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Abstract
Studies that concurrently investigate the functional benefits of group living in 
multiple	populations	of	the	same	species	are	rare.	Over	a	3-	year	period	(2014–2016),	
we examined two ecologically contrasting populations to test multiple hypotheses 
for the adaptive significance of group living in the communally breeding rodent 
Octodon degus. We quantified the size of social units (number of adults, number of 
adult	females),	edible	vegetation	at	burrow	systems,	and	per	capita	offspring	weaned	
(PCOW)	in	each	population.	Contrary	to	expectations,	we	did	not	observe	population-	
specific associations between group size and edible vegetation or PCOW nor universal 
benefits of group living. In one population, PCOW increased in mid- sized groups with 
more edible vegetation. However, this trend was not consistent across years. Notably, 
we observed a complete reproductive failure in one population during the first year of 
study, one that was characterized by low rainfall and no detectable edible vegetation. 
This result is important because reproductive failure occurred regardless of group 
size, suggesting that communal living may not buffer degus against the harshest 
of environmental conditions. Examining how social organization shapes individual 
reproductive success under extreme variation in food availability is an important step 
towards understanding how populations will respond to a changing climate.
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1  |  INTRODUC TION

The costs and benefits of group living can result from a combina-
tion of group size effects linked to the costs and benefits experi-
enced from the presence of other individuals and cooperation (i.e., 
interactions of individuals acting together to attain mutual ben-
efits)	 (Alexander,	1974;	 Krause	&	Ruxton,	2002).	 Beneficial	 group	
size effects include decreased predation risk by enhanced collec-
tive vigilance (‘many eyes hypothesis’, Powell, 1974)	 or	 dilution	or	
risk (Ebensperger, 2001; Roberts, 1996)	 and	 collective	 defense	 of	
resources (Wrangham, 1980).	 Cooperative	 interactions	 among	
group members, such as social foraging (Beauchamp, 2005; Creel 
&	 Creel,	 1995),	 allogrooming	 (Henazi	 &	 Barrett,	 1999),	 huddling	
(Gilbert et al., 2010),	coordinated	digging	of	burrows	(Ebensperger	
&	Bozinovic,	2000),	and	communal	care	of	offspring	(Hayes,	2000)	
may contribute to increased survival and reproductive success (Erb 
&	Porter,	2017; Smith et al., 2017).	 In	species	 in	which	 inter-	group	
competition is high, individuals in highly cooperative groups may 
win contests for resources with individuals in neighboring or com-
petitor groups (Koenig, 2002).	Individuals	are	expected	to	maintain	
interactions with an increasing number of group members until the 
costs outweigh the benefits (Sueur et al., 2011).	 Fitness	 may	 be	
maximized	in	intermediate-	sized	groups	(Chapman	&	Valenta,	2015; 
Lardy et al., 2015; Markham et al., 2015; Pride, 2005).	If	groups	be-
come too large, group living may result in net costs to group mem-
bers through increased visibility to predators (Ioannou et al., 2009),	
enhanced exposure to pathogenic parasites (Hoogland, 1979)	 and	
within- group scramble or contest competition (Chapman et al., 1995; 
Koenig, 2002; Markham et al., 2015;	Snaith	&	Chapman,	2007),	and	
reproductive	suppression	(Alexander,	1974;	Krause	&	Ruxton,	2002; 
Silk, 2007a, 2007b).

Populations in different regions within a species geographical 
range may experience different ecological conditions. Consequently, 
the costs and benefits of group living are likely population-  or habitat- 
specific (Silk, 2007a, 2007b).	Only	a	few	studies	on	social	mammals	
have examined how social unit size influences reproductive success 
in different populations and the conclusions have not been consis-
tent (Clutton- Brock et al., 1999; Harrington et al., 1983; Solomon 
&	Keane,	2018).	Harrington	et	al.	(1983)	determined	that	litter	size	
and pack size were inversely related and that pairs produced more 
surviving pups than did larger packs in a wolf (Canis lupus)	popula-
tion experiencing low prey abundance. In contrast, litter size and 
pack size were positively correlated in a population in which prey 
were relatively abundant. Clutton- Brock et al. (1999)	observed	that	
juvenile mortality was higher in small than in large meerkat (Suricata 
suricatta)	groups	in	a	national	park	(where	predation	risk	was	high),	
but lower in small groups than in large groups in a ranchland (where 
predation	risk	was	low).	In	the	same	study,	adult	mortality	declined	
in larger groups in both sites (Clutton- Brock et al., 1999).	Solomon	
and Keane (2018)	observed	that	social	units	were	larger,	and	the	pro-
portion of prairie vole (Microtus ochrograster)	social	units	that	were	
groups was greater in an Indiana population compared to a popula-
tion in Kansas. However, there were no measurable effects of the 

number of adult females per social unit on direct fitness in either 
population	of	prairie	voles	(Solomon	&	Keane,	2018).	Species	exam-
ined in this context are primarily cooperative breeders, meaning that 
non- breeding adults help raise the offspring of a few breeders in 
the group. To date, no one has examined group size- reproductive 
success relationships in multiple populations of a species that is 
predominantly a communal breeder where multiple females breed 
within each group.

The degu (Octodon degus)	 is	a	communally	breeding	rodent	en-
demic	 to	 central-	north	Chile.	Adults	 live	 in	 social	 units	 of	 varying	
size and adult sex composition, but most commonly multi- female 
groups with and without males (~60%	 of	 social	 units;	 (Hayes	
et al., 2009; Hayes et al., 2019).	Individuals	in	groups	share	multiple	
burrow systems (visualized as interconnected burrow openings from 
aboveground),	which	provide	 refuge	 from	predators	 and	places	 to	
rear	 offspring.	Although	 group	membership	 changes	 between	 the	
periods	of	mating	 (May–July)	and	offspring	care	 (Sept-	Nov),	 group	
composition within the period of offspring care (the period of obser-
vation	in	this	study)	is	stable	(Ebensperger	et	al.,	2016, 2019).	During	
the daytime, degus forage in groups that may consist of members 
of their social group as well as other individuals from different so-
cial	groups	(Ebensperger	&	Wallem,	2002).	Current	field	studies	are	
quantifying the kinds of social interactions that occur between mem-
bers of different social units. Degus are prey to numerous predators 
including foxes and several birds of prey (Ebensperger et al., 2002; 
Ebensperger et al., 2006).	Group-	size	benefits	of	group	living	include	
reduced	predation	risk	(Ebensperger	&	Wallem,	2002),	reduced	en-
ergetic costs due to huddling (Nuñez- Villegas et al., 2014)	 and	 re-
duced	 per	 capita	 digging	 costs	 (Ebensperger	 &	 Bozinovic,	 2000).	
Although	we	know	that	social	foraging	enhances	time	spent	feeding	
(Ebensperger et al., 2006),	we	do	not	know	the	extent	to	which	so-
cial group size enhances access to or increases collective defense 
of food resources near burrow systems. Females communally rear 
offspring (Ebensperger et al., 2002)	 and	 the	 number	 of	 adult	 fe-
males per social unit is a predictor of the potential for communal 
care (Ebensperger et al., 2014).	Degu	 groups	 lack	 kin	 structure	 in	
two populations (Davis et al., 2016; Quirici et al., 2011)	and	under	
laboratory conditions, reproductive success of communally rearing 
sisters is not different from that of unrelated females (Ebensperger 
et al., 2007).	Thus,	to	maximize	inclusive	fitness,	females	should	en-
gage in strategies that maximize direct fitness.

Our understanding of the fitness consequences of group liv-
ing is informed by a long- term study (>15 years)	of	degus	 in	one	
population in central- north Chile (Ebensperger et al., 2014; Hayes 
et al., 2019).	 An	 emergent	 theme	 from	 this	 long-	term	 study	 is	
that socioecological conditions influence the reproductive con-
sequences of group living in complex ways. The relationship be-
tween social unit size and direct fitness of females is influenced by 
the composition and stability of social units (Correa et al., 2021; 
Ebensperger et al., 2016, 2019; Hayes et al., 2019)	 as	 well	 as	
rainfall, population density, and food availability (Ebensperger 
et al., 2014).	Evidence	that	per	capita	offspring	weaned	 (PCOW)	
increases with increasing number of adult females per social unit 
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years when mean food abundance at burrow systems during the 
austral spring is low (Ebensperger et al., 2014)	 supports	 the	hy-
pothesis that communal breeding is most advantageous when 
mean	 ecological	 conditions	 are	 harsh.	 Although	 we	 know	 that	
social unit composition varies within and between populations 
(Ebensperger et al., 2012; Hayes et al., 2019; Sobrero et al., 2016),	
we do not know if the reproductive consequences of group liv-
ing differ between populations experiencing different socio- 
ecological conditions.

