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Abstract 
 

For foraging herbivores, both food quality and predation risk vary across the landscape. 
Animals should avoid low quality food patches in favour of high quality ones, and seek 
safe patches while avoiding risky ones. Herbivores often face the foraging dilemma, 
however, of choosing between high quality food in risky places or low quality food in safe 
places. 
 
Here, we explore how and why the interaction between food quality and predation risk 
affects foraging decisions of mammalian herbivores, focusing on browsers confronting 
plant toxins in a landscape of fear. We draw together themes of plant-herbivore and 
predator-prey interactions, and the roles of animal ecophysiology, behaviour and 
personality. 
 
The response of herbivores to the dual costs of food and fear depends on the interplay of 
physiology and behaviour. We discuss detoxification physiology in dealing with plant 
toxins, and stress physiology associated with perceived predation risk. We argue that 
behaviour is the interface enabling herbivores to stay or quit food patches in response to 
their physiological tolerance to these risks. 
 
We hypothesise that generalist and specialist herbivores perceive the relative costs of plant 
defence and predation risk differently and intra-specifically, individuals with different 
personalities and physiologies should do so too, creating individualised landscapes of food 
and fear. We explore the ecological significance and emergent impacts of these individual-
based foraging outcomes on populations and communities, and offer predictions that can 
be clearly tested. In doing so, we provide an integrated platform advancing herbivore 
foraging theory with food quality and predation risk at its core. 

 
Keywords: detoxification, personality, plant toxin, predation risk, stress physiology 
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Risks Faced by Herbivores in the Ecological Landscape 
 
Herbivores forage in a patchy landscape of food and fear, as the quality and quantity of food and the risk of 
predation all vary in space and time. Plant defences, for example, vary in concentration among closely related 
species (Moore and Foley 2005; Frye et al. 2013), populations within species (O'Reilly-Wapstra et al. 2004), 
individual plants (Andrew et al. 2007; Frye et al. 2013) and leaves on a plant (Loney et al. 2006), across time as 
a plant grows (McArthur et al. 2010) or in response to being eaten (Karban and Baldwin 1997). Such variation 
provides herbivores with scope to forage selectively for high quality food (Moore and Foley 2005; Marsh et al. 
2014; Ulappa et al. in press), but as they move through the landscape they pass through peaks and troughs of 
predation risk (Laundre et al. 2001; Brown and Kotler 2004). Patches of vegetation can provide safety through 
concealment and by affecting sightlines (Banks et al. 1999; Embar et al. 2011). Vegetation can offer refuge from 
some predators while increasing risk from others (Embar et al. 2014). Some herbivores find safety by foraging 
above, rather than on, the ground (Mella et al. 2014). Unless the troughs in foraging costs associated with food 
and fear co-occur, the dilemma emerges of how to balance the two. 
 
From the herbivore perspective, food quality is determined by plant primary metabolites, nutrients and energy, 
and by plant secondary metabolites which act as plant defences such as toxins and digestibility reducers. We 
differentiate these two food “axes” because herbivores strive for an appropriate mix of the former while 
confronting the costs of the latter (Freeland and Janzen 1974; Foley et al. 1999; Simpson et al. 2004), and 
because physiological tolerance along these axes varies among herbivore species (Sorensen et al. 2005b; Shipley 
et al. 2012) and populations (Dearing 1996). Predation risk can also vary within prey species as a function of 
population size or an individual’s reproductive condition, sex, age, body size; between prey species as a function 
of body size (Sinclair et al. 2003) and prey evolutionary history (acute or chronic response to predation risk 
(Boonstra 2013)); and among communities depending on the diversity of prey and predators. 
 
Our first aim was to explore how herbivores respond to multiple axes of food and fear while foraging by 
understanding how their physiology and behaviour together influence these foraging decisions. Our second aim 
was to consider the consequences of these responses and decisions both for herbivores themselves and for the 
broader ecological community. Herbivores play a key role in ecosystems as both consumers and the consumed. 
How they interact with the world around them therefore affects not only their own success, but also the fitness 
of plants they eat and predators that eat them with potentially far-reaching ecological and evolutionary 
ramifications. 
 

