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ABSTRACT

Aim: Long-standing theory predicts that the intensity of biotic interactions increases from high to low latitudes. Studies address-
ing geographic variation in predation on insect prey have often relied on prey models, which lack many characteristics of live
prey. Our goals were to explore global latitudinal patterns of predator attack rates on standardised live insect prey and to compare
the patterns in predation on live insects with those on plasticine prey models.

Location: Global forested areas.

Time Period: 2021-2023.

Major Taxa: Arthropods, birds.

Methods: We measured predation rates in 43 forested locations distributed across five continents from 34.1°S to 69.5° N latitude.
At each location, we exposed 20 sets of three bait types, one set per tree. Each set included three live fly larvae (maggots), three
live fly puparia and three plasticine models of the puparia. We used glue rings to isolate half of the sets from non-flying predators.
Results: Arthropod attack rates on plasticine prey decreased linearly from low to high latitudes, whereas attack rates on mag-
gots had a U shaped distribution, with the lowest predation rates at temperate latitudes and the highest rates at tropical and
boreal latitudes. This difference emerged from intensive predator attacks on live maggots, but not on plasticine models, in boreal
sites. Site-specific attack rates of arthropod predators on live and plasticine prey were not correlated. In contrast, bird attack rates
on live maggots and plasticine models were positively correlated, but did not show significant latitudinal changes.

Main Conclusions: Latitudinal patterns in predation differ between major groups of predators and between types of prey. Poleward
decreases in both arthropod and combined arthropod and bird predation on plasticine models do not mirror patterns of predation on
our live prey, the latter likely reflecting real patterns of predation risk better than do patterns of attack on artificial prey.

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is
properly cited.
© 2024 The Author(s). Global Ecology and Biogeography published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.
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1 | Introduction

The Latitudinal Biotic Interaction Hypothesis (LBIH) pos-
tulates that the strength of biotic interactions increases
from high to low latitudes (Schemske et al. 2009). This hy-
pothesis has generally been supported for herbivory and car-
nivory (McKinnon et al. 2010; Roslin et al. 2017; Hargreaves
et al. 2019; Zvereva and Kozlov 2021a). However, the outcomes
of individual studies are highly variable, with some providing
partial or no support for the LBIH (Moles et al. 2011; Kozlov
et al. 2015; Mottl et al. 2020). Variation in the outcomes of
individual studies on global predation patterns can be driven
by different characteristics of both predators and prey (Roslin
et al. 2017; Zvereva et al. 2019; Zvereva and Kozlov 2021a;
Hargreaves et al. 2019). For example, a poleward decrease in
predation by ectothermic but not endothermic predators has
been observed (Roslin et al. 2017; Zvereva et al. 2019; Zvereva
and Kozlov 2021a) and latitudinal patterns in predation on
model prey vary with prey colour (Zvereva et al. 2019). As a
result, the generality of the LBIH is debated, and a compre-
hensive understanding of latitudinal patterns in predation has
yet to be fully established.

Another potential source of variation in reported latitudinal
trends in the intensity of biotic interactions is research meth-
ods (Anstett et al. 2016; Zvereva and Kozlov 2021a). The use
of standardised prey can help enhance consistency in meth-
ods (Roslin et al. 2017). Consequently, artificial prey models
are increasingly employed in studies of geographic patterns
in predation. For example, researchers frequently use arti-
ficial bird nests (Soderstrém 1999; McKinnon et al. 2010) or
caterpillar-shaped plasticine models (Lovei and Ferrante 2017;
Roslin et al. 2017; Zvereva et al. 2019; Zverev, Zvereva, and
Kozlov 2020; Zvereva, Zverev, and Kozlov 2020). However,
artificial insect models do not provide the entire complex of
cues used by predators in prey search and selection (L&vei
and Ferrante 2017). Moreover, artificial prey are not a reward
to predators, thus decreasing the probability of repeated at-
tacks. Therefore, predation rates measured on models are
generally lower than those measured on live prey (Lévei and
Ferrante 2017), although exceptions have been reported from
the tropics (Remmel, Davidson, and Tammaru 2011). Direct
comparisons of spatial patterns in predation on live and artifi-
cial prey are rare (Molleman, Remmel, and Sam 2016; Zvereva,
Zverev, and Kozlov 2020; Rodriguez-Campbell et al. 2024).
Such comparisons are necessary because artificial prey mod-
els can be used to standardise measurements of predation
rates only if they accurately reflect patterns of predation on
live prey. Assessing whether live and artificial prey capture
the same trends in predation strength across latitudes would
provide insights into the viability of artificial prey as a reliable
means of quantifying geographic patterns of predation.

We suggest that use of live prey has the potential to illuminate
patterns different from those obtained with artificial prey. Live
standardised prey are likely to better mirror real predation pat-
terns than artificial prey, because live prey have a greater num-
ber of cues for predators, in particular movements and chemical
cues, than plasticine prey. However, natural prey usually have
anti-predator adaptations, including crypsis and defences
(Ruxton et al. 2018), which may reduce predation risk, and these

adaptations vary considerably among prey species and loca-
tions. Use of live prey with no obvious antipredator adaptations
is therefore more suitable than other natural prey for compari-
sons of latitudinal patterns in predation risk between plasticine
and live prey. Fly (Diptera) larvae (maggots) and their puparia,
which live hidden within substrates, such as decaying organic
matter, have weak protection against enemies (Witz 1990) but
still provide cues to predators. Maggots and mealworms, which
are reared by multiple companies across the world, sometimes
have been used to measure local predation pressure (Drozdova,
Sipoé, and Drozd 2013; Zvereva and Kozlov 2023; Nimalrathna
et al. 2023), but few attempts have been made to use live stan-
dardised prey to explore geographic variation in predation (but
see Jeanne 1979; Rodriguez-Campbell et al. 2024).

The goal of this study was to test whether latitudinal patterns in
predation on plasticine models of insects and on live insects are
same. We measured predator attack rates on standardised live
prey and plasticine prey models in multiple locations around the
globe, with the same protocol at each location. We also tested
whether estimates of predation rates on live and artificial prey
differed between arthropod and vertebrate (bird) predators.

2 | Materials and Methods
2.1 | Study Design

The lead author first invited researchers with whom she previ-
ously collaborated, and others who were recommended by these
researchers, to take part in this study. We did our best to achieve
even distribution among continents and latitudes. After sev-
eral spatial gaps were revealed, researchers working in under-
represented regions were invited on the basis of topics of their
publications. The protocol (Text S1 in Supporting Information),
recording form (Table S1), plasticine and non-drying glue (spec-
ified below) were mailed to all collaborators.

We measured attack rates by predators in forested sites at 43 loca-
tions in 23 countries in five continents from 34.1°S to 69.5° N lat-
itude and from 4 to 1400 m elevation (median value 200ma.s.l.)
across three geographic zones—tropical, temperate and boreal
(Figure la)—from 2 July 2021 through 12 July 2023 (Table S2)
with the method designed by Zvereva and Kozlov (2023).
Collaborators were responsible for selecting a forested site that
was typical of their geographic region and with minimal human
disturbance at the elevations as close as possible to sea level. In
temperate and boreal zones, the experiments were conducted
during the breeding season of local birds, spring and early sum-
mer, whereas in the tropics, where the breeding season is year
round, field work did not take place at a set time of year.

