Thomas Leihsing?, Allison M. Louthan?

EffeCtS Of m u Itl p I e h er b |VO re g u | I d S ! Division of Biology, Kansas State University

Konza Prairie LTER

on population dynamics are
subadditive in a model forb species -

Introduction Results
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o Here, we use Kuhnia eupatorioides at Konza LTER to ask Fig. 2. Herbivore exclosure treatment effects on A (A), survival (B), growth (C), and fruits per biomass (D). Bars
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. ’ ’ » blocks. Recruitment (into occupied plots) was zero for all herbivore exclosure treatments, so we do not show this
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<2 T S A guilds. A and B show an example of how the points in C (for survival in the presence of insects + o Effects of insects are minimal for growth, resulting in additivity of
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guild alone) effects of multiple herbivore guilds on population dynamics.

Methods Discussion

ConSME experimental plot design

Each herbivore guild impacts different vital rates, and has disparate effects on A
Some herbivore guilds increase A and vital rates, others reduce them

Effects of multiple herbivore guilds together are consistently weaker than each herbivore guild’s
effect alone

o This effect could be mediated by abiotic limits to maximum performance:
Implications for climate change

Additional mechanisms might also be at play:

Fig. 1. Schematic of one block of the ConSME experimental design. Each color indicates a unigue herbivore
exclosure treatment. Silhouettes indicate the presence or absence of herbivore guilds (insects, small mammals, bison,
or some combination of the three). Colors and silhouettes are consistent with all other figures.

o ConSME: Experimental manipulation of herbivore presence at Konza LTER
o Manipulation of bison, small mammal, and insect presence, alone and in combination
o Beganin 2019
o Maintained via fencing & insecticide
o 18 blocks; 9 In 1-year fire return interval (FRI), 9 in 4-year FRI
o In 2020, exhaustively searched 18 blocks (all herbivore exclosure treatments) for all individuals of K. eupatorioides
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