The aim of this study was to determine if the costs and benefits 
of group living are contingent upon local environmental conditions 
in a communal breeder. Since group- living is common in degus, we 
focused on how variation in group size influences fitness. Previous 
studies on degus revealed linear fitness relationships (Ebensperger 
et al., 2014; Hayes et al., 2009; Hayes et al., 2019).	Thus,	we	did	
not anticipate nor predict non- linear relationships indicating opti-
mal group sizes. Over a three- year period, we quantified relation-
ships	between	social	unit	size	and	(i)	abundance	of	food	at	burrow	
systems	and	(ii)	per	capita	reproductive	success	(PCOW)	of	adult	
females in two degu populations characterized by different eco-
logical	 conditions	 in	 Chile.	 Using	 linear	mixed	models	 (LMM)	 to	
control for year and population effects, we tested five hypotheses 
for the costs and benefits of group living (Table 1).	We	tested	the	
hypothesis that regardless of local food abundance, group living 
enhances	access	to	or	defense	of	food	(H1)	or	result	 in	depleted	
resources	 (H2).	 Group	 living	 could	 enhance	 fitness	 in	 multiple	
ways. Females may experience increased fitness in large groups, 
including both adult males and females, because of group- size ef-
fects	(e.g.,	increased	access	to	food)	or	cooperation	(e.g.,	cooper-
ation	defense	of	 food)	 (H3).	 Females	 living	 in	 large	multi-	female	

groups may benefit from communal care, which could enhance the 
number	of	 offspring	 that	 females	 successfully	wean	 (H4).	Based	
on	 arguments	 that	 (i)	 group	 living	 may	 have	 evolved	 in	 harsh	
environments	 in	 birds	 (Jetz	 &	 Rubenstein,	 2011)	 and	 mammals	
(Firman et al., 2020)	 and	 (ii)	 PCOW	 is	positively	 associated	with	
group size during harsh years in one degu population (Ebensperger 
et al., 2014),	we	also	tested	the	hypotheses	that	group	living	en-
hances	access	or	defense	of	resources	(H5)	or	communal	offspring	
care	 (H6)	 in	 the	harshest	environments	or	years.	Predictions	 for	
these hypotheses are presented in Table 1. Given the relatively 
small range in group sizes, we did not expect benefits to be great-
est in intermediate group sizes as one might expect in species that 
live	in	larger	groups	(Chapman	&	Valenta,	2015).

2  |  METHODS

2.1  |  Study populations

This study was conducted in two degu populations in Chile over 
a	 3-	year	 period	 (2014–2016):	 (i)	 Estación	 Experimental	 Germán	
Greve Silva (33°23′S, 70°31′W;	EEGGS)	and	 (ii)	Parque	Nacional	
Bosque	Fray	Jorge	(30°38′S, 71°40′W;	PNBFJ).	EEGGS	is	a	semi-	
arid	site	approximately	30 km	west	of	Santiago	(central	Chile)	with	
a	mean	monthly	rainfall	of	12.6,	15.0,	and	18.2 mm	in	2014,	2015	
and	2016,	respectively.	The	landscape	at	EEGGS	is	a	mix	of	open	
savanna with very limited shrub cover and uniformly distributed 
herbs	 and	 forbs,	 a	 primary	 food	 source	 for	 degus	 (Meserve	 &	
Martin, 1983; Quirici et al., 2010).	These	conditions	might	 favor	
increased within- group scramble competition and thus, decreasing 

TA B L E  1 Levels	of	support	for	hypotheses	and	predictions	tested	in	this	study.

Hypothesis Prediction(s) Model Level of support

Group living enhances access 
to	or	defense	of	food	(H1)

(i)	a	positive	association	between	the	biomass	of	edible	vegetation	
and	total	number	of	adults	per	social	unit,	(ii)	a	positive	association	
between per capita offspring weaned and the biomass of edible 
vegetation,	and	(iii)	no	random	effect	of	population.

1, 2 No random population effect

Large groups deplete food 
resources	(H2)

(iv)	negative	association	between	the	biomass	of	edible	vegetation	
and	the	total	number	of	adults	per	social	unit,	(v)	a	negative	
association between per capita offspring and the total number of 
adults	per	social	unit,	and	(vi)	no	random	effect	of	population.

1 No random population effect

Fitness is enhanced by large 
group	size	(H3)

(vii)	positive	association	between	per	capita	offspring	and	number	
of	adults	per	social	unit	and	(viii)	no	random	effect	of	population.

2 No random effect of 
population

Fitness is maximized by 
communal care by females 
(H4)

(ix)	positive	association	between	per	capita	offspring	and	total	
number	of	adult	females	per	social	unit	and	(x)	no	random	effect	of	
population.

3 No random effect of 
population

Group living enhances access 
or defense of resources when 
conditions	are	harsh	(H5)

(xi)	biomass	of	edible	vegetation	increases	with	increasing	number	
of adults or adult females in years and populations with lowest 
biomass	of	edible	vegetation,	and	(xii)	random	effect	of	year	or	
population.

2, 3 Random effect of year

Communal care helps 
overcome costs of offspring 
rearing in harsh environments 
(H6)

(xiii)	per	capita	offspring	is	greatest	in	social	units	in	which	the	
biomass of edible vegetation increases with increasing number of 
adults	or	adult	females	(interaction)	and	(xiv)	random	effect	of	year	
or population.

3 Random effect of year
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benefits of large social group size (Koenig, 2002)	but	not	foraging	
group sizes (Ebensperger et al., 2006).	 PNBFJ	 is	 a	 semi-	arid	 site	
approximately	 400 km	 northwest	 of	 Santiago	 (northcentral	
Chile)	 with	 strong	 inter-	annual	 variation	 in	 rainfall	 (Armas	
et al., 2016; Previtali et al., 2010)	 and	 a	 mean	 monthly	 rainfall	
of	3.8,	13.3,	and	10.2 mm	 in	2014,	2015	and	2016,	 respectively.	
PNBFJ	is	a	predominantly	cactus	and	shrubland	plant	community	
interspersed with herbaceous ground cover and bare, sandy areas, 
and where shrubs provide a potential secondary source of food 
(Meserve et al., 1984).	 These	 conditions	 might	 favor	 increasing	
benefits of large group sizes if degus from different groups 
compete for resources (Koenig, 2002).	 Overall,	 based	 on	 these	
ecological differences in rainfall and edible ground vegetation, we 
consider	the	environmental	conditions	at	PNBFJ	to	be	harsher	for	
reproduction than conditions at EEGGS.

2.2  |  Data collection

In	all	3 years	of	the	study,	we	quantified	relationships	between	social	
unit	size	(number	of	adult	females,	number	of	adults),	biomass	of	edi-
ble vegetation at burrow systems used by social units, and per capita 
number of offspring weaned (PCOW (Ebensperger et al., 2014).	Two	
teams conducted concurrent studies with coordinated methods at 
each site, accounting for the differences in the timing of degu preg-
nancy	and	offspring	production	between	sites	(PNBFJ:	September–
November;	EEGGS:	August–November).	We	used	a	combination	of	
live- trapping and radiotelemetry to collect data needed to deter-
mine social group membership.

2.3  |  Live trapping

Between	August	and	early	November	(period	of	late	pregnancy,	
lactation),	burrow	systems	were	trapped	for	59–68 days	per	year	
in	EEEGS	and	35–62 days	per	year	in	PNBFJ.	Methods	of	burrow	
trapping were similar in both sites. Eight to ten Tomahawk live- 
traps (model 201, Tomahawk Live Trap Company, Tomahawk, 
Wisconsin,	USA)	and	locally	produced	traps	(similar	to	Sherman	
live	traps	[H.	B.	Sherman	Traps,	 Inc.,	Tallahassee,	FL]	 in	design)	
were	set	in	the	early	morning	before	sunrise	(06:00–07:00).	The	
traps	were	left	open	for	1–2 h	after	sunrise,	allowing	us	to	cap-
ture animals as they emerged from underground burrows. We 
recorded the location, identity, sex, body mass of all individu-
als, and the reproductive condition of females (pregnant or lac-
tating).	 Each	 degu	was	 identified	with	 unique	 ear	 tags	 (Monel	
1005-	1,	National	Band	and	Tag	Co.,	Newport,	KY)	on	each	ear	
at	first	capture.	Each	year,	trapping	ended	when	less	than	5%	of	
captured	offspring	were	 new	 individuals.	 Regarding	 STRANGE	
framework	 (Webster	 &	 Rutz,	 2020),	 the	 use	 of	 multiple	 trap	
types (Burger et al., 2009)	 in	 both	 sites	 likely	minimized	 sam-
pling bias. The work in EEGGS was part of a long- term study. 