We used three kinds of prey at each site: live fly larvae (maggots;
white, 10-13mm long), live fly puparia (brown, 7-8 mm long)
and plasticine models of the puparia (brown, 7-8 mm long). We
used blowfly (Calliphoridae) maggots and puparia in the major-
ity of sites, but in eight sites (Table S2), we used black soldier fly
(Hermetia illucens L., Stratiomyidae), and in one site, we used
Peckia sp. (Sarcophagidae) because blowfly larvae were not
available. Larvae of black soldier flies used in our experiments
had lengths similar to those of blowfly larvae but were slightly
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FIGURE1 | Locations of study sites (a) and a set of baits used in the study: Plasticine models of puparia (b), live puparia (c) and vial with maggots

(d). For detailed information on each site, refer to Table S2.

darker and sparsely covered with thin hairs. An experiment
conducted in Finland that simultaneously exposed maggots of
blowflies and black soldier flies on 10 trees revealed no differ-
ences in predation rates (Wilcoxon signed rank test: S=6, n=10
trees, p=0.19, unpublished data, ELZ). Overall, predation on
live prey (maggots and puparia) did not differ between exper-
iments that used blowflies and black soldier flies (FL38=0.60,
p=0.44), and therefore we pooled data from experiments with
blowflies and black soldier flies.

Each collaborator obtained live maggots in their last instar from
producers of fish baits or animal food; two collaborators reared
maggots from eggs laid by local flies on meat. Rearing and stor-
age temperatures were manipulated to obtain both maggots and
puparia by the start of the experiments. All collaborators used
the same plasticine (produced by “Luch”, Yaroslavl, Russia), ad-
vertised as non-toxic and unscented. We mixed red and black
plasticine to obtain a brown colour similar to that of puparia; we
moulded plasticine in the shape and size of puparia. We glued
three individual puparia and three plasticine models of puparia
in a line along a stick cut from a thin branch (Figure 1b,c and
photos in Text S1).

Ten pairs (blocks) of young (2-3m tall) individuals of the most
abundant woody species were selected at each site (20 trees per

site). If only large trees (over 5m tall) were available at the site,
then two accessible branches on 10 trees were considered as the
ten blocks. In each block, we isolated one tree or branch from
non-flying arthropod predators by encircling the base with a
ring of non-drying glue (hereafter ‘non-flying predator exclu-
sion’). We removed all arthropods from these isolated trees or
branches and prevented the intrusion of non-flying arthropod
predators (with the potential exception of spiders) by remov-
ing branches touching neighbouring trees. The second tree or
branch in each block remained accessible to non-flying arthro-
pod predators and served as the control for arthropod preda-
tion. The distance between treatments within a block ranged
from 0.5 to 3m, and the distance between nearest blocks was
at least 10 m.

We placed three types of prey items on each of the 20 trees or
branches: an open transparent plastic vial (40-50mm in height
and 30-40mm in diameter) containing three live maggots, one
stick with three puparia and another stick with three plasticine
models of puparia (Figure 1b-d; Text S1). We placed a small
stick in each vial to ease the movement of predatory arthro-
pods (we previously verified that the maggots were incapable
of climbing up the stick and dry walls of the vial: Zvereva and
Kozlov 2023). For more details, see the protocol (Text S1 in
Supporting Information).
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We chose a period for prey exposure when there was no an-
ticipated rainfall, with a particular focus on the initial 24 h.
However, maggot baits from two sites were omitted from data
analysis due to unforeseen rain that resulted in maggots ei-
ther drowning or escaping from vials when the walls of the
vials became wet. After 24 h, on both treatment and control
branches, we recorded (i) the number of maggots that had dis-
appeared from each vial, (ii) the number of dead maggots in
each vial, (iii) the number of damaged puparia and (iv) the
presence of attack marks by arthropods, birds and other pred-
ators on each plasticine model. Three to seven days after the
start of the experiment, we again recorded (iii) and (iv). Here
we used the cumulative number of attacked puparia and their
plasticine models from the beginning of the experiment. The
second record was missed in one location (Dagestan, Russia)
due to logistical obstacles. Each collaborator distinguished
bird and arthropod attacks on plasticine models according to
Low et al. (2014). Problematic attack marks on plasticine mod-
els and live puparia were photographed and images emailed
to E.L.Z. for identification. Collaborators also recorded their
observations of attacks of predators on the baits, and collected
ants on tree trunks and branches for 15min for further identi-
fication by local experts or P.K.

We estimated attack rates on maggots from the first record
only (after 24 h) because in most sites at least one rain occurred
after the first exposure period or many maggots pupated or died
due to desiccation. Maggots in vials were not attacked by birds
(Zvereva and Kozlov 2023), possibly because birds are fright-
ened by an unknown object (glossy vial) or vials were too deep
for birds to reach maggots. We estimated bird predation rates on
live puparia and plasticine models from both the first and sec-
ond records. Puparia glued to the stick were seldom attacked by
arthropod predators (Remmel and Tammaru 2009; Zvereva and
Kozlov 2023). Therefore, we estimated arthropod predation on
live prey from maggots and bird predation on live prey from pu-
paria (Figure S1). Only ten attack marks on plasticine models (of
1220) were attributed to vertebrate predators other than birds,
and therefore only bird predation was included in the analysis of
vertebrate predation.

2.2 | Data Analysis

Although our data are binomial, the binomial model did not con-
verge because the data were zero-inflated. Therefore, following
Zvereva and Kozlov (2023), we calculated daily predation rates
by dividing the number of prey that disappeared from each vial
(maggots) or were attacked (puparia and models) by the duration
of exposure from the start of the experiments (in days); we ex-
pressed predation rates as the percentage of prey items attacked.
We calculated attack rates on models separately for bird and ar-
thropod predators. Dead maggots in a vial were also considered
as preyed on, as some arthropods (e.g. spiders and true bugs)
consume prey on site without carrying it away (Table S2).

We used a linear mixed model (SAS GLIMMIX procedure, type
IIT tests; SAS Institute 2009) to analyse daily predation rates,
which we square root transformed to achieve normality of resid-
uals. We considered latitude as a covariate and treatment (non-
flying arthropods excluded or not excluded) and the interaction

between latitude and treatment as fixed effects. We included a
random effect for sites nested within geographic zones (defined
below) and blocks (i.e., pairs of trees or branches) nested within
sites. We used this analysis to test the hypothesis that predation
rates increase with decreasing latitude.

