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Abstract: There are efficient sampling methods to accurately estimate behaviour with a moderate or
long duration. For short behaviour, observing animals continuously is recommended although there
is no recommended minimum observation time. In most studies, sampling method and observation
time per day is determined by practical considerations. Thus, this study analysed the validity of
behavioural observations in different observation periods using continuous sampling (CS) or time
sampling (TS) based on biting behaviour. Tail-biting and ear-biting of weaned piglets in six pens were
continuously observed for 12 h per day for 4 days to form a reference. Shorter observation periods of
CS and TS were simulated by taking subsets of this reference. The amount of behaviour per hour
of each observation period was compared to the reference and to other observation period of the
same kind and length. Four different measurements were defined to calculate accuracy scores (AS;
0–1; higher values are better). Comparison to the reference shows better AS for observation periods
with longer observation time in total (0.5 h of CS: 0.2; 6 h of CS: 0.6). Additionally, TS covers longer
time periods without decreasing AS. However, focus on activity time results in an overestimation of
irregular behaviour. Comparing AS among observation periods of the same kind and length show
overall low agreement. This study indicated problems of different observation periods of CS and TS
to accurately estimate behaviour. Therefore, validity of behavioural observations should be analysed
in greater detail to determine optimal sampling methods.

Keywords: behavioural observation; validity; biting behaviour; pig

1. Introduction

A valid database is important for every scientific study. In most cases, studying animal
behaviour relies on animal observations to acquire this database. However, behavioural
observations are highly time-consuming. Since the time used for observations is often
restricted by practical considerations, different observation techniques are used to estimate
the behaviour as effectively as possible by reducing the required analysis time [1]. For
example, instead of using continuous sampling, which observes the animals continuously
for a certain time-period, time sampling only observes the animals for portions of time
with breaks in between. Here, the animals are still observed continuously but not for the
complete time-period. Focal sampling observes only one animal continuously to facilitate
the observation, and scan sampling periodically analyses snapshots after a determined
time interval [2]. As each method has advantages and disadvantages, it is important to
choose the appropriate method regarding the behaviour, situation and hypothesis being
investigated to achieve a valid database. Thus, several studies have evaluated the validity
of sampling methods of different behaviour. It has been shown that focal sampling can
estimate behaviour correctly which do not differ significantly between the animals [3] and
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scan sampling is a very efficient method to estimate behaviour with a long duration such as
resting behaviour [4–8]. For behaviour with a shorter duration, however, the time between
intervals has to be adjusted, i.e., shortened, to ensure validity. Thus, it can be difficult to
observe social interactions as this behaviour often varies between the animals and only has
a short duration. For example, biting behaviour in pigs takes only a few seconds and is
easily missed by scan sampling if the time interval between scans is too long. However,
shortening the interval as far as to accurately estimate biting behaviour (e.g., scan sampling
every 5 s) would be less efficient than using continuous sampling. Thus, time sampling or
continuous sampling is recommended to observe short behaviour such as biting behaviour
in pigs [5,9–12], although there is no recommendation regarding the required observation
length. The observation time per day is often determined by practical factors and rarely
exceeds 2 h per day [13–18].

Therefore, the aim of this study was to analyse the validity of different observation
periods of different length comparing continuous sampling and time sampling on the basis
of tail-biting behaviour and ear-biting behaviour of pigs.

