[124]

[125]

[126]

[127]

[128]

[129]

[130]

[131]

[132]

[133]

[134]

[135]

[136]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

pecking in laying hens: identifying the underlying principles. World’s Poultry Science
Journal, 69(2), 361-374. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0043933913000354

Rodenburg, T.B., De Reu, K., & Tuyttens, F.A.M. (2012). Performance, welfare, health
and hygiene of laying hens in non-cage systems in comparison with cage systems. In CABI
eBooks, pp. 210-224. https://doi.org/10.1079/9781845938246.0210

Giljam, P. (2021). Self mutilation as problem behaviour. Zoospensefull. Retrieved date: 11
December  2024.  https://zoospensefull.com/2021/08/02/self-mutilation-as-problem-
behaviour/

Santos, I.C., Rodrigues, M.C., Silva, F.A.N. & Campos, M.A.S. (2022). Automutilation in
real vulture (Sarcoramphus papa) maintained in captivity. CABI Databases, 25(2), e8154.
https://doi.org/10.25110/arqvet.v25i2conv.8154

Dorey, N. R., Rosales-Ruiz, J., Smith, R., Lovelace, B., & Roane, H. (2009). Functional
Analysis And Treatment Of Self-Injury In A Captive Olive Baboon. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 42(4), 785—794. https://doi.org/10.1901/jaba.2009.42-785

Cronin, G. M., & Glatz, P. C. (2020). Causes of feather pecking and subsequent welfare
issues for the laying hen: a review. Animal Production Science, 61(10), 990-1005.
https://doi.org/10.1071/an19628

Stanton, L. A., Sullivan, M. S., & Fazio, J. M. (2015). A standardized ethogram for the
felidae: A tool for behavioral researchers. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 173, 3—16.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.04.001

Williams, J., & Randle, H. (2017). Is the expression of stereotypic behavior a performance-
limiting factor in animals? Journal of Veterinary Behavior, 20, 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jveb.2017.02.006

Broom, D. M., & Johnson, K. G. (2019). Stress and animal welfare. In Animal welfare.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32153-6

Lewis, K., Parker, M. O., Proops, L., & McBride, S. D. (2022). Risk factors for stereotypic
behavior in captive ungulates. Proceedings of the Royal Society B Biological Sciences,
289(1983). https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2022.1311

Olsen, A., Kristensen, H.G., Iversen, K.W., Pedersen, N.H., Pertoldi, C., Alstrup, A.K.O.,
Jensen, T.H., & Pagh, S. (2020). Assessment of abnormal behavior and the effect of
enrichment on captive chimpanzees in Aalborg Zoo. Genetics and Biodiversity Journal,
4(2), 73-91. https://doi.org/10.46325/gabj.v4i2.99

Mason, G. and Latham, N.R. (2004). Can’t stop, won’t stop: Is stereotypy a reliable animal
welfare indicator? Animal Welfare, 13, S57 — S69.

Wickins-Drazilova, D. (2006). Zoo animal welfare. Journal of Agricultural and
Environmental Ethics, 19, 27 — 36. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10806-005-4380-2.
Kamaruzaman, A.S., Samsaimon, N.S., Hamzah, M.L., Amir, A., Hambali, K., Ramli,
M.N. and Caiwu, L. (2017). Daily activity budget, feeding preferences and habitat choices
of giant panda (d4iluropoda melanoleuca) at Zoo Negara Malaysia. Malayan Nature
Journal, 69(3), 183 — 192.

Liu, D., Wang, Z., Tian, H., Yu, C., Zhang, G., Wei, R. and Zhang, H. (2003). Behavior of
giant pandas (diluropoda melanoleuca) in captive conditions: gender differences anda
enclosure effects. Zoo Biology, 22, 77 — 82.

Rault, J.L. (2012). Friends with benefits: social support and its relevance for farm animal
welfare. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 136, 1 — 14.

Salas, M., Temple, D., Abaigar, T., Cuadrado, M., Delclaux, M., Enseiiat, C., Almagro, V.,
Martinez-Nevado, E., Quevedo, M.A., Carbajal, A., Tallo-Parra, O., Sabés-Alsina, M.,
Amat, M., Lopez-Bejar, M., Fernandez-Bellon, H. and Manteca, X. (2016). Aggressive
behavior and hair cortisol levels in captive Dorcas Gazelles (Gazella Dorcas) as animal-
based welfare indicators. Zoo Biology, 9999, 1 — 7.