We used Wilcoxon signed rank test (SAS UNIVARIATE proce-
dure; SAS Institute 2009) to compare site-specific values of ar-
thropod and bird predation rates on both live and plasticine prey
on control trees. We explored the relationships between pre-
dation rates on live and plasticine prey by calculating Pearson
linear correlation coefficients of square-root transformed values
(SAS CORR procedure; SAS Institute 2009). Visual examination
of latitudinal patterns hinted that they could be non-linear for
some prey types. We therefore compared the residual variation of
the paired linear and quadratic regression models of arthropod
predation rates on both types of prey by calculating the Akaike
information criterion corrected for small sample size (AICc;
graphpad.com/quickcalcs/AIC1.cfm) and used AAICc=2 as an
evidence of a difference in the models.

To further investigate the U-shaped pattern in predation on
maggots (see below), we assigned sites to one of three geo-
graphic zones on the basis of absolute latitude: tropical (which
included one subtropical site; below 31° N/S), temperate (31°-
59.5°) and boreal (above 59.5°N), and we replaced continuous
latitude (covariate) in a mixed model with geographic zone
(fixed effect). We adjusted the standard errors and denomina-
tor degrees of freedom for the fixed effects following Kenward
and Roger (2009), used a likelihood ratio test (Stroup 2013) for
random effects and compared estimated marginal means with
t-tests (SAS Institute 2009).

3 | Results
3.1 | Arthropod Predation

Attack rates by arthropod predators on plasticine models sig-
nificantly decreased towards the poles (Figure 2a; FL na="711,
p=0.01). In contrast, arthropod attack rates on live maggots
were not linearly related to latitude (F1’39‘1 =2.00, p=0.17) but
instead were best described by a quadratic (U-shaped) function
(Figure 2b) (difference in AICc is 5.12). Attack rates on live mag-
gots were not correlated with attack rates on plasticine models
across locations (r=0.27, n=41 locations, p=0.09). This lack of
correlation resulted from intensive arthropod predation on mag-
gots in boreal forests, which was as high as in tropical forests
and significantly higher than in temperate forests (Figure 3b).
Predation on plasticine models in both temperate and boreal for-
ests was lower than in tropical forests (Figure 3a).

Predation rates by arthropods on maggots and plasticine mod-
els of puparia varied significantly among geographic zones
and among sites within each zone (Table 1). Across all sites,
arthropod attack rates on control trees or branches were 5.5
times greater on maggots than on plasticine models of puparia
(Figure 4). However, the magnitude of the difference between
arthropod predation on maggots and plasticine models varied
among geographic zones: predation on maggots was five and
three times greater than predation on models on control trees
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in tropical and temperate forests, respectively, and 16 times
greater in boreal forests (Figure 3a,b).

Excluding non-flying arthropod predators significantly de-
creased predation on maggotsin all geographic zones (Figure 3b).
In contrast, this treatment reduced predation on models in tropi-
cal and temperate forests, but not in boreal forests (Figure 3a).

We observed several groups of arthropod predators attacking
maggots in vials. Ants were seen attacking maggots at 20 of
21 sites where predator attacks were observed. The next most
commonly observed arthropod predators of maggots were
spiders (two sites) (Table S2). We observed attacks by ants on
live puparia at eight sites, significantly fewer than on maggots
(x*=8.09, p=0.01). No arthropod predators were seen attacking
plasticine models (Table S2).

3.2 | Bird Predation

The effect of latitude on predation by birds on either live or model
puparia was not significant (Figure 2c,d; I, ,,,=0.89, p=0.35
and F, 5, ,=0.08, p=0.77, respectively). Similarly, bird predation
did not vary among geographic zones, although among-site vari-
ation within zones was highly significant (Table 2). Excluding
non-flying arthropods did not affect bird attack rates on either
live or artificial prey (Table 2). The correlation between bird
attack rates on live puparia and their models across locations
approached the conventional level of statistical significance
(r=0.29, n=42 locations, p=0.06).

Across all sites, bird attack rates on live puparia were 1.4-fold
higher compared to those on their plasticine models (Figure 4).
These differences were significant in both temperate and boreal
forests, but not in tropical forests (Figure 5).

3.3 | Total Predation

Overall, bird attack rates were significantly lower than ar-
thropod attack rates on both plasticine models and live prey
(Figure 4), although on plasticine models these differences
were only marginally significant (p =0.06). Consistently, the
total attack rate (arthropods and birds combined; based on
the first record on control branches) on plasticine models de-
creased linearly with increasing latitude (R>=0.17, F1,41 =8.25,
p=0.01), whereas the total attack rate on live prey was better
described by a quadratic (R*=0.14, Fz,zs =3.17, p=0.05) than
by a linear (R?=0.01, F, 33=0.43, p=0.52) model (difference
in AICc is 3.14), consistent with the patterns of arthropod pre-
dation (Figure S1).

4 | Discussion

4.1 | Latitudinal Gradient in Predation on
Plasticine Prey is Not Found for Live Prey

To our knowledge, this is the first study to explore global latitu-
dinal pattern in predation rate on standardised live insect prey
(maggots) across forests in all climate zones and continents
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FIGURE3 | Attack rates by arthropod predators in tropical (11 sites),
temperate (23 sites) and boreal (9 sites) forests on plants with excluded
non-flying predators and control plants on plasticine models (a) and live
maggots (b) during first day of exposure. Values are observed means + SE.
Bars marked with different letters show significant differences between
geographic zones for control plants; asterisks indicate significant
differences between predation on control plants and plants with non-
flying predators excluded (mixed model ANOVA, t-test).

and to compare predation on live prey and plasticine models.
We found that arthropod predation on plasticine models de-
clined monotonically with increasing latitude. This result is
consistent with those from previous studies that used plasti-
cine models (Roslin et al. 2017; Zvereva et al. 2019), which
have been interpreted as strong support for the Latitudinal
Biotic Interaction Hypothesis (LBIH). In contrast, arthropod
predation on live prey in our study was best described by a U-
shaped function, a result consistent with LBIH predictions for
tropical and temperate latitudes only. The mismatch in latitu-
dinal patterns of predation on live and plasticine prey resulted
from intense arthropod predation on maggots in boreal for-
ests, whereas predation on plasticine models in these forests
was extremely low.

In our study, high predation rates in tropical locations were pri-
marily caused by non-flying arthropods, especially ants. This
finding is consistent with numerous other studies conducted

in the tropics (Jeanne 1979; Tvardikova and Novotny 2012;
Sam, Remmel, and Molleman 2015; Camacho and Avilés 2019;
Nimalrathna et al. 2023). Additionally, we demonstrated that
attack rates by ants on live maggots in boreal forests were as
high as those in tropical forests. In Scandinavian boreal for-
ests, daily predation rates by ants on live prey may reach 60%
(Zvereva and Kozlov 2023) or even 100% (Figure 2b), under-
scoring the significant ecological role of wood ants (Formica
spp.) as predators of herbivorous insects in boreal forests
(Punttila, Niemeld, and Karhu 2004; Domisch et al. 2009;
Mandk et al. 2013). In contrast, F. polyctena in these forests
did not attack plasticine prey in a behavioural experiment and
consequently did not leave marks on the surface of the model
(Zvereva and Kozlov 2023).