2. Materials and Methods

This study used behavioural observations of a tail-biting behaviour study in pigs [19],
which investigated tail-biting behaviour in weaned piglets from November 2016 until
April 2017 on the agricultural research farm “Futterkamp”, which is part of the Chamber
of Agriculture of Schleswig-Holstein, Germany. There were six conventional pens with
24 piglets per pen, which were weaned after 28 days and then video recorded for 40 days
using one AXIS M3024-LVE Network Camera per pen produced by Axis Communications.
The piglets were individually marked to allow identification in the videos. Additionally,
tail-lesions were scored twice a week using the “German Pig Scoring Key” (German
designation: Deutscher Schweine Boniturschlüssel) [20]. If a pig was identified as sick or
injured, it was treated in the pen or removed to a hospital pen. The day of a tail-biting
outbreak was defined for each pen individually as the first scoring day on which at least
one large tail-lesion (larger than the diameter of the tail) was documented. If a tail-biting
outbreak was identified, further pen enrichment was added to the pen and biting pigs
were removed. From this day on, the previous four days were analysed using continuous
event sampling during hours of light (6:00 to 18:00). One trained observer analysed the
tail- and ear-biting behaviour of the pigs. This behaviour was defined as manipulating,
sucking or chewing on the tail or ear of another piglet [15]. The time, the initiator and the
receiver of the behaviour was documented. These behavioural observations of the 12 h
observation period formed the reference. For the analysis of this study, it was assumed that
these represented reality without missing true events or adding false events. All smaller
observation periods were later compared to this reference.

To simulate shorter observation periods of continuous sampling or time sampling,
the dataset of the continuous observation of 12 h per day was used as a starting point
for subsampling. See Table 1 and Figure 1 for an overview of the observation periods
used. The 12 h (06:00 to 18:00) were evenly divided into smaller time intervals forming
shorter observation periods (6 h, 3 h, 1 h and 0.5 h) of continuous sampling. However,
the observation periods 3 h, 1 h and 0.5 h were limited to the activity times of the pigs
(08:30 to 11:30 in the morning and 14:30 to 17:30 in the afternoon). The activity time was
defined as time periods with the most biting behaviour per hour and it was determined
beforehand. Observation periods of the same length did not overlap. For example, the first
observation period of 1 h started 08:30 and ended 09:30, the second observation period of
1 h started 9:30 and ended 10:30, etcetera. This resulted in one 12 h observation period,
two 6 h observation periods, two 3 h observation periods, six 1 h observation periods and
twelve 0.5 h observation periods per day. Additionally, the first 10 min of each 30 min were
used to simulate time sampling. Here, the observation periods covered the 3 h of activity
time in the morning or in the afternoon (6 × 10 min), a combination of both activity times
(2 × 6 × 10 min), 6 h in the morning or afternoon (12 × 10 min) and the whole day during
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the 12 h of light (24 × 10 min). Again, observation periods of the same length did not
overlap. For example, the observation period of 6 × 10 min started at 08:30 and analysed
the first 10 min of each 30 min for the following 3 h (08:30–08:40, 09:00–09:10, 09:30–09:40,
10:00–10:10, 10:30–10:40 and 11:00–11:10). The second observation of 6 × 10 min started
at 08:40 and analysed the first 10 min of each 30 min for the following 3 h (08:40–08:50,
09:10–09:20, 09:40 –09:50, 10:10–10:20, 10:40–10:50 and 11:10–11:20), etcetera. This resulted
in three 24 × 10 min observation periods, six 12 × 10 min observation periods, three
2 × 6 × 10 min observation periods and six 6 × 10 min observation periods per day.

Table 1. Overview of the observation periods used (OP). The activity times were 08:30 to 11:30 and 14:30 to 17:30.

Observation Period
(OP) Sampling Method Hours Covered Hours Analysed Number of Different OP

per Day
Limited to

Activity Time

12 h continuous sampling 12 12 1 no
6 h continuous sampling 6 6 2 no
3 h continuous sampling 3 3 2 yes
1 h continuous sampling 1 1 6 yes

0.5 h continuous sampling 0.5 0.5 12 yes
24 × 10 min time sampling 12 4 3 no
12 × 10 min time sampling 6 2 6 no