Thus, it is possible that degus in EEGGS were more acclimated 
to	us	than	in	PNBFJ.

2.4  |  Radiotelemetry

Night- time telemetry was used to track individuals to burrow 
systems	 used	 exclusively	 (solitary	 social	 organization)	 or	 shared	
with members of a given social unit, which could include pairs or 
groups of varying size and adult composition. Individuals weighing 
more	than	110 g	were	fitted	with	5 g	radiocollars	(BD-	2C;	Holohil	
Systems	Limited,	Carp,	Ontario,	Canada)	and	individuals	weighing	
more	than	150 g	were	fitted	with	7 g	radiocollars	(PD-	2C;	Holohil	
Systems	 Limited,	 Carp,	 Ontario,	 Canada)	 with	 unique	 frequen-
cies. During September and October at EEGGS, and September, 
October	 and	 November	 in	 Fray	 Jorge	 (depending	 on	 the	 year),	
radio- collared degus were tracked to their burrow system once per 
night	approximately	1 h	before	sunrise	or	1 h	after	sunset	using	an	
FM-	100	receiver	(for	transmitters	tuned	to	164.00–164.999 MHz	
frequency;	Advanced	Telemetry	Systems,	Isanti,	MN,	USA)	and	a	
hand-	held	 three	 element	 Yagi	 antenna	 (AVM	 instrument	 Co.,	 or	
Advanced	 Telemetry	 Systems).	 We	 tracked	 radiocollared	 degus	
for	22.4 ± 1.0	(mean ± SE)	nights	and	20.9 ± .6	nights	at	EEGGS	in	
2014	and	2015,	respectively.	We	tracked	degus	for	18 ± 0	nights	
and	20.2 ± 1.5	nights	at	PNBFJ	in	2014	and	2015,	respectively.	In	
2016,	we	tracked	radiocollared	degus	for	18.9 ± .5	nights	at	EEGGS	
and	35 ± 2.1 days	at	PNBFJ.	Radiocollars	do	not	negatively	impact	
the survival and reproductive success of adult degus (Ebensperger 
et al., 2021).

2.5  |  Social unit identification

Social units occupy multiple burrow systems (i.e., the area 
encompassing multiple burrow openings in which degus overlap 
during	the	night-	time).	The	main	criterion	used	to	assign	adult	degus	
to social units (solitary, male–female pairs, groups of varying size and 
composition)	was	the	sharing	of	burrow	systems	during	the	period	
of	 late	 pregnancy	 and	 lactation	 (August–October)	 (Ebensperger	
et al., 2014).	 We	 used	 a	 combination	 of	 live-	trapping	 at	 burrow	
systems and radio- tracking of adults to burrow systems prior to 
emergence in the early morning to identify adults sharing the 
same burrow system. Previous work confirmed that degus do not 
move between burrow systems during the night- time (Ebensperger 
et al., 2004).	 Thus,	 each	 night	 represents	 a	 single	 data	 point	 and	
multiple nights of overlap are needed to assign individuals to 
social units. The composition of groups changes between seasons 
and years, in part due to high mortality rates of adults and social 
instability between seasons (Ebensperger et al., 2011, 2016; Hayes 
et al., 2009).	However,	social	unit	membership	 is	stable	during	the	
period of late pregnancy/early lactation (Ebensperger et al., 2016).	
Thus, it is appropriate to index social unit membership based on 
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sampling within a season as we have done here. Details of how we 
determined social unit membership are described in Figure S1.

2.6  |  Ecological sampling

During the austral winter, degu ranges overlap areas with abundant 
herbs (Quirici et al., 2010),	a	low	fiber	food	and	preferred	dietary	com-
ponent (Bozinovic, 1995).	We	used	the	abundance	of	food	at	burrow	
systems as an index of food availability. We quantified the abundance 
of	edible	vegetation	on	the	ground	 (herbs,	 forbs)	at	burrow	systems	
by	placing	a	250 × 250 mm	quadrat	on	the	ground	at	three	meters	and	
nine meters from a burrow system in one of the cardinal directions, 
randomly	selected	for	each	distance	at	each	burrow	system.	All	green	
herbs	 in	the	quadrant	were	removed	and	 immediately	stored	 in	2 kg	
paper	bags.	We	oven-	dried	each	sample	at	60°C	for	72 h	to	determine	
its dry biomass of edible vegetation on the ground available to degus. 
Following Hayes et al., 2007, we averaged the sampling points from 
three meters and nine meters and standardized to grams per square 
meter. Measurements at these distances gave us information about 
food abundance in areas in which degus likely feed initially upon 
emergence. Degus in the same social unit often use multiple burrow 
systems. Thus, for all individuals in both populations, we calculated a 
weighted average of biomass of food on the ground based on the dif-
ferent values of biomass of food at burrow systems and the number of 
times individuals were caught in these burrow systems. Based on these 
values, we calculated the per capita biomass of food on the ground 
available to all members of social units.

2.7  |  Reproductive success

The number of offspring weaned by social units was determined by 
quantifying the number of offspring captured for the first time at 
active burrow systems used by a social unit between September and 
November (Hayes et al., 2009).	Subsequently,	the	per	capita	number	
of	offspring	weaned	(PCOW)	was	determined	by	dividing	the	num-
ber of offspring captured at burrow systems by the number of adult 
females known to live in the social unit using these same burrow 
systems (Ebensperger et al., 2014).	This	index	relies	on	two	assump-
tions:	 (i)	 first	 captures	 of	 offspring	 reflect	 the	 burrow	 systems	 in	
which	they	were	born	or	raised	before	weaning	and	(ii)	direct	fitness	
is shared equally among all females in the same social unit. This index 
has been used as a measure of direct fitness used in previous stud-
ies on degus e.g., (Hayes et al., 2009)	and	correlates	positively	with	
estimates based on maternity analyses (r2 = .51,	p < .0001;	Figure S2; 
Ebensperger	LA.	&	Hayes,	LD,	unpublished	data).

2.8  |  Statistical analysis

We	conducted	our	 statistical	 analyses	based	on	96	social	units.	We	
developed	three	distinct	mixed	linear	regression	models	(LMM)	to	test	

hypotheses in Table 1. The first LMM was used to test the hypoth-
eses	that	the	abundance	of	food	at	burrow	systems	(ground_food)	in-
creases	(hypothesis	1)	or	decreases	(hypothesis	2)	with	total	group	size	
(Model	1:	Ground_food = Population + Year	+	TGS).	 In	the	event	of	a	
random year or population effect, we could evaluate if large group size 
increases access to or defense of food under harsh conditions (hypoth-
esis	4).	The	second	LMM	model	tested	the	hypothesis	that	per	capita	
offspring	weaned	(PCOW)	was	influenced	by	the	number	of	adults	per	
social	unit	(TGS)	and	abundance	of	food	on	the	ground	(both	fixed	fac-
tors, with year and populations considered as random effects (Model 2: 
PCOW = Population + Year	+ ground_food +	TGS + ground_food*TGS).	
The third model tested the hypothesis that per capita offspring weaned 
(PCOW)	was	 influenced	by	 the	number	of	 adults	 females	per	 social	
unit with year and populations considered as random effects (Model 3: 
PCOW = Population + Year	+ ground_food +	FGS + ground_food*FGS).	
The interaction between ground_food and FGS or TGS was included in 
models 2 and 3, respectively, to test for context- text dependent ben-
efits of living in groups (Ebensperger et al., 2014).

We	used	the	restricted	maximum	likelihood	method	(REML)	to	
test the effects of fixed factors, utilizing the “lmer” function from 
the R package “lme4”. To balance model complexity and goodness- 
of-	fit,	 we	 used	 AIC	 (Akaike	 Information	 Criterion)	 as	 a	 criterion	
for	model	comparison.	Additionally,	the	impact	of	random	factors	
was	 assessed	 through	 Likelihood	 Ratio	 Tests	 (LRT	 tests),	 com-
paring	 models	 with	 and	 without	 random	 effects.	 All	 statistical	
analyses were carried out in R version 4.3.1, and a p < .05	was	con-
sidered statistically significant. R code for all three models is in 
Appendix	S1.