The differences in ant attack rates on plasticine models be-
tween tropical and boreal forests may result from the speci-
ficity of feeding strategies of wood ants. The wood ants that
dominate our boreal sites (Table S2) require protein-rich food
(prey) for feeding their progeny and queen (Sundstrom 1993;
Lenoir 2002) and therefore need to carry prey to their nest.
Partly for that reason, ants may ignore plasticine models at-
tached to the branch. Ants in tropical forests are more di-
verse than in boreal forests (Table S2) and include specialised
predators that also consume prey themselves (Lach, Parr, and
Abbott 2009).

The observed differences in arthropod attack rates on plas-
ticine models between tropical and boreal forests may also
result from differences in nutritional requirements of ants
inhabiting these forests. Tropical ants select oil baits as fre-
quently as sugar baits (Peters et al. 2014; Lasmar et al. 2021),
whereas ants dominating temperate and boreal forests (mostly
Formica spp.) generally ignore oil baits (Spotti et al. 2015;
Guariento, Wanek, and Fiedler 2021; Bezdéckova et al. 2024).
The plasticine we used contains oils, and therefore greater de-
mand of tropical ants for oil may explain their higher attack
rates on plasticine models in tropical forests relative to boreal
forests.

The latitudinal pattern of overall predation is driven by ar-
thropod predators (Roslin et al. 2017; this study). Therefore,
our finding that the latitudinal pattern in arthropod preda-
tion on live maggots has two peaks, one in tropical and one
in boreal forests, challenges the concept of linear decrease in
overall predation on arboreal insects with increasing latitude,
which was found on plasticine models only (Roslin et al. 2017;
Zvereva et al. 2019).

4.2 | No Latitudinal Changes in Predation by Birds

Similar to arthropod predation, predation by birds on live pu-
paria was generally higher than on plasticine models of pu-
paria. Avoidance of plasticine models cannot be explained by
learning associated with no-reward prey because we recorded
predation during the first 24 h of exposure; instead, avoidance
likely indicates that birds to some degree can distinguish edi-
ble and inedible objects without attacking them (Zvereva and
Kozlov 2023).
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TABLE1 | Effects of geographic zone (tropical, temperate and boreal), treatment (exclusion of non-flying predators and control) and study site on
daily arthropod attack rates on live maggots and plasticine models (based on the first record; attack rates square-root transformed; SAS GLIMMIX

procedure, type III tests).

Prey Effect Source of variation Degrees of freedom Statistics Value 4
Live Fixed Zone 2 38.1 F 7.82 0.001
Treatment 1 401.5 F 76.39 <0.0001
Zone X Treatment 2 401.5 F 11.56 <0.0001
Random Site (Zone) 1 — X 131.28 <0.0001
Block (Site) 1 — x 3.21 0.07
Model Fixed Zone 2 40.2 F 4.09 0.02
Treatment 1 423.1 F 6.64 0.01
Zone X Treatment 2 423.0 F 0.14 0.87
Random Site (Zone) 1 — X 59.67 <0.0001
Block (Site) 1 — X 1.41 0.24
We found no effect of latitude on predation by birds on either
live puparia or plasticine models. This pattern is consistent
with those reported by Roslin et al. (2017) for plasticine mod- 40 1 T [ arthropod predators
els and by Lovei and Ferrante (2017) for different kinds of prey. :\c? [ birds
However, we found significant geographic variation in bird pre- B’
dation that was unrelated to latitude. This geographic variation T 301
estimated on plasticine models, correlates with variation esti- ;
mated on live prey, suggesting that this variation can be studied b
with models of prey. The striking difference between bird and % 20
arthropod predation on models may result from the greater im- =
portance of visual cues for birds than for arthropods (Ruxton 8 *
et al. 2018). Models can mimic shape and colour of natural prey,
but not chemical characteristics of prey, which are critical for 10 T T
arthropod predators. T
0 Li Plasticine models
. . \Y I ICI
4.3 | Importance of High Latitudes © prey
for Development of Macroecological Theories FIGURE 4 | Overall daily attack rates by arthropod predators and

The great majority of studies on which the LBIH is based (re-
viewed by Schemske et al. 2009) are limited to comparisons
between tropical and temperate zones (e.g. Jeanne 1979; Coley
and Barone 1996). These previous studies and our current study
detected considerably greater intensity of biotic interactions in
tropical than temperate zones, supporting the prediction of the
LBIH that the strength of biotic interactions decreases towards
the poles. Similarly, predation rates on insects, especially by
arthropods, decline towards the poles at the forest-tundra ec-
otone (Zverev, Zvereva, and Kozlov 2020). Ant abundance in
tundra is extremely low (Schultheiss et al. 2022), which partly
explains the strong poleward decrease in arthropod predation
on plasticine models reported by Roslin et al. (2017) and on
seeds by Hargreaves et al. (2019), both of which included tun-
dra sites. Our discovery of high ant predation on live insect
prey in boreal forests, resulting in two peaks in the latitudinal
gradient in predation risk for insects, indicates that including
high-latitude sites in analyses of global ecological patterns
may lead to modifications of existing theories or refinements
in the theories' scope.

birds on live prey (maggots for arthropods and puparia for birds) and
plasticine models (based on first record) across all study sites. Values
are site-specific means+SE. An asterisk indicates significant (p <0.05)
differences between values (Wilcoxon signed rank test).

4.4 | Biases in Predation Studies

Our study is consistent with the inference that predator at-
tack rates on artificial prey are generally lower than those on
live prey (Lovei and Ferrante 2017). While it was assumed
that this bias is consistent across space and time, recent study
shows that it varies with season (Zvereva and Kozlov 2023).
Our current study also reveals that the bias in estimation of
predation risk from use of plasticine models is stronger in bo-
real forests than in tropical and temperate forests (Figure 3).
The spatial and temporal variation in biases may affect some
areas of research. For example, data from Roslin et al. (2017)
that demonstrated a strong decrease in predation on plasticine
models with increasing latitude were used to predict the dis-
tribution of predation pressure under future climate scenarios
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TABLE 2 | Effects of geographic zone (tropical, temperate and boreal), treatment (exclusion of non-flying predators and control) and study site on
daily bird attack rates on live fly puparia and plasticine models (based on the second record; attack rates are square-root transformed; SAS GLIMMIX

procedure, type III tests).