2 × 6 × 10 min time sampling 6 2 3 yes
6 × 10 min time sampling 3 1 6 yes
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The behaviour illustrated was counted within each observation period for each pig
and each behaviour (initiating tail-biting behaviour, receiving tail-biting behaviour, initiat-
ing ear-biting behaviour and receiving ear-biting behaviour) separately. To simplify the
comparison between different lengths of observation periods, the amount of behaviour
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illustrated was adjusted to the amount of shown behaviour per hour. Then, all observation
periods were compared twice for each behaviour separately: Comparison 1; compared all
observation periods to the continuous observation period of 12 h to analyse the agreement
to the reference, i.e., the representation of reality. Comparison 2; compared all observation
periods of the same kind (continuous sampling or time sampling) and length with each
other to analyse the agreement between the observation periods. It was known that the
amount of biting behaviour shown increased over the four observation days [19]. Thus,
differences between the days would arise from the developing tail-biting outbreak and not
from measurement errors of the chosen sampling method or observation period. Because
this study focused on the differences of observation periods and sampling methods, each
day was used as an independent unit and all comparisons were limited to the observation
periods within a day. Different measurements of accuracy were used for the comparisons.

On the one hand, a measurement relied on the numerical agreement. The amount
of behaviour of a pig shown in one observation period was compared to the amount of
behaviour of the same pig shown in the other observation period. However, a tolerance
range was applied, because it was highly unlikely to observe an animal showing behaviour
in two observation periods for the exact same amount of time. The robustness of the
database of this study was analysed beforehand for the effect of missing data. It could
be shown that observation periods of different length were robust against missing data
if an error rate of 10% was not exceeded. Based on these results, the tolerance range was
set to ±10% as values within this tolerance range could still be used for an agreement.
Other tolerance ranges were also tested. Wider tolerance ranges increased the resulting
accuracy scores and their variance; however, the ratio between the mean accuracy scores
of the different observation periods did not change. Still, the tolerance range was set to
±10%. Therefore, the agreement was either 1 (the amount of behaviour of a pig shown in
one observation period was within the range of the amount of behaviour ±10% shown in
the second observation period) or 0 (the amount of behaviour of a pig was not within the
range of the amount of behaviour ±10% shown in the second observation period). The
percentage of agreements (PA) was then calculated per pen.

On the other hand, measurements relied on the stability of the ranking order within a
pen. The measurement Overlap Top 1 checked whether the animal(s) in the highest ranking
in an observation period had the highest rank in the second observation period as well.
This was defined as

OTop 1 = [U∩V]/[U∪V], (1)

where U is the set of animals of the highest ranking in one observation period and V is the
set of animals of the highest ranking in the other observation period [21]. Similarly, the
measurement Overlap Top 3 checked whether the animals in the highest three rankings of
one observation period were among the highest three rankings of the second observation
period. This was defined as

OTop 3 = [U∩V]/[U∪V], (2)

where U is the set of animals in the highest three rankings of one observation period and V
is the set of animals in the highest three rankings of the other observation period [21].

The last measurement was the squared Spearman correlation coefficient, which analy-
ses the changes in the whole ranking order between one observation period and the other.
It can be interpreted as the proportion of variance in the ranking order of one observation
period accounted for by the observed ranks of the other observation period [21].

3. Results

The analysis of the 288 h of video footage produced a total of 18,364 observations
divided into 9950 tail-biting behaviour events and 8414 ear-biting behaviour events. The
mean, standard deviation and range of the four types of behaviour analysed (initiating
tail-biting behaviour, receiving tail-biting behaviour, initiating ear-biting behaviour and
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receiving ear-biting behaviour) according to the observation periods used are shown in
Table 2. There is a wide span between the mean and extreme values.

Table 2. Mean ± standard deviation and the range of the amount of behaviour per hour per pig according to the behaviour
and observation period.