3  |  RESULTS

3.1  |  Descriptive data and tests of random effects

Across	 years,	 social	 units	 consisted	of	2.0 ± .11	 (mean,	 SEM)	 adult	
females	and	3.1 ± .16	adults.	Annual	differences	in	the	size	and	adult	
sex	composition	of	social	units	 in	EEGGS	and	PNBFJ	are	shown	in	
Figure 1. The number of adult females per social unit was greater 
in	EEGGS	than	PNBFJ	(2-	way	anova: F1,90 = 4.20,	p = .04),	but	did	not	
vary between years (2- way anova: F2,90 = .41,	p = .66).	There	was	not	
a statistically significant interaction between population and year (2- 
way anova: F2,90 = 1.73,	p = .18).	There	was	a	statistically	significant	
interaction between year and population on total number of adults 
per social unit (2- way anova: F2,90 = 3.30,	p = .04).	Post-	hoc	Tukey's	
tests indicated that total group sizes in EEGGS were greater than 
total	 group	 sizes	 in	 PBNFJ	 in	 2015	 (difference = 2.2,	p = .003)	 and	
2016	(difference = 1.6,	p = .02).

The biomass of edible vegetation at each site is summarized in 
Table 2.	At	PNBFJ,	there	was	no	edible	vegetation	on	the	ground	in	
2014 and edible vegetation increased to the highest level of both 
populations	 in	 2016.	 In	 contrast,	 edible	 vegetation	on	 the	 ground	
at	 EEGGS	 decreased	 annually	 between	 2014	 and	 2016.	 In	 terms	
of edible vegetation, the models that included the random effect 
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of population or year did not yield different results compared with 
the models without such effects (Table S1),	indicating	these	effects	
were	not	important	(AIC = 1179	without	random	effect;	AIC = 1181,	
p = .9999	with	population	as	random	effect;	AIC = 1179.6,	p = .2374	
with	year	as	random	effect).

PCOW varied from 0 to 11 offspring per female, with no suc-
cessful	 breeding	 in	 PNBFJ	 in	 2014	 and	 two	 unsuccessful	 units	 in	
PNBFJ	in	2015.	In	both	models	2	and	3,	there	was	a	statistically	sig-
nificant random year effect on PCOW (Table S1; Figure 2).	Thus,	any	
fixed effects in these models were assessed separately within years. 
There was not a statistically significant population effect in models 
2	(AIC = 468	without	random	effect;	AIC = 470,	p = .9999	with	pop-
ulation	as	 random	effect)	and	model	3	 (AIC = 474	without	 random	
effect;	AIC = 475,	p = .9999	with	population	as	 random	effect),	 im-
plying that PCOW did not differ significantly between populations 
(Table S1).

3.2  |  Tests of fixed effects

In model 1, there was not a statistically significant association be-
tween the biomass of edible vegetation and the number of adults 
per	social	unit	(estimate = −6.73;	p = .36).	In	model	2,	there	were	neg-
ative associations between PCOW and the total number of adults 
per	social	unit	(estimate = −1.10,	p = .002)	and	the	biomass	of	edible	
vegetation	 (estimate = −.01,	p = .02).	However,	 there	was	a	statisti-
cally significant interaction between biomass of edible vegetation 

and	 the	 total	 number	 of	 adults	 per	 social	 unit	 (estimate = .008,	
p = .001;	 Figure 3).	 Comparisons	were	 separated	 by	 year	 because	
of the statistically significant random effect of this factor (Figure 2).	
Visual inspection of Figure 3	indicated	that	(i)	PCOW	was	generally	
greater	in	mid-	sized	groups	(3–5	adults)	with	increasing	biomass	of	
edible	vegetation	and	(ii)	this	trend	was	most	clear	in	2014	and	2015.	
Since	no	females	bred	 in	PNBFJ	 in	2014,	 this	 relationship	was	ob-
served in EEGGS, only. This relationship was less apparent in pairs 
(n = 2	adults)	or	groups	exceeding	5	adults.	There	were	not	enough	
groups	with	 6–8	 adults	 (n = 3)	 to	 assess	 relationships	within	 each	
year. Solitary individuals with more edible vegetation tended to have 
lower fitness across years.

In model 3, there were negative associations between PCOW and 
the	number	of	adult	females	per	social	unit	(estimate = −1.13,	p = .009),	
but not between PCOW and the biomass of edible vegetation on the 
ground	 (estimate = −.005,	p = .29).	However,	 there	was	 a	 statistically	
significant interaction between the biomass of edible vegetation and 
the	number	of	 adult	 females	per	 social	 unit	 (estimate = .007,	p = .03;	
Figure 4).	Comparisons	were	separated	by	year	because	of	the	statis-
tically significant random year effect (Figure 4).	Visual	 inspection	of	

F I G U R E  1 Mean	(SE)	number	of	adult	
females	(a)	and	total	number	of	adults	
(b)	in	social	units	in	the	two	study	sites,	
separated by year.

(a) (b)

TA B L E  2 Biomass	of	edible	vegetation	on	the	ground	at	PNBFJ	
and EEGGS.

Population Year
Biomass of edible vegetation 
(mean ± SE, g)

PNBFJ 2014 .0 ± .0

2015 53.5 ± 12.8

2016 184.9 ± 49.3

EEGGS 2014 140.4 ± 10.9

2015 115.7 ± 9.9

2016 99.7 ± 12.0
F I G U R E  2 Box	plot	showing	distribution	of	per	capita	offspring	
weaned	(PCOW)	by	year	for	the	two	study	sites	combined.	Visually,	
PCOW is lowest in 2014 due to the lack of offspring production 
at	Parque	Nacional	Bosque	Fray	Jorge	(PNBFJ).	There	was	a	
statistically significant random effect of year in models 2 and 3, 
indicating that fixed effects should be evaluated within each year. 
The total number of social units examined across both study sites 
were	29	in	2014,	31	in	2015,	and	36	in	2016.
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Figure 4 indicated that PCOW was generally greater in social units 
with 1–3 adult females with increasing biomass of edible vegetation in 
2014 and possibly in social units of 2 females with increasing biomass 
of	edible	vegetation	in	2015.	Since	no	females	bred	in	PNBFJ	in	2014,	

this relationship was observed in EEGGS, only. There were not enough 
groups with 5 females (n = 3)	to	assess	relationships	within	each	year.

4  |  DISCUSSION

4.1  |  Summary of results and state of hypotheses

Our observation that the abundance of edible vegetation near burrow 
systems was not associated with the number of adults per social unit 
did not support the hypotheses that group living universally enhances 
access	to	or	defense	of	 food	resources	 (hypothesis	1)	nor	 that	 large	
groups	deplete	food	resources	(hypothesis	2).	Although	there	was	no	
random effect of population, we did not observe a positive association 
between PCOW and the number of adults or adult females, suggesting 
that group living and communal care do not enhance fitness regardless 
of	environmental	conditions	(hypotheses	3	and	4).	We	also	did	not	find	
the expected positive trends and population random effects in mod-
els examining PCOW and the number of adults and number of adult 
females per social unit, respectively. Thus, our study did not support 
the hypotheses that group living either enhances access or defense 
of	 food	 resources	when	 conditions	 are	 harsh	 (hypothesis	 5)	 or	 that	
communal care is most beneficial under harsh conditions (hypothesis 
6;	Ebensperger	et	 al.,	2014).	 The	observed	 interactions	 in	Figures 3 
and 4 suggest that the benefits of group living are greatest in mid- 
sized groups in some years, suggesting a potential balance between 
social costs and benefits of group living. This observation supports 
similar reports of optimal group sizes in other social mammals (Lardy 
et al., 2015; Markham et al., 2015).

4.2  |  Context- specific benefits and costs

Adults	 in	 mid-	sized	 groups	 that	 had	 more	 edible	 vegetation	 on	
the ground near their burrow systems had the greatest per capita 
reproductive	 success	 in	 2	 of	 3 years	 of	 study.	 On	 the	 surface,	
these suggests an important benefit of optimal groups sizes and is 
consistent with evidence of optimal group sizes in some social birds 
(Williams et al., 2003)	 and	mammals	 (Lardy	et	al.,	2015; Markham 
et al., 2015; VanderWaal et al., 2009).	Females	in	mid-	sized	groups	
with the most food may have experienced reduced intragroup 
competition	 for	 resources	 (Hintz	 &	 Lonzarich,	 2018;	 Terborgh	 &	
Janson,	 1986),	 foraging	 costs	 (Stevenson	&	Castellanos,	2001),	 or	
lower overall physiological costs (Markham et al., 2015; Pride, 2005)	
than adults in other social units. Evidence of a random year effect, 
but not a random population effect, suggests that these benefits 
are dependent on annual environmental conditions but do not vary 
between populations.