136


https://doi.org/10.1017/s0043933913000354
https://doi.org/10.1079/9781845938246.0210
https://zoospensefull.com/2021/08/02/self-mutilation-as-problem-behaviour/
https://zoospensefull.com/2021/08/02/self-mutilation-as-problem-behaviour/
https://doi.org/10.25110/arqvet.v25i2conv.8154
https://doi.org/10.1901/jaba.2009.42-785
https://doi.org/10.1071/an19628
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32153-6
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2022.1311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10806-005-4380-2

[137]

[138]

[139]

[140]
[141]

[142]

[143]

[144]

[145]

[146]

[147]

[148]

[149]

[150]

[151]

[152]

[153]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Nelson, R.J. (1995). Aggresion and social behaviour. In An Introduction to behavioural
endocrinology, Nelson, R.J. (editor). Sinauer Associates Inc. Publisher, Sunderland. 443 —
484.

Hinton, M.G., Bendelow, A., Lantz, S. et al. (2013). Patterns of aggression among captive
American flamingos (Phoenicopterus ruber). Zoo Biology, 32, 445 —453.

Frumkin, N.B., Wey, T.W., Exnicios, M., Benham, C., Hinton, M.G., Lantz, S., Atherton,
C., Forde, D. and Karubian, J. (2016). Inter-annual patterns of aggression and pair bonding
in captive American Flamingos (Phoenicopterus ruber). Zoo Biology, 35, 111 — 119.
Gruen, L. (Ed.). (2014). The Ethics of Captivity. Oxford University Press.

Minteer, B.A., & Collins, J.P. (2013). Ecological ethics in captivity: Balancing values and
responsibilities in zoo and aquarium research under rapid global change. Institute for
Laboratory Animal Research Journal, 54(1), 41-51.

Barber, J. C. (2009). Programmatic approaches to assessing and improving animal welfare
in zoos and aquariums. Zoo Biology, 28(6), 519-530. https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.20260
Gardianova, 1., and Bolechova, P. (2014). Tigers stereotypic pacing and enrichment.
Annual  Research  and  Review in  Biology, 4(10):1544  — 1550.
https://doi.org/10.9734/arrb/2014/6487

Maple, T. L. (2007). Toward a science of welfare for animals in the zoo. Journal of Applied
Animal Welfare Science, 10(1), 63—70. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888700701277659
Sureshmarimuthu, N. S., Babu, S., Kumara, N. H. N., & Rajeshkumar, N. N. (2021).
Factors influencing the flush response and flight initiation distance of three owl species in
the Andaman Islands. Journal of Threatened Taxa, 13(11), 19500-19508.
https://doi.org/10.11609/jott.7339.13.11.19500-19508

Gomes, D., McSweeney, L., and Santos, M. (2019). Effects of environmental enrichment
techniques on stereotypical behaviors of captive Sumatran tigers: A preliminary case study.
Journal  of Animal  Behaviour and  Biometeorology, 7, 144 — 148.
https://doi.org/10.31893/2318-1265jabb.v7n4p144-148

McPhee, M. E. (2002). Intact carcasses as enrichment for large felids: Effects on on- and
off-exhibit behaviors. Zoo Biology, 21(1), 37—47. https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.10033
Burgener, N., Gusset, M., & Schmid, H. (2008). Frustrated Appetitive Foraging Behavior,
Stereotypic Pacing, and Fecal Glucocorticoid Levels in Snow Leopards (Uncia uncia) in
the Zurich Zoo. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 11(1), T4-83.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888700701729254

Quirke, T., & Riordan, R. M. O. (2011). The effect of different types of enrichment on the
behaviour of cheetahs (Acinonyx jubatus) in captivity. Applied Animal Behaviour Science,
133(1-2), 87-94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2011.05.004

De Souza Resende L, Gomes KCP, Andriolo A, Genaro G, Remy GL, De Almeida Ramos
V (2011) Influence of cinnamon and catnip on the stereotypical pacing of oncilla cats
(Leopardus tigrinus) in captivity. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 14(3):247—
254. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2011.576981

Vidal L, Guilherme FR, Silva VF, Faccio MCSR, Martins M, Briani DC (2016) The effect
of visitor number and spice provisioning in pacing expression by jaguars evaluated through
a case study. Brazilian Journal of Biology, 76(2):506-510. https://doi.org/10.1590/1519-
6984.22814

Antonenko TV, Panchuk KA, Medvedeva YuE (2017) The influence of olfactory
enrichment on the welfare of large felines in captivity. Ukranian Journal of Ecology,
7(4):134-138.