Initiating Behaviour Receiving Behaviour

Behaviour Observation Period Mean ± Standard Deviation Range Mean ± Standard Deviation Range

Tail-Biting 12 h 1.45 ± 1.77 0–17.67 1.45 ± 1.18 0–9.33
Tail-Biting 6 h 1.45 ± 2.10 0–25.33 1.45 ± 1.42 0–12
Tail-Biting 3 h 1.57 ± 2.42 0–26.67 1.57 ± 1.62 0–13
Tail-Biting 1 h 1.57 ± 3.12 0–54 1.57 ± 2.16 0–24
Tail-Biting 0.5 h 1.57 ± 3.69 0–74 1.57 ± 2.66 0–26
Tail-Biting 24 × 10 min 1.45 ± 1.93 0–21.25 1.45 ± 1.31 0–12.25
Tail-Biting 12 × 10 min 1.45 ± 2.34 0–31.5 1.45 ± 1.63 0–13.5
Tail-Biting 2 × 6 × 10 min 1.57 ± 2.22 0–23.5 1.57 ± 1.56 0–13
Tail-Biting 6 × 10 min 1.57 ± 2.84 0–40 1.57 ± 2.01 0–17
Ear-Biting 12 h 1.23 ± 1.00 0–7.33 1.23 ± 0.83 0–5.08
Ear-Biting 6 h 1.23 ± 1.27 0–13 1.23 ± 1.06 0–6.33
Ear-Biting 3 h 1.36 ± 1.60 0–15.33 1.36 ± 1.34 0–9
Ear-Biting 1 h 1.36 ± 2.22 0–33 1.36 ± 1.88 0–15
Ear-Biting 0.5 h 1.36 ± 2.79 0–54 1.36 ± 2.40 0–22
Ear-Biting 24 × 10 min 1.23 ± 1.16 0–9 1.23 ± 0.98 0–7.25
Ear-Biting 12 × 10 min 1.23 ± 1.52 0–16.5 1.23 ± 1.28 0–9.5
Ear-Biting 2 × 6 × 10 min 1.36 ± 1.48 0–13 1.36 ± 1.30 0–10.5
Ear-Biting 6 × 10 min 1.36 ± 2.00 0–21 1.36 ± 1.74 0–12

The results of comparison 1 (comparison of different observation periods to the
reference of 12 h continuous observation) are shown in Figure 2a–d according to behaviour
analysed and measurement of accuracy used. Generally, the accuracy scores range from 0
to 1, whereas the mean accuracy scores range from 0.03 to 0.77. The differences between
continuous sampling observation periods and time sampling observation periods come
mainly from an overall trend of longer observation periods producing better accuracy
scores. Apart from this, the accuracy scores are on a similar level. The accuracy scores
of the different behaviours are on a similar level as well, although initiating tail-biting
behaviour has slightly better scores. Comparing the different measurements of accuracy
shows better accuracy scores for the measurement based on the ranking order.

In Figure 3a–d, the results of comparison 2 (comparison between the observation
periods of the same kind and length) are displayed. Here, the mean accuracy scores range
from 0.05 to 0.47. Analogous to the comparison 1, the initiating tail-biting behaviour
produces slightly better accuracy scores. Additionally, the measurement PA produces the
best accuracy scores for observation periods of 1 h or shorter.
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4. Discussion

This study investigated the validity of behavioural observations of biting behaviour in
pigs. Observation periods of different length using continuous sampling or time sampling
were compared to the observations of 12 h continuous sampling, which were set as the
reference. The validity evaluates whether a measurement accurately measures reality [22].
Thus, the biting behaviour of pigs was analysed in as much detail as possible by a thor-
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oughly trained observer for 12 h per day to approximately represent reality. Therefore,
the observations were defined as an accurate representation of reality without missing
events or adding false events to be able to test subsets of shorter observation periods for
their validity.

In the comparison of different observation periods to the reference of 12 h continuous
observation, the mean accuracy scores differed according to the observation period used.
However, the differences in total analysis time accounted for this effect more than for
example the differences between continuous sampling and time sampling. Here, analysing
the video footage for a longer time in total resulted in better accuracy scores. Compar-
ing observation periods of continuous sampling and time sampling that cover the same
time-period (e.g., the activity time), it becomes clear that there is a loss of information
resulting in worse accuracy scores of the time sampling observation periods, whereas the
accuracy scores are at a similar level if observation periods of continuous sampling and
time sampling which invested the same analysis time (e.g., 1 h during the activity time) are
compared. Thus, time sampling is a trade-off as it accepts a loss in information in exchange
for saving analysis time. However, this trade-off can be beneficial to use the limited time,
which can be invested in observations more efficiently, because it allows for longer time
periods without increasing the required analysis time and without decreasing accuracy,
which is more important.