Overall, the observed patterns need to be interpreted with cau-
tion for several reasons. First, our measures of social unit size and 
food abundance were based on data collected at burrow systems in 
which degus overlap during the nighttime (Hayes et al., 2009).	Degu	
ranges overlap areas of herbs during the winter (Quirici et al., 2010).	

F I G U R E  3 Per	capita	offspring	weaned	(PCOW)	by	females	
(for	the	two	study	sites	combined)	as	a	function	of	the	interaction	
between biomass of edible vegetation (ground food, g/m2)	and	the	
total number of adults per social unit, split by the random effect of 
year. On the color scale, high PCOW is indicated by green- yellow 
and low PCOW is indicated by dark blue- purple tones. The outlier 
point (>800	food)	is	a	unit	of	two	adults	in	2016.	Guidance	for	
interpreting 3- D figures and supplemental 2- D figures are provided 
in	Appendix	S1.

F I G U R E  4 Per	capita	offspring	weaned	(PCOW)	of	females	
(for	the	two	study	sites	combined)	as	a	function	of	the	interaction	
between biomass of edible vegetation (ground food, g/m2)	and	the	
total	number	of	females	per	social	unit	(Number	of	females),	split	
by the random effect of year. On the color scale, high PCOW is 
indicated by green- yellow and low PCOW is indicated by dark blue- 
purple tones. The outlier point (>800	food)	is	a	single	female	in	
2016.	Guidance	for	interpreting	3-	D	figures	and	supplemental	2-	D	
figures	are	provided	in	Appendix	S1.
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Thus, food abundance at burrow systems is a reasonable index 
for our purposes. However, the size of daytime foraging groups 
may have a greater impact on how much degus eat (Ebensperger 
et al., 2006).	Future	work	needs	to	examine	how	both	components	
of degu social organization – social groups based on nighttime as-
sociations vs. daytime foraging groups – independently or interac-
tively influence food availability and reproductive success of degus. 
Second, due to small sample sizes and random year effects, it is dif-
ficult to make definitive conclusions about the significance of our 
observation. Large groups were rare, precluding us from examining 
potential optimal group size effects. Finally, Figures 3 and 4 suggest 
that solitary females with the most edible vegetation have relatively 
low	reproductive	success	(excluding	the	outlier	point)	in	2016,	pos-
sibly because they must spend more time foraging to consume ad-
ditional	food	and	sustain	lactation.	A	similar	trend	was	detected	in	
2015 in Figure 3	(total	group	size)	but	not	in	Figure 4	(only	females),	
even though the same females are represented in both figures. This 
difference might be due to the negative influence of males on fe-
males (Hayes et al., 2019).	Ultimately,	understanding	these	effects	
may require long- term datasets.

4.3  |  Does group living buffer against harsh 
conditions?

Research on numerous social animals, including our previous study of 
degus in EEGGS (Ebensperger et al., 2014),	suggests	that	group	living	
is most advantageous in harsh environments (Griesser et al., 2017; 
Komdeur	&	Ma,	2021; Rubenstein, 2011; Shen et al., 2017).	Some	
have argued that these trends support the hypothesis that group 
living evolved to buffer breeders against harsh or unpredictable en-
vironmental	conditions	(Jetz	&	Rubenstein,	2011).	However,	recent	
studies of several cooperatively breeding birds and mammals sug-
gest that this potential benefit is limited under very harsh conditions 
associated with climate change (birds: Borger et al., 2023; Bourne 
et al., 2020b;	D'amelio	et	al.,	2022; mammals: Rabaiotti et al., 2023)	
but see (Van de Ven et al., 2020).	 For	 example,	 in	 pied	 babblers	
(Turdoides bicolor),	 hot	 and	drought	 conditions	are	associated	with	
reduced incubation by non- breeders (Bourne et al., 2023)	 and	 re-
duced juvenile growth, adult body mass, and inter- annual survival, 
regardless of group size (Bourne et al., 2020b).	 Similarly,	 helpers	
seem unable to mitigate the negative effects of dry and hot weather 
on nestling mortality in social weavers (Philetairus socius)	 (D'amelio	
et al., 2022)	 and	on	 the	number	of	offspring	produced	per	breed-
ing group in Seychelles warblers (Acrocephalus sechellensis)	 (Borger	
et al., 2023).	 Mathematical	 simulations	 of	 cooperatively	 breeding	
African	 wild	 dog	 (Lycaon pictus)	 population	 dynamics	 predict	 that	
extinctions are associated with high temperatures, likely due to 
low offspring survival and reduced group augmentation (Rabaiotti 
et al., 2023).

Findings from our current study suggest that communal breeding 
may be unable to buffer degus against the harshest conditions asso-
ciated	with	a	changing	climate.	The	reproductive	failure	in	PNBFJ	in	

2014, an unexpected event given the effectively semelparous breed-
ing strategy of degus (Ebensperger et al., 2013),	occurred	in	a	year	
with negligible rainfall and no detectable, edible vegetation on the 
ground (Table 2).	We	observed	degus	eating	vegetation	on	shrubs	
and	cactus	blossoms	that	had	fallen	to	the	ground.	Although	degus	
are	known	to	consume	shrub	 leaves	 in	PNBFJ,	they	generally	con-
sume a relatively high percentage of forbs during the austral spring, 
a period that corresponds with peak breeding (Meserve et al., 1984; 
Meserve	&	Martin,	1983).	A	complete	 shift	 to	a	diet	 consisting	of	
shrubs exhibiting a higher fiber content may have had digestive costs 
(Veloso	&	Bozinovic,	1993).	Therefore,	we	hypothesize	that	females	
likely did not assimilate sufficient energy to support the relatively 
high costs of reproduction (Bozinovic et al., 2004)	and	the	 initially	
high energetic content of milk their precocial offspring require 
(Veloso	&	Kenagy,	2005).	Although	females	in	PNBFJ	compensated	
reproductively	in	2015	and	2016	(see	also	Bourne	et	al.,	2020a)	the	
ongoing mega- drought in Chile (Garreaud et al., 2020)	threatens	the	
resilience of degu populations across Chile, regardless of social strat-
egies.	After	this	study,	we	observed	a	population	crash	in	EEGGs	in	
2020. Preliminary analyses suggest that this crash was associated 
with a combination of high ambient temperature and low rainfall.

4.4  |  Conclusions

The results of our study suggest that degu females could benefit from 
being in mid- sized groups, but that there are not population- specific 
benefits of group living. These findings do not support habitat- 
specific levels of cooperation and reciprocity. Understanding how 
group living affects fitness likely requires examinations of multiple 
components of the social system, including group size and social 
structure (Kappeler, 2019).	Our	observations	of	reproductive	failure	
in one population add to a growing body of literature suggesting that 
social living may have a limited capacity to buffer individuals against 
the harshest environmental conditions associated with a changing 
climate. Long- term studies on social animals that examine yearly and 
population- specific patterns in group size, social interactions, re-
sources, and reproductive success are needed to build theory on the 
resilience	of	social	animals	in	a	changing	world.	Following	STRANGE	
recommendations	 (Webster	 &	 Rutz,	 2020),	 we	 acknowledge	 that	
potential bias in our results may arise from the fact that degus in 
EEGGs,	but	not	PBNFJ,	were	studied	prior	to	this	study.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Loren D. Hayes: Conceptualization; investigation; funding acquisi-
tion; writing – original draft; methodology; writing – review and 
editing; project administration; supervision; resources. Madeline 
K. Strom: Investigation; funding acquisition; writing – original draft; 
writing – review and editing; methodology; formal analysis; data 
curation. Cecilia León: Investigation; data curation; methodology; 
software. Juan Ramírez- Estrada: Investigation; methodology; soft-
ware; data curation. Sara Grillo: Investigation; methodology. Cuilan 
L. Gao: Visualization; formal analysis. Rodrigo A. Vásquez: Funding 

 14390310, 2024, 9, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/eth.13491 by Pontificia U

niversidad C
atolica D

e C
hile, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [29/10/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Feth.13491&mode=


    |  9 of 11HAYES et al.