Herbivores: Foraging Theory, Plant-Herbivore and Predator-Prey Interactions 
 
Decisions at a food patch, such as how long to stay, what to eat and when to quit, are fundamental to the cost-
benefit outcomes of foraging, and understanding the basis for such decisions is central to foraging theory. The 
two disciplines of plant-herbivore and predator-prey interactions both inform foraging theory but with a 
different focus. Plant-herbivore research concentrates on how herbivores respond to plants and vice versa. It 
recognises a continuum of mammalian herbivores based on feeding niche from browsers, which consume 
foliage from shrubs and trees with high levels of chemical defence, to grazers, which consume structurally 
defended grasses (McArthur et al. 1991). Importantly, the discipline also differentiates generalists, which 
consume broad diets, and specialists, which consume narrow diets, because these herbivores seek rewards in 
different ways (Freeland and Janzen 1974; Shipley et al. 2009). In contrast, predator-prey research generally 
lumps herbivores in the trophic level called “prey”, considering prey feeding niche to be unimportant. The focus 
is on generic functional or numerical responses of predators, such as prey switching or population dynamics 
(e.g. Pech et al. 1992), and the associated lethal and sublethal effects on prey (Banks et al. 1999; Salo et al. 
2010; Sheriff et al. 2011). 
 
Yet prey, including herbivores, make complex foraging decisions often involving a trade-off between food 
quality and predation risk (Lima and Dill 1990). To understand the foraging choices of herbivores, we therefore 
need to synthesise plant-herbivore and predator-prey disciplines in the context that herbivores consume parts of 
immobile, defended “prey” (i.e., plants) while being individual mobile prey items themselves. We build this 
synthesis here by discussing the physiology and behaviour of herbivores associated first with consuming plants, 
second with avoiding being consumed, and third as combined effects. We focus on mammalian browsers, the 
predation risk they confront, and toxins as an important type of plant defence and component of food quality 
faced by browsers. This system represents the key interactions of herbivores with higher and lower trophic 
levels concerning safety and food, and so while details may differ, it should provide insight into foraging 
decisions of herbivores more generally. 
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Dealing with Plant Chemistry 
 
Plant defence compounds such as toxins and digestibility reducers impose significant costs on foraging 
herbivores, including a range of negative pharmacological consequences (reviewed in Forbey et al. 2013) and 
energetic costs of detoxification (Sorensen et al. 2005b). Many compounds can cause physiological damage, 
force a reduction in food intake or may cause starvation (Bryant and Kuropat 1980; Sorensen et al. 2005a; 
Shipley et al. 2012). Ultimately, plant defences can lower herbivore reproductive success (DeGabriel et al. 
2009). 
 
Herbivores can mitigate costs of these plant defences via their physiology and behaviour (McArthur et al. 1991). 
Physiologically, for example, enzymes metabolise toxins into products for rapid excretion (McLean and Duncan 
2006; Sorensen et al. 2006), but the capacity to do so differs among herbivores. Specialists can cope with higher 
toxin concentrations than generalists by reducing toxin absorption (Sorensen et al. 2004) or by using more 
efficient or less expensive metabolic pathways (Boyle et al. 1999; Shipley et al. 2012). These processes delay 
the physiological feedback affecting intake, which is instigated by the plasma concentration of the toxin or its 
metabolites (McLean et al. 2007), the emetic system (Provenza et al. 1994; Lawler et al. 1998), dose-dependent 
inhibition of cellular function (Forbey et al. 2011) or possibly acidosis (Foley 1992). 
 
Behaviourally, herbivores respond to feedback from plant defences by altering their temporal feeding patterns 
and their spatial foraging patterns. As toxin concentration in food increases, captive herbivores  eat more slowly 
in smaller feeding bouts (Wiggins et al. 2003; Sorensen et al. 2005a; Wiggins et al. 2006a; Torregrossa and 
Dearing 2009), and  eat less in total (Marsh et al. 2006). Free-ranging herbivores quit food patches earlier and 
alter their choice of food patches. Brushtail possums (Trichosurus vulpecula), swamp wallabies (Wallabia 
bicolor) (Bedoya-Perez et al. 2014)  and African bushbabies (Otolemur crassicaudatus) (McArthur et al. 2012) 
all demonstrate earlier patch quitting, quantified as higher Giving-Up-Density (GUD) at food patches with 
increasing toxin concentration. Similarly, free-ranging koalas (Phascolarctos cinereus), pygmy rabbits 
(Brachylagus idahoensis) and the avian herbivore, the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) select 
plants or plant patches with low toxin concentration (Moore and Foley 2005; Frye et al. 2013; Ulappa et al. in 
press). 
 