Comparing the accuracy scores of the behaviour analysed (initiating tail-biting be-
haviour, receiving tail-biting behaviour, initiating ear-biting behaviour and receiving ear-
biting behaviour) shows small differences, but they follow the same trends according to
measurement of accuracy and observation period used. However, the accuracy scores
of initiating tail-biting behaviour are slightly better for the measurements based on the
ranking order (Top 1, Top 3 and RS

2). Here, the wider range in the amount of behaviour
and the extreme values caused greater differences between the animals, especially in the
higher rankings. Therefore, the ranking order was less affected by shorter observation
periods with a disproportionate distribution of behaviour shown. This resulted in better
accuracy scores of initiating tail-biting behaviour.

When evaluating the results of the accuracy scores it is essential to keep in mind the
different foci of the measurements of agreement and the hypothesis of the study to be
investigated. The measurements Top 1 and Top 3 are the proportion of correctly chosen
animals in the highest or the three highest rankings in a pen based on the behaviour shown.
RS

2 gives an insight into the stability of the ranking order of the whole pen and PA is the
proportion of correctly estimated amount of behaviour shown. Thus, it is important to
choose a measurement that is appropriate for the hypothesis under investigation. Besides,
for the measurement PA, it has to be considered when the animals are observed and whether
the behaviour is regularly shown throughout the day, as there are differences in the social
interaction of animals during activity or resting periods [23]. In this study, for example,
tail-biting behaviour was shown more often during the activity time in the morning or in
the afternoon. Thus, focusing the observations on activity time and applying this to the
whole day overestimated certain behaviour, since resting periods were neglected. As a
result, the accuracy scores of observation periods focusing on the activity time were worse
for the measurement PA compared to observation periods which included inactivity time.

Moreover, the comparison between the observation periods of the same kind and
length produced mostly low accuracy scores. Therefore, the starting point of the observation
can also affect the results considerably, which was demonstrated by Hämäläinen et al. [24]
as well. This can complicate comparability between studies if animals are observed at
different times or if animals differ in their daily routine because of variations in, for example,
feeding schedules. Thus, sampling method, observation length as well as observation time
should be carefully considered.

However, the question is whether it is possible to distinguish between bad, moderate
or good accuracy. Or whether it is possible to determine a required minimum analysis
time per day, bearing in mind that it is unusual for studies on biting behaviour to observe
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animals for longer than 2 h per day [13–18]? There are defined thresholds for the evaluation
of correlation coefficients [2]. Applying them to RS

2, an accuracy score between 0.16–0.49
results in moderate accuracy, between 0.49–0.81 in good accuracy and an accuracy score
above 0.81 results in very good accuracy. If these thresholds are applied to the other
measurements of accuracy as well, no observation period would exceed the threshold for
very good accuracy on average. Moreover, not all observation periods of a total analysis
time of 2 h or longer would exceed the threshold for good accuracy on average. For the
measurement PA, only mean accuracy scores of the observation periods longer than 4 h
would produce a moderate accuracy. Thus, the ranking order could be estimated with an
at least moderate validity, whereas the amount of behaviour shown could not be estimated
with an at least moderate validity except for the longest tested observation periods.