Tarou, L.R., and Bashaw, M.J. (2007). Maximizing the effectiveness of environmental
enrichment: Suggestions from the experimental analysis of behavior. Applied Animal
Behaviour Science, 102(3—4):189-204. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.026

137


https://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.20260
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2011.576981
https://doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.22814
https://doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.22814

[154]

[155]

[156]

[157]

[158]

[159]

[160]

[161]

[162]
[163]

[164]

[165]

[166]

[167]

[168]

[169]

[170]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

Wells, D. L. (2009). Sensory stimulation as environmental enrichment for captive animals:
A review. Applied  Animal ~ Behaviour  Science, 118(1-2), 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2009.01.002

Wells, D. L. & Egli, J. (2004). The influence of olfactory enrichment on the behavior of
captive black-footed cats, Felis nigripes. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 85(1-2):107—
119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2003.08.013

Mak, B., Francis, R. A., & Chadwick, M. A. (2021). Living in the concrete jungle: a review
and socio-ecological perspective of urban raptor habitat quality in Europe. Urban
Ecosystems, 24(6), 1179-1199. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-021-01106-6

Mishra, A. K., Charan Guru, B., & Patnaik, A. K. (2013). Effect of feeding Enrichment on
behaviour of captive tigers. Indian Zoo Yearbook, 7, 124 — 133.

Vashisth, S., Singh, R., Singh, D.N., and Sethi, N. (2023). Evaluation of factors affecting
the behavior of Bengal tigers (Panthera tigris) in captivity. Journal of Wildlife and
Biodiversity, 7,30 — 51. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10019718

White BC, Houser LA, Fuller JA, Taylor S, Elliott JL (2003) Activity-based exhibition of
five mammalian species: Evaluation of behavioral changes. Zoo Biology, 22(3):269-285.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.10085

Ritzler CP, Lukas KE, Bernstein-Kurtycz LM, Koester DC (2021) The effects of choice-
based design and management on the behavior and space use of zoo-housed Amur tigers
(Panthera tigris altaica). Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 26(2):256-2609.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2021.1958684

Biolatti, C., Modesto, P., Dezzutto, D., Pera, F., Tarantola, M., Gennero, M.S., Maurella,
C., & Acutis, P.L. (2016). Behavioural analysis of captive tigers (Panthera tigris): A water
pool makes the difference. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 174, 173-180.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.11.017

Doyle, R. (2016). Captive wildlife sanctuaries: Definition, ethical considerations, and
public perception. Animal Studies Journal, 5(1), 5-28.

Grant, R. (2022). Captive animals: Perspectives, practices, challenges, and ethics. Animals,
12(10), 1300.

Bashir, M. (2020). Dietary ecology of Markhor (Capra falconeri cashmiriensis) in winter
range of Kazinag National Park, Kashmir, J&K, India. Indian Journal of Science and
Technology, 13(24), 2463-2474. https://doi.org/10.17485/ijst/v13i24.432.

Hebert, P.L. and Bard, K. (2000). Orangutan use of vertical space in an innovative hibatat.
Zoo Biology, 19,239 — 251.

De Rouck, M., Kitchener, A., Law, G., & Nelissen, M. (2005). A comparative study of the
influence of social housing conditions on the behaviour of captive tigers (Panthera tigris).
Animal Welfare, 14(3), 229-238. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0962728600029390

Miller, L., Bettinger, T., & Mellen, J. (2008). The reduction of stereotypic pacing in tigers
(Panthera tigris) by obstructing the view of neighboring individuals. Animal Welfare,
17(3), 255-258. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0962728600032176

Macri, A. M., & Patterson-Kane, E. (2011). Behavioural analysis of solitary versus socially
housed snow leopards (Panthera uncia), with the provision of simulated social contact.
Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 130(3-4), 115-123.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2010.12.005

Kelling, A. S., Allard, S. M., Kelling, N. J., Sandhaus, E. A., & Maple, T. L. (2012). Lion,
ungulate, and visitor reactions to playbacks of lion roars at Zoo Atlanta. Journal of Applied
Animal Welfare Science, 15(4), 313—-328. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2012.709116
Robbins, L., & Margulis, S. W. (2016). Music for the birds: effects of auditory enrichment
on captive bird species. Zoo Biology, 35(1), 29-34.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.21260Perdue, B. M., Clay, A. W., Gaalema, D. E., Maple, T.
L., & Stoinski, T. S. (2011). Technology at the zoo: The influence of a touchscreen

138


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2003.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.10085
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2021.1958684
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2015.11.017

