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APPLICATION OF HERBIVORE OPTIMIZATION
THEORY TO RANGELANDS OF THE
WESTERN UNITED STATES'
JAMES W. BARTOLOME
Department of Forestry and Resource Management, University of California,
Berkeley, California 94720 USA

Abstract. The central assumption for management of range condition-that plant response to selective grazing drives changes in plant community structure-is only weakly

supported by evidence from semi-arid rangelands. Most of the vegetation changes attributed
to selective grazing can instead be explained through proper interpretation of grazing
intensity. Specialized livestock grazing systems, which assume that selective seasonal grazing controls ecosystem function, work poorly on semi-arid rangelands when compared to
simpler grazing methods based on managing grazing intensity. Compensatory growth has
been well linked to ecosystem processes in highly productive and intensively managed
pastures, but not on semi-arid rangelands.
Key words: grazing systems; livestock grazing; range management; selectivity; semi-arid rangelands.
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IS SELECTIVITY IMPORTANT?
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