Nevertheless, these are results of biting behaviour that is difficult to observe because
it is irregular and has a short duration [9]. Thus, it should be analysed whether the
results presented are transferable to other types of behaviour as well. As different studies
have demonstrated, behaviour can be efficiently and accurately estimated using scan
sampling for behaviour with a long duration (e.g., resting) [4,6,8–11] or time sampling
for behaviour with a moderate duration (e.g., feeding and locomotion) [3,8]. However, in
other studies on pigs, it was not possible to accurately estimate different behaviour with
short duration using scan sampling, such as pain associated behaviour [12] or agonistic
or sexual behaviour [9]. Hence, the validity of observations of short-term and irregular
behaviour should be investigated in greater detail to approve results of existing studies
and to determine optimal observation techniques for future studies.

5. Conclusions

This study investigated the validity of different observation periods and sampling
methods on the basis of biting behaviour of pigs. It could be shown that observation peri-
ods which analysed more time in total produced better accuracy scores. Additionally, time
sampling covers longer time periods without decreasing the accuracy compared to contin-
uous sampling. Focusing on the activity time of the animals can lead to overestimation if
the behaviour is not shown regularly during the day. This study demonstrated difficulties
in choosing the appropriate observation period or sampling method to accurately observe
short and irregular behaviour. Therefore, the validity of other behavioural observations
should be further investigated in future studies to develop optimal sampling methods.
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corresponding author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy concerns.



Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 9770 12 of 12

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. Altmann, J. Observational study of behavior: Sampling methods. Behaviour 1974, 49, 227–267. [CrossRef]
2. Martin, P.; Bateson, P. Measuring Behaviour: An Introduction Guide, 2nd ed.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2012.
3. Arnold-Meeks, C.; McGlone, J.J. Validating techniques to sample behavior of confined, young pigs. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 1986,

16, 149–155. [CrossRef]
4. Bowden, J.M.; Karriker, L.A.; Stalder, K.J.; Johnson, A.K. Scan Sampling Techniques for Behavioral Validation in Nursery Pigs.

Iowa State Univ. Anim. Ind. Rep. 2008, 5. [CrossRef]
5. Choi, C.-Y.; Nam, H.-Y.; Lee, W.-S. Measuring the Behaviors of Wintering Black-faced Spoonbills (Platalea minor): Comparison of

Behavioral Sampling Techniques. Waterbirds 2007, 30, 310–316. [CrossRef]
6. Mitlöhner, F.M.; Morrow-Tesch, J.L.; Wilson, S.C.; Dailey, J.W.; McGlone, J.J. Behavioral sampling techniques for feedlot cattle.

J. Anim. Sci. 2001, 79, 1189–1193. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Jauhiainen, L.; Korhonen, H.T. Optimal behaviour sampling and autocorrelation curve: Modelling data of farmed foxes. Acta

Ethol 2005, 8, 13–21. [CrossRef]
8. Daigle, C.L.; Siegford, J.M. When continuous observations just won’t do: Developing accurate and efficient sampling strategies

for the laying hen. Behav. Processes 2014, 103, 58–66. [CrossRef]
9. Oliveira, G.F.D.; Caldara, F.R.; Garcia, R.G.; Seno, L.D.O.; Marcon, Á.V.; Foppa, L.; Martins, R.A.; Crone, C. Different intervals of

behavioral observation in the scanning method and the real behavior of pigs. R. Bras. Zootec. 2018, 47, 227. [CrossRef]
10. Chen, J.M.; Schütz, K.E.; Tucker, C.B. Technical note: Comparison of instantaneous sampling and continuous observation of dairy

cattle behavior in freestall housing. J. Dairy Sci. 2016, 99, 8341–8346. [CrossRef]
11. Pullin, A.N.; Pairis-Garcia, M.D.; Campbell, B.J.; Campler, M.R.; Proudfoot, K.L. Technical note: Instantaneous sampling intervals

validated from continuous video observation for behavioral recording of feedlot lambs. J. Anim. Sci. 2017, 95, 4703–4707.
[CrossRef]

12. Park, R.M.; Cramer, M.C.; Wagner, B.K.; Turner, P.; Moraes, L.E.; Viscardi, A.V.; Coetzee, J.F.; Pairis-Garcia, M.D. A comparison of
behavioural methodologies utilised to quantify deviations in piglet behaviour associated with castration. Anim. Welf. 2020, 29,
285–292. [CrossRef]