From the foraging perspective, herbivores have a behavioural choice once physiological feedback from plant 
toxins starts to reduce food intake. They can either wait until they have detoxified sufficiently to continue eating 
or change their food source by quitting the patch. The “sit and wait” strategy appears better suited to specialist 
herbivores, which tend to have efficient physiological mechanisms for dealing with toxins and a lower resting 
metabolism, such as koalas (Degabriele and Dawson 1979) and woodrats (Neotoma stephensi) (Sorensen et al. 
2005b). We suggest generalists are more likely benefit from moving to another food source. By doing so, they 
can switch to plants that lack plant toxins, have complementary toxins, i.e., have little overlap in their 
detoxification pathways (Marsh et al. 2006), or have nutrients that off-set costs (Nersesian et al. 2012b). 
Consistent with this, captive brushtail possums ate more and maintained weight when provided with two 
complementary diets than when offered either alone (Dearing and Cork 1999; Marsh et al. 2006). Switching 
diets within the timeframe of feeding bouts can enhance the benefit derived from mixing complementary diets, 
increasing total food intake (Wiggins et al. 2006b). However, if switching foods entails moving some distance to 
find a suitable new food patch, the costs of this strategy include substantially reduced foraging efficiency 
(Wiggins et al. 2006c; Nersesian et al. 2012a), time and  metabolic costs of moving, and costs of encountering 
enemies in the process. These captive animal results suggest that, ecologically, a herbivore’s foraging strategy 
will be strongly influenced not only by whether it is a generalist or a specialist, but by the spatial scale of food 
patch heterogeneity. 
 
Herbivores can select higher quality, less defended plants if plant heterogeneity occurs within the spatial scale of 
the home range (Lawler et al. 2000; Moore and Foley 2005; Marsh et al. 2014; Ulappa et al. in press). Foraging 
is further enhanced by small scale patch heterogeneity, i.e., within a feeding station, because it leads to high 
foraging efficiency (Wiggins et al. 2006c; Nersesian et al. 2012a). We therefore predict that herbivores will be 
more likely to adopt the strategy of switching food sources when the spatial scale of plant heterogeneity is small, 
and home ranges with high small scale heterogeneity should be high quality. Field studies have yet to quantify 
the fine-scale temporal patterns of switching among food sources to test these predictions, or to test whether 
free-ranging generalists and specialists use different strategies. This area is ripe for investigation now GPS- and 
video-collars can provide highly detailed location and foraging information (Wirsing and Heithaus 2014). 
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It is clear from the above that plant secondary metabolites such as plant toxins play an important role in foraging 
decisions of herbivores. But plant primary metabolites, such as nutrients, comprise the other axis of food quality 
and add to the complexity of foraging decisions. Nutrients are of course the fundamental reason why herbivores 
consume plants, and so foraging must reflect this drive to find them. Nutrients also interact with and alter the 
effectiveness of plant defences. For example, the effect of high concentration of the plant toxin, cineole, on 
reducing food intake was completely negated in captive brushtail possums provided animals were 
simultaneously allowed to alter their relative consumption of carbohydrate to protein (Nersesian et al. 2012b). 
The physiology underpinning this outcome is unclear. On one level, nutrients may allow herbivores to buffer or 
over-ride the toxic consequences in the short-term if there is a nutritional net gain from the meal (Au et al. 
2013). On another level, greater intake of compounds used for conjugation with toxins, such as glycine, 
immediately reduces food intake suppression (Marsh et al. 2005). Whatever the physiological explanation, there 
is evidence that plant nutrients also modify the influence of plant defences on free-ranging foraging herbivores. 
Swamp wallabies ate more and quit food patches later when diets were high-toxin, high-nitrogen rather than 
high-toxin, low nitrogen (Bedoya-Perez et al. 2014). Thus the cost and hence effectiveness of the plant toxin 
was reduced in a high nutrient food source. 
 