[171]

[172]

[173]

[174]

[175]

[176]

[177]

[178]

[179]

[180]

[181]

[182]

[183]

[184]

[185]

[186]

Nurfarah Ain Limin et al. / Science Letters, January (2025) Vol. 19, No. 1

computer on orangutans and zoo visitors. Zoo Biology, 31(1), 27-39.
https://doi.org/10.1002/z00.20378

Boostrom, H. (2013). Problem-Solving with orangutans (Pongo pygmaeus and Pongo
abelii) and chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes): Using the IPAD to provide novel enrichment
opportunities. https://oaktrust.library.tamu.edu/items/6036ad48-9b23-49c1-al Se-
b3c7a7b82bfa

Webber, S., Carter, M., Smith, W., & Vetere, F. (2016). Interactive technology and human-
animal encounters at the zoo. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 98, 150—

168. https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijhcs.2016.05.003

Kim-McCormack, N. N., Smith, C. L., & Behie, A. M. (2016). Is interactive technology a
relevant and effective enrichment for captive great apes? Applied Animal Behaviour
Science, 185, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2016.09.012

Tarou, L.R., Kuhar, C., Adcock, D., Bloomsmith, M., & Maple, T. (2004). Computer-
assisted enrichment for zoo-housed orangutans (Pongo pygmaeus). Animal Welfare, 13(4),
445-453. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0962728600028712

Chudeau, K.R., Johnson, S.P., & Caine, N.G. (2019). Enrichment reduces stereotypical
behaviors and improves foraging development in rehabilitating Eastern Pacific Harbor

Seals (Phoca vitulina richardii). Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 219, 104830.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2019.07.001

Pedonti, J. (2016). Coping with captivity: Stereotypies in zoo animals. Thesis, New College

of Florida, US.

Watters, J. V., & Meehan, C. L. (2006). Different strokes: Can managing behavioral types increase
post-release  success?  Applied Animal  Behaviour  Science, 102(3—4), 364-379.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2006.05.036

Stamps, J., & Groothuis, T. G. G. (2009). The development of animal personality: relevance,
concepts and perspectives. Biological Reviews/Biological Reviews of the Cambridge
Philosophical Society, 85(2), 301-325. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185x.2009.00103.x
Trillmich, F., & Hudson, R. (2011). The emergence of personality in animals: The need for a
developmental approach. Developmental Psychobiology, 53(6), 505-509.
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.20573

Cannon, T.H., Heistermann, M., Hankison, S.J., Hockings, K.J., & McLennan, M.R.
(2016). Tailored enrichment strategies and stereotypic behavior in captive individually
housed macaques (Macaca spp.). Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 19(2), 171—

182. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2015.1126786

Szokalski, M.S., Litchfield, C.A., & Foster, W.K. (2012). Enrichment for captive tigers
(Panthera tigris): Current knowledge and future directions. Applied Animal Behaviour
Science, 139(1-2), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2012.02.021

Law, G., & Kitchener, A.C. (2019). Twenty years of the tiger feeding pole: review and
recommendations. International Zoo Yearbook, 54(1), 174-190.
https://doi.org/10.1111/izy.12249

Godinez, A.M., & Fernandez, E.J. (2019). What is the zoo experience? How zoos impact a
visitor’s behaviors, perceptions, and conservation efforts. Frontiers in Psychology, 10.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01746

Lichtenwalter, C. (2020). Effect of the Prospect of Transport on Captive Tiger Behavior

and Fecal Cortisol in Naive and Experienced Tigers. Thesis. University of Arkansas, US.
Nakamichi, M. (2007). Assessing the effects of new primate exhibits on zoo visitors’
attitudes and perceptions by using three different assessment methods. Anthrozods, 20(2),
155-165. https://doi.org/10.2752/175303707x207945

Fernandez, E. J., Tamborski, M. A., Pickens, S. R., & Timberlake, W. (2009). Animal—
visitor interactions in the modern zoo: Conflicts and interventions. Applied Animal
Behaviour Science, 120(1-2), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2009.06.002

139


https://doi.org/10.1002/zoo.20378
https://oaktrust.library.tamu.edu/items/6036ad48-9b23-49c1-a15e-b3c7a7b82bfa
https://oaktrust.library.tamu.edu/items/6036ad48-9b23-49c1-a15e-b3c7a7b82bfa
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2016.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0962728600028712
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2019.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888705.2015.1126786
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2012.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1111/izy.12249
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01746
https://doi.org/10.2752/175303707x207945
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2009.06.002