13. Statham, P.; Green, L.; Bichard, M.; Mendl, M. Predicting tail-biting from behaviour of pigs prior to outbreaks. Appl. Anim. Behav.
Sci. 2009, 121, 157–164. [CrossRef]

14. Brunberg, E.; Wallenbeck, A.; Keeling, L.J. Tail biting in fattening pigs: Associations between frequency of tail biting and other
abnormal behaviours. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2011, 133, 18–25. [CrossRef]

15. Zonderland, J.J.; Schepers, F.; Bracke, M.B.M.; den Hartog, L.A.; Kemp, B.; Spoolder, H.A.M. Characteristics of biter and victim
piglets apparent before a tail-biting outbreak. Animal 2011, 5, 767–775. [CrossRef]

16. Ursinus, W.W.; van Reenen, C.G.; Kemp, B.; Bolhuis, J.E. Tail biting behaviour and tail damage in pigs and the relationship with
general behaviour: Predicting the inevitable? Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2014, 156, 22–36. [CrossRef]

17. Munsterhjelm, C.; Heinonen, M.; Valros, A. Can tail-in-mouth behaviour in weaned piglets be predicted by behaviour and
performance? Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2016, 184, 16–24. [CrossRef]

18. Lahrmann, H.P.; Hansen, C.F.; D’Eath, R.; Busch, M.E.; Forkman, B. Tail posture predicts tail biting outbreaks at pen level in
weaner pigs. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2018, 200, 29–35. [CrossRef]

19. Wilder, T.; Krieter, J.; Kemper, N.; Honeck, A.; Büttner, K. Tail-directed behaviour in pigs–relation to tail posture and tail lesion.
Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2020, 233, 105151. [CrossRef]

20. Anonymus. Deutscher Schweine-Boniturschlüssel (DSBS). Available online: https://www.fli.de/fileadmin/FLI/ITT/Deutscher_
Schweine_Boniturschluessel_2016--06-30_de.pdf (accessed on 30 June 2016).

21. Borgatti, S.P.; Carley, K.M.; Krackhardt, D. On the robustness of centrality measures under conditions of imperfect data. Soc.
Netw. 2006, 28, 124–136. [CrossRef]

22. Campbell, D.T. Factors relevant to the validity of experiments in social settings. Psychol. Bull. 1957, 54, 297–312. [CrossRef]
23. Harcourt, A.H. Activity Periods and Patterns of Social Interaction: A Neglected Problem. Behaviour 1978, 66, 121–135. [CrossRef]
24. Hämäläinen, W.; Ruuska, S.; Kokkonen, T.; Orkola, S.; Mononen, J. Measuring behaviour accurately with instantaneous sampling:

A new tool for selecting appropriate sampling intervals. Appl. Anim. Behav. Sci. 2016, 180, 166–173. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1163/156853974X00534
http://doi.org/10.1016/0168-1591(86)90107-3
http://doi.org/10.31274/ans_air-180814-852
http://doi.org/10.1675/1524-4695(2007)30[310:MTBOWB]2.0.CO;2
http://doi.org/10.2527/2001.7951189x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11374538
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10211-004-0105-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2013.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1590/rbz4720180016
http://doi.org/10.3168/jds.2016-11351
http://doi.org/10.2527/jas2017.1835
http://doi.org/10.7120/09627286.29.3.285
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2009.09.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2011.04.019
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731110002326
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2014.04.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2016.08.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2017.12.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2020.105151
https://www.fli.de/fileadmin/FLI/ITT/Deutscher_Schweine_Boniturschluessel_2016--06-30_de.pdf
https://www.fli.de/fileadmin/FLI/ITT/Deutscher_Schweine_Boniturschluessel_2016--06-30_de.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2005.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0040950
http://doi.org/10.1163/156853978X00431
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2016.04.006

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