acquisition; investigation; writing – review and editing; resources. 
Luis A. Ebensperger: Conceptualization; investigation; funding 
acquisition; writing – original draft; writing – review and editing; 
methodology; resources.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
The	study	in	Parque	Nacional	Bosque	Fray	Jorge	was	approved	by	
the	 University	 of	 Tennessee	 at	 Chattanooga	 (UTC)	 Institutional	
Animal	 Use	 and	 Care	 Committee	 (IACUC)	 and	 authorization	 to	
conduct field work on wild degus was permitted by Corporación 
Nacional	 Forestal	 (CONAF	 permit	 no.	 36/2014).	 The	 study	 in	
EEGGS	was	approved	by	the	UTC	Institutional	Animal	Use	and	Care	
Committee at the Facultad de Ciencias Biológicas (DFCB- 021/2008, 
CBB-	229/2012).	Authorization	to	conduct	field	work	on	wild	degus	
was	granted	by	the	Servicio	Agrícola	y	Ganadero	(2826/2013).	We	
thank	Sebastián	Abades	for	statistical	advice.	We	thank	field	assis-
tants	Erin	Myers,	Kathleen	Carroll,	Megan	Taig-	Johnston,	Kendall	
Calhoun,	 Kendra	 Nowak,	 Alex	 Hetteña,	 Madeline	 Cychowski,	
Anne	Sabol,	and	Nick	Johnson.	This	work	was	funded	by	NSF	OISE	
grants	no.	0853719	and	1261026	 to	LDH,	and	FONDECYT	grant	
1130091	to	LE.	LE	was	also	funded	by	FONDECYT	1210219.	RAV	
was funded by FONDECYT 1200928, Cape Horn International 
Center	 (ANID	CHIC-	FB210018),	 and	 the	 Institute	of	 Ecology	 and	
Biodiversity	of	Chile	(ANID	IEB-	PFB-	210006).	MKS	received	fund-
ing	from	the	American	Society	of	Mammalogists	and	University	of	
Tennessee at Chattanooga. SG received funding from the University 
of	Tennessee	at	Chattanooga.	We	thank	Juan	Monardez	for	help	at	
Parque	Nacional	Bosque	Fray	 Jorge.	We	 thank	 the	community	of	
Peral	Ojo	 de	Aqua,	Chile	 for	 their	 hospitality.	 This	 paper	 is	 dedi-
cated to the memory of D.M Hayes.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T S TATEMENT
The authors do not declare any conflicts of interest.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Raw data are available at DOI: 10.5061/dryad.vdncjsz3v.

ORCID
Loren D. Hayes  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0713-416X 

R E FE R E N C E S
Alexander,	R.	D.	(1974).	The	evolution	of	social	behavior.	Annual Review of 

Ecology and Systematics, 5, 325–383.
Armas,	C.,	Gutiérrez,	J.	R.,	Kelt,	D.	A.,	&	Meserve,	P.	L.	(2016).	Twenty-	five	

years of research in the north- central Chilean semiarid zone: The fray 
Jorge	 long-	term	 socio-	ecological	 research	 (LTSER)	 site	 and	 Norte	
Chico. Journal of Arid Environments, 126,	1–6.

Beauchamp,	G.	(2005).	Does	group	foraging	promote	efficient	exploitation	
of resources? Oikos, 111, 403–407.

Borger,	 M.	 J.,	 Richardson,	 D.	 S.,	 Dugdale,	 H.,	 Burke,	 T.,	 &	 Komdeur,	 J.	
(2023).	Testing	the	environmental	buffering	hypothesis	of	coopera-
tive breeding in the Seychelles warbler. Acta Ethologica, 26, 211–224.

Bourne,	 A.	 R.,	 Cunningham,	 S.	 J.,	 Spottiswoode,	 C.	 N.,	 &	 Ridley,	 A.	 R.	
(2020a).	 Compensatory	 breeding	 in	 years	 following	 drought	 in	
a desert- dwelling cooperative breeder. Frontiers in Ecology and 
Evolution, 8, 190.

Bourne,	 A.	 R.,	 Cunningham,	 S.	 J.,	 Spottiswoode,	 C.	 N.,	 &	 Ridley,	 A.	 R.	
(2020b).	 Hot	 droughts	 compromise	 interannual	 survival	 across	 all	
group sizes in a cooperatively breeding bird. Ecology Letters, 23, 
1776–1788.

Bourne,	A.	R.,	Ridley,	A.	R.,	&	Cunningham,	S.	J.	(2023).	Helpers	don't	help	
when	it's	hot	in	a	cooperatively	breeding	bird,	the	southern	pied	bab-
bler. Behavioral Ecology, 34,	562–570.

Bozinovic,	 F.	 (1995).	 Nutritional	 energetics	 and	 digestive	 responses	 of	
an herbivorous rodent (Octodon degus)	to	different	levels	of	dietary	
fiber. Journal of Mammalogy, 76(2),	627–637.

Bozinovic,	F.,	Bacigalupe,	L.	D.,	Vasquez,	R.	A.,	Visser,	G.	H.,	Veloso,	C.,	&	
Kenagy,	G.	(2004).	Cost	of	living	in	free-	ranging	degus	(Octodon degus):	
Seasonal dynamics of energy expenditure. Comparative Biochemistry 
and Physiology Part A: Molecular & Integrative Physiology, 137,	597–604.

Burger,	 J.	 R.,	 Chesh,	 A.	 S.,	 Castro,	 R.	 A.,	 Tolhuysen,	 L.	 O.,	 Torre,	 I.,	
Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	(2009).	The	influence	of	trap	type	
on evaluating population structure of the semifossorial and social ro-
dent Octodon degus. Acta Theriologica, 54, 311–320.

Chapman,	C.	A.,	Chapman,	L.	J.,	&	Wrangham,	R.	W.	(1995).	Ecological	con-
straints	on	group	size:	An	analysis	of	spider	monkey	and	chimpanzee	
subgroups. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 36, 59–70.

Chapman,	C.	A.,	&	Valenta,	K.	 (2015).	Costs	and	benefits	of	group	 living	
are neither simple nor linear. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, 112, 14751–14752.

Clutton-	Brock,	 T.,	 Gaynor,	 D.,	 McIlrath,	 G.,	 Maccoll,	 A.,	 Kansky,	 R.,	
Chadwick,	 P.,	Manser,	M.,	 Skinner,	 J.	 D.,	 &	 Brotherton,	 P.	 (1999).	
Predation, group size and mortality in a cooperative mongoose, 
Suricata suricatta. Journal of Animal Ecology, 68(4),	672–683.

Correa,	L.	A.,	León,	C.,	Ramírez-	Estrada,	J.,	Ly-	Prieto,	Á.,	Abades,	S.,	Hayes,	
L.	D.,	Soto-	Gamboa,	M.,	&	Ebensperger,	L.	A.	(2021).	One	for	all	and	
all for one: Phenotype assortment and reproductive success in mas-
culinized females. Behavioral Ecology, 32,	1266–1275.

Creel,	S.,	&	Creel,	N.	M.	(1995).	Communal	hunting	and	pack	size	in	African	
wild dogs, Lycaon pictus. Animal Behaviour, 50, 1325–1339.

D'amelio,	P.	B.,	Ferreira,	A.	C.,	Fortuna,	R.,	Paquet,	M.,	Silva,	L.	R.,	Theron,	
F.,	 Doutrelant,	 C.,	 &	 Covas,	 R.	 (2022).	 Disentangling	 climatic	 and	
nest predator impact on reproductive output reveals adverse high- 
temperature effects regardless of helper number in an arid- region 
cooperative bird. Ecology Letters, 25,	151–162.

Davis,	 G.	 T.,	 Vásquez,	 R.	 A.,	 Poulin,	 E.,	 Oda,	 E.,	 Bazán-	León,	 E.	 A.,	
Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	(2016).	Octodon degus kin and so-
cial structure. Journal of Mammalogy, 97,	361–372.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.	(2001).	A	review	of	the	evolutionary	causes	of	rodent	
group- living. Acta Theriologica, 46, 115–144.

Ebensperger,	 L.	 A.,	 &	 Bozinovic,	 F.	 (2000).	 Communal	 burrowing	 in	
the hystricognath rodent, Octodon degus:	 A	 benefit	 of	 sociality?	
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 47,	365–369.

Ebensperger,	 L.	 A.,	 Correa,	 L.	 A.,	 León,	 C.,	 Ramírez-	Estrada,	 J.,	 Abades,	
S.,	Villegas,	Á.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	(2016).	The	modulating	role	of	group	
stability on fitness effects of group size is different in females and 
males of a communally rearing rodent. Journal of Animal Ecology, 85, 
1502–1515. https://	doi.	org/	10.	1111/	1365-		2656.	12566	

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Correa,	L.	A.,	Ly	Prieto,	Á.,	Pérez	de	Arce,	F.,	Abades,	
S.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	 (2019).	Multiple	mating	is	 linked	to	social	setting	
and benefits the males in a communally rearing mammal. Behavioral 
Ecology, 30,	675–687.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Hurtado,	M.	J.,	&	León,	C.	(2007).	An	experimental	ex-
amination of the consequences of communal versus solitary breeding 
on maternal condition and the early postnatal growth and survival of 
degu, Octodon degus, pups. Animal Behaviour, 73, 185–194.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Hurtado,	M.	J.,	&	Ramos-	Jiliberto,	R.	(2006).	Vigilance	
and collective detection of predators in degus (Octodon degus).	
Ethology, 112, 879–887.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Hurtado,	M.	J.,	Soto-	Gamboa,	M.,	Lacey,	E.	A.,	&	Chang,	
A.	T.	(2004).	Communal	nesting	and	kinship	in	degus	(Octodon degus).	
Naturwissenschaften, 91, 391–395.