Prey Effect Source of variation Degrees of freedom Statistics Value 4
Live Fixed Zone 2 39.4 F 1.03 0.37
Treatment 1 407.0 F 0.36 0.55
Zone X Treatment 2 406.9 F 2.75 0.07
Random Site (Zone) 1 — X 201.33 <0.0001
Block (Site) 1 — x 12.67 0.0004
Model Fixed Zone 2 38.1 F 0.88 0.42
Treatment 1 411.5 F 0.44 0.51
Zone X Treatment 2 411.4 F 2.28 0.10
Random Site (Zone) 1 — X 64.87 <0.0001
Block (Site) 1 — x? 3.51 0.06
Biases from use of plasticine models to estimate arthro-
12 Prey: a pod predation are especially important, because arthropods

1 live fly puparia
[ plasticine models

-
o

o]

D
g
—
— O
*

Daily attack rate by birds (%)

4 T
T
2 e
0 :
Tropical Temperate Boreal

Geographic zone

FIGURES5 | Attack rates by birds in tropical (11 sites), temperate (23
sites) and boreal (9 sites) zones on live fly puparia and plasticine models
of puparia (based on second record). Values are observed means =+ SE.
Bars marked with different letters indicate significant differences
between zones; asterisks indicate significant difference in predation on
different prey types (mixed model ANOVA, t-test).

(Romero et al. 2018). Our finding of high predation risk for in-
sects in high latitude forests that we estimated from live prey
challenges these predictions.

The possibility of distinguishing groups of predators by
their attack marks is often considered to be one of the advan-
tages of plasticine models (Low et al. 2014; Rof3ler, Prohl, and
Lotters 2018). However, some arthropod predators avoid plasti-
cine prey, leaving no marks at all (Greenop et al. 2019; Khan and
Joseph 2021; Zvereva and Kozlov 2023; Yan et al. 2024), which
can bias conclusions about the relative effectiveness of different
members of the predator community.

govern geographic patterns in predation (Roslin et al. 2017;
Hargreaves et al. 2019; this study). We suggest that stan-
dardised live prey, such as maggots or mealworms, have
considerable advantages over plasticine models in studies
measuring the rates of arthropod predation. First, live insects
provide more cues used by predators to search for prey and
are therefore attractive to a wider range of predators than
plasticine models. Second, use of live prey yields higher val-
ues of predation rates than use of plasticine models (Figure 4),
which facilitates accurate measurements of predation rates
after a one-day exposure. Third, recording missing and dead
prey is easier than detection and accurate identification of
attack marks on plasticine, which requires some experience
(Valdés-Correcher et al. 2022). Fourth, the likelihood of de-
tecting arthropod predation on live prey is not affected by
temperature, whereas the visibility of attack marks on plasti-
cine significantly declines at low temperatures (Muchula, Xie,
and Gurr 2019). This temperature-related bias could be partic-
ularly important in global studies.

Every method is likely to have some potential biases, and our
study is no exception. First, to estimate arthropod predation,
we used maggots as live prey and plasticine puparia as artifi-
cial models. We made this decision because it is not possible
to offer live maggots in the same way as puparia without kill-
ing them. Selection of a single tree species in each site can also
impose some bias, because predation rates may differ between
tree species (Singer et al. 2012; Herndndez-Agiiero et al. 2020;
Zvereva and Kozlov 2021b). However, because we used the most
abundant tree species in each site, this bias in estimation of site-
specific values should not be considerable.

We assessed predation in temperate and boreal zones during the
breeding season of local birds. This timing avoided bias from
predation by juvenile birds, which are present in the population
for only a short period but differ from adult birds in selectivity
of prey choice (Mappes et al. 2014; Zvereva and Kozlov 2023).
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However, this method was not followed in the tropical zone,
where different bird species breed at different times of the
year or constantly during the year (Stouffer, Johnson, and
Bierregaard Jr. 2013). The presence of juveniles in bird popula-
tions could cause higher bird predation on plasticine models in
tropics, but we did not observe this increase. Therefore, seasonal
differences in the timing of the experiment likely did not influ-
ence our conclusions.

Our study also suffers geographic bias due to our failure to find
any collaborator in the boreal zone in North America. The lack
of data from this region could potentially affect the generality
of our conclusion about geographic patterns in arthropod pre-
dation, as some studies conducted in the Americas showed a
monotonic decrease in arthropod predation with increasing lat-
itude, at least for predation on bird nests (McKinnon et al. 2010)
and seeds (Hargreaves et al. 2019). Whether Formica wood ants
in North American boreal forests could play the same role that
they do in Scandanavia is not known (Jurgensen, Storer, and
Risch 2005).

Despite the limitations listed above, we conclude that the global
poleward decrease in predation on plasticine models does not
mirror the pattern that we report here for standardised live
prey (maggots). Our study underscores the pivotal role of live
prey studies in accurately depicting predation patterns across
latitudes.

Affiliations

!Department of Biology, University of Turku, Turku, Finland |
’Department of Palaeobiology, Swedish Museum of Natural
History, Stockholm, Sweden | 3IMBE, CNRS, IRD, Aix Marseille
University, Avignon University, Marseille, France | *Biodiversity
Unit, Kevo Subarctic Research Institute, University of Turku, Turku,
Finland | "Department of Zoology, Graduate School of Science,
Kyoto University, Kyoto, Japan | %Center for Environmental and
Sustainability Research (CENSE), Department of Environmental
Sciences and Engineering, NOVA School of Science and Technology,
NOVA University of Lisbon, Caparica, Portugal | "BIOGECO,
INRAE, University Bordeaux, Cestas, France | 3Ecology & Evolution
Research Centre, School of Biological, Earth and Environmental
Sciences, UNSW, Sydney, New South Wales, Australia | *Red de
Ecoetologia, Instituto de Ecologia AC, Xalapa, Mexico | Instituto
de Investigaciones en Ecosistemas y Sustentabilidad, Universidad
Nacional Auténoma de México, Morelia, Mexico | 'Department
of Ecology, Faculty of Science, Charles University, Prague, Czech
Republic | ?Department of Biology, McGill University, Montreal,
Quebec, Canada | 3Senckenberg Gesellschaft fiir Naturforschung,
Frankfurt am Main, Germany | “Department of Environmental
Geography, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, the
Netherlands | *Programa de Po6s-Graduagdo em Biologia Vegetal,
Universidade Federal de Pernambuco, Recife, Brazil | *Department
of Health and Environmental Sciences, Xi'an Jiaotong-Liverpool
University, Suzhou, China | "Department of Mathematical Sciences,
Stellenbosch University, Matieland, South Africa | ®Biology Centre
of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Institute of Entomology, Ceské
Budg&jovice, Czech Republic | °Zoological Museum, Biodiversity
Unit, University of Turku, Turku, Finland | **Department of
Zoology, Faculty of Biology, Belarusian State University, Minsk,
Belarus | *'Ecology and Genetics Research Unit, University of Oulu,
Oulu, Finland | ?’Department of Ecology, University of Alicante,
Alicante, Spain | 23Plant Evolutionary Ecology, Faculty of Biological
Sciences, Goethe University Frankfurt, Frankfurt am Main,