 14390310, 2024, 9, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/eth.13491 by Pontificia U

niversidad C
atolica D

e C
hile, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [29/10/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.vdncjsz3v
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0713-416X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0713-416X
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12566
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Feth.13491&mode=


10 of 11  |     HAYES et al.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Quirici,	V.,	Bunster,	V.,	León,	C.,	Ramírez-	Estrada,	J.,	&	
Hayes,	L.	D.	(2021).	Effects	of	radio-	collars	are	not	contingent	on	so-
cioecological conditions in degus. The Journal of Wildlife Management, 
85, 1344–1354.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Ramírez-	Estrada,	J.,	León,	C.,	Castro,	R.	A.,	Tolhuysen,	
L.	O.,	Sobrero,	R.,	Quirici,	V.,	Burger,	J.	R.,	Soto-	Gamboa,	M.,	&	Hayes,	
L.	D.	(2011).	Sociality,	glucocorticoids	and	direct	fitness	in	the	com-
munally rearing rodent, Octodon degus. Hormones and Behavior, 60, 
346–352.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Sobrero,	R.,	Quirici,	V.,	Castro,	R.	A.,	Tolhuysen,	L.	O.,	
Vargas,	F.,	Burger,	J.	R.,	Quispe,	R.,	Villavicencio,	C.	P.,	Vásquez,	R.	A.,	
&	Hayes,	L.	D.	(2012).	Ecological	drivers	of	group	living	in	two	popu-
lations of the communally rearing rodent, Octodon degus. Behavioral 
Ecology and Sociobiology, 66,	261–274.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Tapia,	D.,	Ramírez-	Estrada,	J.,	León,	C.,	Soto-	Gamboa,	
M.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	(2013).	Fecal	cortisol	levels	predict	breeding	but	
not survival of females in the short- lived rodent, Octodon degus. 
General and Comparative Endocrinology, 186,	164–171.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Veloso,	C.,	&	Wallem,	P.	K.	 (2002).	Do	female	degus	
communally nest and nurse their pups? Journal of Ethology, 20, 
143–146.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	Villegas,	Á.,	Abades,	S.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	 (2014).	Mean	
ecological conditions modulate the effects of group living and 
communal rearing on offspring production and survival. Behavioral 
Ecology, 25,	862–870.

Ebensperger,	L.	A.,	&	Wallem,	P.	K.	(2002).	Grouping	increases	the	ability	
of the social rodent, Octodon degus, to detect predators when using 
exposed microhabitats. Oikos, 98, 491–497.

Erb,	W.	M.,	&	Porter,	L.	M.	(2017).	Mother's	little	helpers:	What	we	know	
(and	 don't	 know)	 about	 cooperative	 infant	 care	 in	 callitrichines.	
Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Reviews, 26, 25–37.

Firman,	R.	C.,	Rubenstein,	D.	R.,	Moran,	J.	M.,	Rowe,	K.	C.,	&	Buzatto,	B.	A.	
(2020).	Extreme	and	variable	climatic	conditions	drive	the	evolution	
of	sociality	in	Australian	rodents.	Current Biology, 30,	691–697.e3.

Garreaud,	R.	D.,	Boisier,	 J.	P.,	Rondanelli,	R.,	Montecinos,	A.,	Sepúlveda,	
H.	H.,	&	Veloso-	Aguila,	D.	 (2020).	The	central	Chile	mega	drought	
(2010–2018):	A	climate	dynamics	perspective.	 International Journal 
of Climatology, 40, 421–439.

Gilbert,	C.,	McCafferty,	D.,	Le	Maho,	Y.,	Martrette,	J.	M.,	Giroud,	S.,	Blanc,	
S.,	&	Ancel,	A.	(2010).	One	for	all	and	all	for	one:	The	energetic	bene-
fits of huddling in endotherms. Biological Reviews, 85,	545–569.

Griesser,	M.,	Drobniak,	S.	M.,	Nakagawa,	S.,	&	Botero,	C.	A.	(2017).	Family	
living sets the stage for cooperative breeding and ecological resil-
ience in birds. PLoS Biology, 15, e2000483.

Harrington,	F.	H.,	Mech,	L.	D.,	&	Fritts,	S.	H.	 (1983).	Pack	size	and	wolf	
pup survival: Their relationship under varying ecological conditions. 
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 13,	19–26.

Hayes,	 L.	D.	 (2000).	 To	 nest	 communally	 or	 not	 to	 nest	 communally:	 A	
review of rodent communal nesting and nursing. Animal Behaviour, 
59(4),	677–688.

Hayes,	 L.	 D.,	 Chesh,	 A.	 S.,	 Castro,	 R.	 A.,	 Tolhuysen,	 L.	 O.,	 Burger,	 J.	
R.,	 Bhattacharjee,	 J.,	&	Ebensperger,	 L.	A.	 (2009).	 Fitness	 conse-
quences of group living in the degu Octodon degus, a plural breeder 
rodent with communal care. Animal Behaviour, 78, 131–139.

Hayes,	L.	D.,	Chesh,	A.	S.,	&	Ebensperger,	L.	A.	(2007).	Ecological	predic-
tors of range areas and use of burrow systems in the diurnal rodent, 
Octodon degus. Ethology, 113(2),	155–165.

Hayes,	 L.	 D.,	 Correa,	 L.	 A.,	 Abades,	 S.,	 Gao,	 C.	 L.,	 &	 Ebensperger,	 L.	 A.	
(2019).	Male	group	members	are	costly	to	plurally	breeding	Octodon 
degus females. Behaviour, 159,	1–36.

Henazi,	S.	P.,	&	Barrett,	L.	 (1999).	The	value	of	grooming	 to	 female	pri-
mates. Primates, 40, 47–59.

Hintz,	 W.	 D.,	 &	 Lonzarich,	 D.	 G.	 (2018).	 Maximizing	 foraging	 success:	
The roles of group size, predation risk, competition, and ontogeny. 
Ecosphere, 9,	e02456.

Hoogland,	 J.	 L.	 (1979).	 Aggression,	 ectoparasitism,	 and	 other	 possible	
costs of prairie dog (Sciuridae, Cynomys	spp.)	coloniality.	Behaviour, 
69, 1–35.

Ioannou,	C.	C.,	Morrell,	L.	J.,	Ruxton,	G.	D.,	&	Krause,	J.	(2009).	The	effect	
of prey density on predators: Conspicuousness and attack success 
are sensitive to spatial scale. The American Naturalist, 173,	499–506.

Jetz,	W.,	&	Rubenstein,	D.	R.	 (2011).	Environmental	uncertainty	and	the	
global biogeography of cooperative breeding in birds. Current Biology, 
21, 72–78.

Kappeler,	 P.	 M.	 (2019).	 A	 framework	 for	 studying	 social	 complexity.	
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 73, 13.

Koenig,	 A.	 (2002).	 Competition	 for	 resources	 and	 its	 behavioral	 conse-
quences among female primates. International Journal of Primatology, 
23, 759–783.

Komdeur,	J.,	&	Ma,	L.	(2021).	Keeping	up	with	environmental	change:	The	
importance of sociality. Ethology, 127, 790–807.

Krause,	J.,	&	Ruxton,	G.	D.	(2002).	Living in groups. Oxford University Press.
Lardy,	S.,	Allainé,	D.,	Bonenfant,	C.,	&	Cohas,	A.	(2015).	Sex-	specific	deter-

minants of fitness in a social mammal. Ecology, 96, 2947–2959.
Markham,	 A.	 C.,	 Gesquiere,	 L.	 R.,	 Alberts,	 S.	 C.,	 &	 Altmann,	 J.	 (2015).	

Optimal group size in a highly social mammal. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 112, 
14882–14887.

Meserve,	P.	L.,	&	Martin,	R.	E.	(1983).	Feeding	ecology	of	two	Chilean	cav-
iomorphs in a central Mediterranean savanna. Journal of Mammalogy, 
64, 322–325.