Germany | 2*Area of Biodiversity and Conservation, Department of
Biology and Geology, Physics and Inorganic Chemistry, University
Rey Juan Carlos-ESCET, Instituto de Investigacién de Cambio Global
(IICG), Madrid, Spain | ?*Department of Biology and the Whitney
R. Harris World Ecology Center, University of Missouri-St. Louis,
St. Louis, Missouri, USA | 2®Institute for Biological Problems of
the North, Magadan, Russia | ?’Altai State University, Barnaul,
Russia | 2Division of Biotechnology and Plant Health, Norwegian
Institute of Bioeconomy Research, Tromse, Norway | 29Department
of Biology, Higher Teacher Training College, University of Bamenda,
Bambili, Cameroon | 3°CAS Key Laboratory of Tropical Forest
Ecology, Xishuangbanna Tropical Botanical Garden, Chinese
Academy of Sciences, Menglun, China | 3'Department of Biology,
Sonoma State University, Sebastopol, California, USA | 32Centre for
Conservation and Restoration Science, School of Applied Sciences,
Edinburgh Napier University, Edinburgh, UK | *3Severtsov Institute
of Ecology and Evolution, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow,
Russia | 3*Biodiversity and Environmental Change Laboratory,
School of Biological Sciences, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong,
Hong Kong | 3°Faculty of Science, University of South Bohemia,
Ceske Budejovice, Czech Republic | 3¢School of Ecology, Sun
Yat-sen University, Shenzhen, China | *’Institute of Plant and
Animal Ecology, Ural Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
Yekaterinburg, Russia | 3N. Laverov Federal Center for Integrated
Arctic Research of the Ural Branch of the Russian Academy
of Sciences, Institute of Biogeography and Genetic Resources,
Arkhangelsk, Russia

Acknowledgements

The study was supported by the Academy of Finland, Project 316182
(ELZ, MVK, VZ); Carl Tryggers Stiftelse postdoctoral grant, Project
no. CTS21: 1585 (BA); MITACS Globalink (ARC); Yunnan Intelligence
Union Program, Project 202203 AM 140015 (AR); Percy Sladen Memorial
Fund (EZ); Czech Science Foundation, Projects no. 22-17593M (XS),
21-00828S (PK) and 21-24186M (JF, RT, AS); the Ministry of Science
and Higher Education of the Russian Federation, Project no. FUUW-
2022-0039 (NZ), FCT/MCTES, Project no. UID/AMB/04085/2020,
FCT, Project no. UID/AGR/00239/2019 and UIDB/00239/2020
(SB); the National Natural Science Foundation of China, Project
no. 42111530066 (GX); the National Natural Science Foundation of
China International (Regional) Cooperation and Exchange Project,
Project no. 32161160324 (AN); the National Sciences and Engineering
Research Council of Canada Discovery Grant (ALH); the National
Natural Science Foundation of China, Project no. 32301457 (WC). We
acknowledge permissions to conduct field work on the premises of
the Taunus Observatory (granted by Andreas Kiirten), the University
of Calgary Barrier Lake Biogeoscience Institute and UCSC Campus
Natural Reserve (granted by Alex Jones), Centre for Gardening and
Horticulture, Xishuangbanna Tropical Botanical Garden, Chinese
Academy of Sciences, Daintree Forest Observatory for the use of their
facilities, Instituto de Ecologia AC for the support at the CICOLMA
field station. ATM and GMC conducted their experiment under NSW
scientific licence SL102685. We are grateful for assistance in fieldwork
to Anika Anderson, Dominik Anyz, José¢ Barreiro, Michal Bartak,
Manuela Branco, Martin Brozak, Sarah Chaddock, Thomas Denk,
Francis Luma Ewome, David Hunt, Muhammad Ilyas, Petra Janeckova,
Vaclav Kodousek, Egor Kruglov, Xin Liu, Pedro Luna, McGill Biology's
331 field course, Carlos Pinilla, Brenda Ratoni, Demid Reshchikov,
Pablo Stevenson and Ilja Vikhrev, and to Tomoki Kurihara, Xianhui
Shen, Zoya A. Zhigulskaya and Vera Zina for ant identification. We are
also grateful to four anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments
to an earlier draft of the manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

90of11

85U8017 SUOLILLIOD BAeR10 3|edldde aup Aq pauienob aJe e YO ‘SN JO s3I0y ARiqiT8ulIuO A8|IAN LO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBIALIOD" A3 |IM A0 Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLB | 8L 88S *[202/80/6T] U0 ArIq1T8UIIUO AB]IM * 80U BURILD0D - J0JPY UlLe(ueg Aq 668ET GRB/TTTT 0T/I0P/WO00 48| IM AIq U1 |UO//SANY WOy papeojuMod ‘0 ‘82899 T



Data Availability Statement

The data used in this work are archived in Figshare and available at
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.26340373.v1.

References

Anstett, D. N., K. A. Nunes, C. Baskett, and P. M. Kotanen. 2016.
“Sources of Controversy Surrounding Latitudinal Patterns in Herbivory
and Defense.” Trends in Ecology & Evolution 31: 789-802.

Bezdéckova, K., P. Bezdécka, P. Fibich, and P. Klimes. 2024. “Different
Feeding Preferences for Macronutrients Across Seasons and Sites
Indicate Temporal and Spatial Nutrient Limitation in the Black Bog
Ant.” Oecologia 204: 959-973. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-024-
05545-8.

Camacho, L. F., and L. Avilés. 2019. “Decreasing Predator Density and
Activity Explains Declining Predation of Insect Prey Along Elevational
Gradients.” American Naturalist 194: 334-343.

Coley, P. D., and J. A. Barone. 1996. “Herbivory and Plant Defenses
in Tropical Forests.” Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 27:
305-335.

Domisch, T., L. Finér, S. Neuvonen, et al. 2009. “Foraging Activity and
Dietary Spectrum of Wood Ants (Formica rufa Group) and Their Role in
Nutrient Fluxes in Boreal Forests.” Ecological Entomology 34: 369-377.
https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1365-2311.2009.01086.x.

Drozdova, M., J. Sipo§, and P. Drozd. 2013. “Key Factors Affecting the
Predation Risk on Insects on Leaves in Temperate Floodplain Forest.”
European Journal of Entomology 110: 469-476. https://doi.org/10.14411/
€je.2013.062.

Greenop, A., A. Cecelja, B. A. Woodcock, A. Wilby, S. M. Cook, and R.
F. Pywell. 2019. “Two Common Invertebrate Predators Show Varying
Predation Responses to Different Types of Sentinel Prey.” Journal of
Applied Entomology 143: 380-386. https://doi.org/10.1111/jen.12612.

Guariento, E., W. Wanek, and K. Fiedler. 2021. “Consistent Shift in
Nutritional Ecology of Ants Reveals Trophic Flexibility Across Alpine
Tree-Line Ecotones.” Ecological Entomology 46: 1082-1092.

Hargreaves, A. L., E. Suarez, K. Mehltreter, et al. 2019. “Seed Predation
Increases from the Arctic to the Equator and from High to Low
Elevations.” Science Advances 5: eaau4403.

Hernadndez-Agiiero, J. A., V. Polo, M. Garcia, D. Simén, I. Ruiz-Tapiador,
and L. Cayuela. 2020. “Effects of Prey Colour on Bird Predation: An
Experiment in Mediterranean Woodlands.” Animal Behaviour 170:
89-97.