Meserve,	P.	L.,	Martin,	R.	E.,	&	Rodriguez,	J.	(1984).	Comparative	ecology	of	
the caviomorph rodent Octodon degus in two Chilean Mediterranean- 
type communities. Revista Chilena de Historia Natural, 57, 79–89.

Nuñez-	Villegas,	M.,	 Bozinovic,	 F.,	&	 Sabat,	 P.	 (2014).	 Interplay	 between	
group	size,	huddling	behavior	and	basal	metabolism:	An	experimen-
tal approach in the social degu. Journal of Experimental Biology, 217, 
997–1002.

Powell,	G.	V.	(1974).	Experimental	analysis	of	the	social	value	of	flocking	
by starlings (Sturnus vulgaris)	 in	 relation	 to	 predation	 and	 foraging.	
Animal Behaviour, 22, 501–505.

Previtali,	M.	A.,	Meserve,	P.	L.,	Kelt,	D.	A.,	Milstead,	W.	B.,	&	Gutierrez,	J.	
R.	 (2010).	 Effects	 of	more	 frequent	 and	 prolonged	El	Niño	 events	
on life- history parameters of the degu, a long- lived and slow- 
reproducing rodent. Conservation Biology, 24, 18–28.

Pride,	R.	E.	 (2005).	Optimal	group	size	and	seasonal	 stress	 in	 ring-	tailed	
lemurs (Lemur catta).	Behavioral Ecology, 16,	550–560.

Quirici,	 V.,	 Castro,	 R.	A.,	Ortiz-	Tolhuysen,	 L.,	 Chesh,	A.	 S.,	 Burger,	 J.	 R.,	
Miranda,	 E.,	 Cortés,	 A.,	 Hayes,	 L.	 D.,	 &	 Ebensperger,	 L.	 A.	 (2010).	
Seasonal variation in the range areas of the diurnal rodent Octodon 
degus. Journal of Mammalogy, 91,	458–466.

Quirici,	V.,	Faugeron,	S.,	Hayes,	L.	D.,	&	Ebensperger,	L.	A.	(2011).	Absence	
of kin structure in a population of the group- living rodent Octodon 
degus. Behavioral Ecology, 22, 248–254.

Rabaiotti,	D.,	Coulson,	T.,	&	Woodroffe,	R.	(2023).	Climate	change	is	pre-
dicted to cause population collapse in a cooperative breeder. Global 
Change Biology, 29,	6002–6017.

Roberts,	 G.	 (1996).	 Why	 individual	 vigilance	 declines	 as	 group	 size	 in-
creases. Animal Behaviour, 51,	1077–1086.

Rubenstein,	 D.	 R.	 (2011).	 Spatiotemporal	 environmental	 variation,	 risk	
aversion, and the evolution of cooperative breeding as a bet- hedging 
strategy. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, 108,	 10816–10822.	 https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ 
pnas. 11003 03108 

Shen,	S.	F.,	Emlen,	S.	T.,	Koenig,	W.	D.,	&	Rubenstein,	D.	R.	 (2017).	The	
ecology of cooperative breeding behaviour. Ecology Letters, 20, 
708–720.

Silk,	 J.	B.	 (2007a).	The	adaptive	value	of	 sociality	 in	mammalian	groups.	
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, B: Biological Sciences, 
362, 539–559. https://	doi.	org/	10.	1098/	rstb.	2006.	1994

 14390310, 2024, 9, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/eth.13491 by Pontificia U

niversidad C
atolica D

e C
hile, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [29/10/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100303108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100303108
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2006.1994
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Feth.13491&mode=


    |  11 of 11HAYES et al.

Silk,	J.	B.	(2007b).	Social	components	of	fitness	in	primate	groups.	Science, 
317, 1347–1351.

Smith,	 J.	E.,	Lacey,	E.	A.,	&	Hayes,	L.	D.	 (2017).	Sociality	 in	non-primate	
mammals. Pgs. 284-319 In Comparative Social Evolution (Eds. D. R. 
Rubenstein	&	P.	Abbot),	Cambridge	University	Press.

Snaith,	T.	V.,	&	Chapman,	C.	A.	(2007).	Primate	group	size	and	interpreting	
socioecological models: Do folivores really play by different rules? 
Evolutionary Anthropology: Issues, News, and Reviews: Issues, News, and 
Reviews, 16,	94–106.

Sobrero,	R.,	Fernández-	Aburto,	P.,	Ly-	Prieto,	Á.,	Delgado,	S.	E.,	Mpodozis,	
J.,	&	Ebensperger,	L.	A.	(2016).	Effects	of	habitat	and	social	complex-
ity on brain size, brain asymmetry and dentate gyrus morphology in 
two octodontid rodents. Brain, Behavior and Evolution, 87,	51–64.

Solomon,	N.	G.,	&	Keane,	B.	 (2018).	Dispatches	 from	 the	 field:	Sociality	
and reproductive success in prairie voles. Animal Behaviour, 143, 
193–203.

Stevenson,	P.	R.,	&	Castellanos,	M.	C.	(2001).	Feeding	rates	and	daily	path	
range of the Colombian woolly monkeys as evidence for between- 
and within- group competition. Folia Primatologica, 71, 399–408.

Sueur,	C.,	King,	A.	J.,	Conradt,	L.,	Kerth,	G.,	Lusseau,	D.,	Mettke-	Hofmann,	
C.,	 Schaffner,	 C.	 M.,	 Williams,	 L.,	 Zinner,	 D.,	 &	 Aureli,	 F.	 (2011).	
Collective	decision-	making	and	 fission–fusion	dynamics:	A	concep-
tual framework. Oikos, 120,	1608–1617.

Terborgh,	 J.,	 &	 Janson,	 C.	 (1986).	 The	 socioecology	 of	 primate	 groups.	
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics, 17,	111–136.

Van	de	Ven,	T.	M.,	Fuller,	A.,	&	Clutton-	Brock,	T.	H.	(2020).	Effects	of	cli-
mate change on pup growth and survival in a cooperative mammal, 
the meerkat. Functional Ecology, 34, 194–202.

VanderWaal,	K.	 L.,	Mosser,	A.,	&	Packer,	C.	 (2009).	Optimal	 group	 size,	
dispersal	decisions	and	postdispersal	relationships	in	female	African	
lions. Animal Behaviour, 77, 949–954.

Veloso,	 C.,	 &	 Bozinovic,	 F.	 (1993).	 Dietary	 and	 digestive	 constraints	 on	
basal energy metabolism in a small herbivorous rodent. Ecology, 74, 
2003–2010.

Veloso,	C.,	&	Kenagy,	G.	(2005).	Temporal	dynamics	of	milk	composition	of	
the precocial caviomorph Octodon degus	 (Rodentia:	Octodontidae).	
Revista Chilena de Historia Natural, 78, 247–252.

Webster,	M.	M.,	&	Rutz,	C.	(2020).	How	STRANGE	are	your	study	animals?	
Nature, 582, 337–340.

Williams,	C.	K.,	Lutz,	R.	S.,	&	Applegate,	R.	D.	(2003).	Optimal	group	size	
and northern bobwhite coveys. Animal Behaviour, 66, 377–387.

Wrangham,	R.	W.	(1980).	An	ecological	model	of	female-	bonded	primate	
groups. Behaviour, 75,	262–300.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional	 supporting	 information	 can	 be	 found	 online	 in	 the	
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Hayes, L. D., Strom, M. K., León, C., 
Ramírez-	Estrada,	J.,	Grillo,	S.,	Gao,	C.	L.,	Vásquez,	R.	A.,	&	
Ebensperger,	L.	A.	(2024).	Fitness	consequences	of	variation	in	
social group size are not population- specific but are associated 
with access to food in the communally breeding rodent, 
Octodon degus. Ethology, 130, e13491. https://doi.org/10.1111/
eth.13491

 14390310, 2024, 9, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/eth.13491 by Pontificia U

niversidad C
atolica D

e C
hile, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [29/10/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/eth.13491
https://doi.org/10.1111/eth.13491
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/rightsLink?doi=10.1111%2Feth.13491&mode=

	Fitness consequences of variation in social group size are not population-specific but are associated with access to food in the communally breeding rodent, Octodon degus
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|METHODS
	2.1|Study populations
	2.2|Data collection
	2.3|Live trapping
	2.4|Radiotelemetry
	2.5|Social unit identification
	2.6|Ecological sampling
	2.7|Reproductive success
	2.8|Statistical analysis

	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Descriptive data and tests of random effects
	3.2|Tests of fixed effects

	4|DISCUSSION
	4.1|Summary of results and state of hypotheses
	4.2|Context-specific benefits and costs
	4.3|Does group living buffer against harsh conditions?
	4.4|Conclusions

	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