Jeanne, R. L. 1979. “A Latitudinal Gradient in Rates of Ant Predation.”
Ecology 60: 1211-1224. https://doi.org/10.2307/1936968.

Jurgensen, M. F., A. J. Storer, and A. C. Risch. 2005. “Red Wood Ants in
North America.” Annales Zoologici Fennici 42: 235-242.

Kenward, M. G., and J. H. Roger. 2009. “An Improved Approximation to
the Precision of Fixed Effects From Restricted Maximum Likelihood.”
Computational Statistics & Data Analysis 53: 2583-2595. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.csda.2008.12.013.

Khan, F. Z. A., and S. V. Joseph. 2021. “Characterization of Impressions
Created by Turfgrass Arthropods on Clay Models.” Entomologia
Experimentalis et Applicata 169: 508-518. https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.
13000.

Kozlov, M. V., V. Lanta, V. Zverev, and E. L. Zvereva. 2015. “Global
Patterns in Background Losses of Woody Plant Foliage to Insects.”
Global Ecology and Biogeography 24: 1126-1135.

Lach, L., C. Parr, and K. Abbott, eds. 2009. Ant Ecology. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Lasmar, C.J., T. R. Bishop, C. L. Parr, A. C. M. Queiroz, F. A. Schmidt,
and C. R. Ribas. 2021. “Geographical Variation in Ant Foraging Activity

and Resource Use Is Driven by Climate and Net Primary Productivity.”
Journal of Biogeography 48: 1448-1459.

Lenoir, L. 2002. “Can Wood Ants Distinguish Between Good and Bad
Food Patches on the Forest Floor?” European Journal of Soil Biology 38:
97-102.

Lovei, G. L., and M. Ferrante. 2017. “A Review of the Sentinel Prey
Method as a way of Quantifying Invertebrate Predation under Field
Conditions.” Insect Science 24: 528-542. https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-
7917.12405.

Low, P. A., K. Sam, C. McArthur, M. R. C. Posa, and D. F. Hochuli.
2014. “Determining Predator Identity From Attack Marks Left in Model
Caterpillars: Guidelines for Best Practice.” Entomologia Experimentalis
et Applicata 152: 120-126. https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.12207.

Manadk, V., H. Nordenhem, N. Bjorklund, L. Lenoir, and G. Nordlander.
2013. “Ants Protect Conifer Seedlings from Feeding Damage by the
Pine Weevil Hylobius abietis.” Agricultural and Forest Entomology 15:
98-105. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-9563.2012.00597.X.

Mappes, J., H. Kokko, K. Ojala, and L. Lindstrom. 2014. “Seasonal
Changes in Predator Community Switch the Direction of Selection for
Prey Defences.” Nature Communications 5: 5016. https://doi.org/10.
1038/ncomms6016.

McKinnon, L., P. A. Smith, E. Nol, et al. 2010. “Lower Predation Risk for
Migratory Birds at High Latitudes.” Science 327: 326-327.

Moles, A. T., S. P. Bonser, A. G. B. Poore, I. R. Wallis, and W. J. Foley.
2011. “Assessing the Evidence for Latitudinal Gradients in Plant
Defence and Herbivory.” Functional Ecology 25: 380-388.

Molleman, F., T. Remmel, and K. Sam. 2016. “Phenology of Predation
on Insects in a Tropical Forest: Temporal Variation in Attack Rate on
Dummy Caterpillars.” Biotropica 48: 229-236. https://doi.org/10.1111/
btp.12268.

Mottl, O., P. Fibich, P. Klimes, et al. 2020. “Spatial Covariance of
Herbivorous and Predatory Guilds of Forest Canopy Arthropods along
a Latitudinal Gradient.” Ecology Letters 23: 1499-1510. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ele.13579.

Muchula, K., G. Xie, and G. M. Gurr. 2019. “Ambient Temperature
Affects the Utility of Plasticine Caterpillar Models as a Tool to Measure
Activity of Predators Across Latitudinal and Elevational Gradients.”
Biological Control 129: 12-17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2018.
11.006.

Nimalrathna, T. S., I. D. Solina, A. M. Mon, et al. 2023. “Estimating
Predation Pressure in Ecological Studies: Controlling Bias Imposed
by Using Sentinel Plasticine Prey.” Entomologia Experimentalis et
Applicata 171: 56-67.

Peters, M. K., A. Mayr, J. Roder, N. J. Sanders, and I. Steffan-Dewenter.
2014. “Variation in Nutrient Use in Ant Assemblages along an Extensive
Elevational Gradient on Mt Kilimanjaro.” Journal of Biogeography 41:
2245-2255.

Punttila, P., P. Niemeld, and K. Karhu. 2004. “The Impact of Wood
Ants (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) on the Structure of Invertebrate
Community on Mountain Birch (Betula pubescens ssp. czerepanovii).”
Annales Zoologici Fennici 41: 429-446.

Remmel, T., J. Davidson, and T. Tammaru. 2011. “Quantifying
Predation on Folivorous Insect Larvae: The Perspective of Life-History
Evolution.” Biological Journal of the Linnean Society 104: 1-8.

Remmel, T., and T. Tammaru. 2009. “Size-Dependent Predation Risk
in Tree-Feeding Insects With Different Colouration Strategies: A Field
Experiment.” Journal of Animal Ecology 78: 973-980. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01566.X.

Rodriguez-Campbell, A., O. Rahn, M. Chiuffo, and A. Hargreaves.
2024. “Clay Larvae Do Not Accurately Measure Biogeographic Patterns
in Predation.” Journal of Biogeography 51: 1004-1013. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jbi.14800.

100f 11

Global Ecology and Biogeography, 2024

85U8017 SUOLILLIOD BAeR10 3|edldde aup Aq pauienob aJe e YO ‘SN JO s3I0y ARiqiT8ulIuO A8|IAN LO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBIALIOD" A3 |IM A0 Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLB | 8L 88S *[202/80/6T] U0 ArIq1T8UIIUO AB]IM * 80U BURILD0D - J0JPY UlLe(ueg Aq 668ET GRB/TTTT 0T/I0P/WO00 48| IM AIq U1 |UO//SANY WOy papeojuMod ‘0 ‘82899 T


https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.26340373.v1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-024-05545-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-024-05545-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2311.2009.01086.x
https://doi.org/10.14411/eje.2013.062
https://doi.org/10.14411/eje.2013.062
https://doi.org/10.1111/jen.12612
https://doi.org/10.2307/1936968
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2008.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2008.12.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.13000
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.13000
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7917.12405
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7917.12405
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.12207
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-9563.2012.00597.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms6016
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms6016
https://doi.org/10.1111/btp.12268
https://doi.org/10.1111/btp.12268
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13579
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13579
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2018.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocontrol.2018.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01566.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.14800
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.14800

Romero, G. Q., T. Gongalves-Souza, P. Kratina, et al. 2018. “Global
Predation Pressure Redistribution Under Future Climate Change.”
Nature Climate Change 8: 1087-1091.

Roslin, T., B. Hardwick, V. Novotny, et al. 2017. “Higher Predation Risk
for Insect Prey at Low Latitudes and Elevations.” Science 356: 742-744.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaj1631.

RofBler, D. C., H. Prohl, and S. Lotters. 2018. “The Future of Clay Model
Studies.” BMC Zoology 3: 6. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40850-018-0033-6.

Ruxton, G. D., W. L. Allen, T. N. Sherratt, and M. P. Speed. 2018.
Avoiding Attack: The Evolutionary Ecology of Crypsis, Warning Signals,
and Mimicry. 2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sam, K., T. Remmel, and F. Molleman. 2015. “Material Affects Attack
Rates on Dummy Caterpillars in Tropical Forest Where Arthropod
Predators Dominate: An Experiment Using Clay and Dough Dummies
With Green Colourants on Various Plant Species.” Entomologia
Experimentalis et Applicata 157: 317-324.

SAS Institute. 2009. SAS/Stat. User's Guide, Version 9.2. Cary, NC: SAS
Institute.

Schemske, D. W., G. G. Mittelbach, H. V. Cornell, J. M. Sobel, and K.
Roy. 2009. “Is There a Latitudinal Gradient in the Importance of Biotic
Interactions?” Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 40:
245-269.

Schultheiss, P., S. S. Nooten, R. Wang, M. K. L. Wong, F. Brassard, and
B. Guénard. 2022. “The Abundance, Biomass, and Distribution of Ants
on Earth.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United
States of America 119: €2201550119. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.22015
501191.

Singer, M. S., T. E. Farkas, C. M. Skorik, and K. A. Mooney. 2012.
“Tritrophic Interactions at a Community Level: Effects of Host Plant
Species Quality on Bird Predation of Caterpillars.” The American
Naturalist 179: 363-374.

Soderstrom, B. 1999. “Artificial Nest Predation Rates in Tropical and
Temperate Forests: A Review of the Effects of Edge and Nest Site.”
Ecography 22: 455-463.

Spotti, F. A., C. Castracani, D. A. Grasso, and A. Mori. 2015. “Daily
Activity Patterns in Food Preferences in an Alpine Ant Community.”
Ethology Ecology and Evolution 27: 306-324.

Stouffer, P. C., E. I. Johnson, and R. O. Bierregaard Jr. 2013. “Breeding
Seasonality in Central Amazonian Rainforest Birds.” The Auk 130:
529-540.

Stroup, W. W. 2013. Generalized Linear Mixed Models: Modern Concepts,
Methods and Applications. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

Sundstrom, L. 1993. “Foraging Responses of Formica truncorum
(Hymenoptera, Formicidae) Exploiting Stable vs Spatially and
Temporally Variable Resources.” Insectes Sociaux 40: 147-161. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF01240703.

Tvardikova, K., and V. Novotny. 2012. “Predation on Exposed and
Leaf-Rolling Artificial Caterpillars in Tropical Forests of Papua New
Guinea.” Journal of Tropical Ecology 28: 331-341. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0266467412000235.

Valdés-Correcher, E., E. Miéntyld, L. Barbaro, T. Damestoy, K. Sam,
and B. Castagneyrol. 2022. “Following the Track: Accuracy and
Reproducibility of Predation Assessment on Artificial Caterpillars.”
Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata 170: 914-921. https://doi.org/
10.1111/eea.13210.

Witz, B. W. 1990. “Antipredator Mechanisms in Arthropods: A Twenty
Year Literature Survey.” The Florida Entomologist 73: 71-99.

Yan, L., S. P. Kagame, Y. Liu, T. Mizuno, and A. Nakamura. 2024.
“Olfaction Foraging in Visually Oriented Tropical Arboreal Ants
Oecophylla smaragdina: Implications for Insect Predation Studies Using

Artificial Sentinel Prey.” Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata.
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.13484.

Zverev, V., E. L. Zvereva, and M. V. Kozlov. 2020. “Bird Predation Does
Not Explain Spatial Variation in Insect Herbivory in a Forest-Tundra
Ecotone.” Polar Biology 43: 295-304. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300-
020-02633-2.

Zvereva, E. L., B. Castagneyrol, T. Cornelissen, et al. 2019. “Opposite
Latitudinal Patterns for Bird and Arthropod Predation Revealed in
Experiments With Differently Colored Artificial Prey.” Ecology and
Evolution 9: 14273-14285. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5862.

Zvereva, E. L., and M. V. Kozlov. 2021a. “Latitudinal Gradient in the
Intensity of Biotic Interactions in Terrestrial Ecosystems: Sources of
Variation and Differences From the Diversity Gradient Revealed by
Meta-Analysis.” Ecology Letters 24: 2506-2520.

Zvereva, E. L., and M. V. Kozlov. 2021b. “Seasonal Variations in Bird
Selection Pressure on Prey Colouration.” Oecologia 196: 1017-1026.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-021-04994-9.

Zvereva, E. L., and M. V. Kozlov. 2023. “Predation Risk Estimated on
Live and Artificial Insect Prey Follows Different Patterns.” Ecology 104:
€3943. https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.3943.

Zvereva, E. L., V. Zverev, and M. V. Kozlov. 2020. “Predation and
Parasitism on Herbivorous Insects Change in Opposite Directions in a
Latitudinal Gradient Crossing a Boreal Forest Zone.” Journal of Animal
Ecology 89: 2946-2957. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13350.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section.

11 of 11

85U8017 SUOLILLIOD BAeR10 3|edldde aup Aq pauienob aJe e YO ‘SN JO s3I0y ARiqiT8ulIuO A8|IAN LO (SUONIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBIALIOD" A3 |IM A0 Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLB | 8L 88S *[202/80/6T] U0 ArIq1T8UIIUO AB]IM * 80U BURILD0D - J0JPY UlLe(ueg Aq 668ET GRB/TTTT 0T/I0P/WO00 48| IM AIq U1 |UO//SANY WOy papeojuMod ‘0 ‘82899 T


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaj1631
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40850-018-0033-6
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.22015501191
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.22015501191
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01240703
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01240703
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266467412000235
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266467412000235
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.13210
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.13210
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.13484
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300-020-02633-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00300-020-02633-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5862
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-021-04994-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.3943
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13350

	Predation on Live and Artificial Insect Prey Shows Different Global Latitudinal Patterns
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   Materials and Methods
	2.1   |   Study Design
	2.2   |   Data Analysis

	3   |   Results
	3.1   |   Arthropod Predation
	3.2   |   Bird Predation
	3.3   |   Total Predation

	4   |   Discussion
	4.1   |   Latitudinal Gradient in Predation on Plasticine Prey is Not Found for Live Prey
	4.2   |   No Latitudinal Changes in Predation by Birds
	4.3   |   Importance of High Latitudes for Development of Macroecological Theories
	4.4   |   Biases in Predation Studies

	Acknowledgements
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement

	References