In summary, plant defences such as toxins drive herbivores away from food patches whereas plant nutrients 
delay this process. If food quality as defined by these two axes was the only factor affecting foraging herbivores, 
the foraging outcome across the landscape could be relatively easily predicted in terms of net nutritional and 
energetic gains. It is usually not as simple, however, because most herbivores must simultaneously contend with 
predation risk. 
 

Dealing with Predation Risk 
 
The enormous impact that herbivores have on plant communities, once predators are lost from ecosystems 
(Estes et al. 2011), is testament to the ecologically significant role those predators play. Predators affect prey 
directly through mortality and indirectly via predation risk (Lima and Dill 1990).  The physiological response of 
prey, including herbivores, to predation risk varies. Some prey become chronically stressed and some do not, yet 
evidence suggests the responses are adaptive rather than pathological (Boonstra 2013). 
 
Predation exerts the ultimate cost on the fitness of prey. The fear of being eaten is therefore a powerful modifier 
of prey behaviour that carries significant physiological, foraging and fitness costs. To avoid predation, potential 
prey may forego foraging opportunities but to avoid starvation, they may need to forgo safety to access 
resources. These sub-lethal costs of predation can have as much influence on overall prey dynamics as mortality 
(Preisser et al. 2005; Creel and Christianson 2008). Predation risk is often associated with indirect cues from the 
environment, including open habitat (Powell and Banks 2004)  or moonlight (Kotler et al. 2010), or for arboreal 
animals, being on the ground (Mella et al. 2014); and with direct cues such as the scats and urine of predators 
(Apfelbach et al. 2005). As these cues vary spatially and temporally (Carthey et al. 2011; Hughes et al. 2012; 
Price and Banks 2012), so does the landscape of fear (Laundre et al. 2001; van der Merwe and Brown 2008). 
Animals will forage in safe areas if they can (Banks 2001; Verdolin 2006) but when they must forage in risky 
areas, they adopt many behaviours to manage their risk, including reduced time allocation, increased vigilance, 
central place foraging and group foraging (Lima and Dill 1990). Thus predation risk has clearly demonstrated 
sublethal behavioural impacts on prey, including herbivores, modifying where they go and how long they stay at 
a feeding patch (Brown et al. 1999; Laundre et al. 2010). 
 
A crucial question in terms of herbivore physiology is whether this behavioural response to predation risk 
translates into a chronic stress response. Chronic stress will occur when prey cannot predict exactly where 
predators are (Brown et al. 1999) and when predation risk is high and either virtually constant or frequently 
recurrent. The stress response will then be of long duration, from days to weeks. When herbivores experience 
acute stress responses over shorter timeframes, chronic stress will not result and we will not deal with that here. 
 
The landscape of fear for foraging herbivores is really the landscape of fear avoidance—at least initially or in 
the absence of other constraints—because the best response of herbivores is to avoid areas of high predation 
risk, and hence of high fear. If they can avoid such areas, they can avoid a chronic stress response while 
reducing the chance of being eaten. Chronic stress occurs when the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis is 
activated long-term by unpredictable or uncontrollable stressors (Boonstra 2013). Thus the nub of the problem 
with respect to predation risk is one of stress control. Physiologically, the critical point is not that there is a 
greater chance of being killed in riskier habitats (there is), but rather whether there is a net benefit in choosing to 
forage there and if so, how stress and risk can be managed. 
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A herbivore will choose to forage in risky places from necessity when enough food of the right quality is 
unavailable in safe places, or when the food benefits outweigh the risk of predation (Kotler 1997). Once this 
happens, it must face this risk to avoid the certainty of starvation (McNamara and Houston 1987). The fear of 
predation has now become a stressor. 
 
A stressor is any environmental stimulus that either directly threatens an organism’s survival and homeostasis, a 
reactive stressor, or is perceived to do so, an anticipatory stressor (Herman et al. (2003) and see Boonstra (2013) 
Fig. 1). Both classes of stressors activate the hypothalamus but through different pathways. From the 
hypothalamus downstream, however, the precipitated hormonal cascade is similar and culminates in the release 
of glucocorticoids from the adrenal cortex. These hormones influence the expression of approximately 10% of 
the genome. Their targets include genes controlling metabolism, growth, repair, reproduction, and the 
management of resource allocation (Le et al. 2005), signalling the body to mobilize energy and suppress 
physiological processes not required immediately to deal with the stressor (e.g., growth, reproduction, 
digestion). Following chronic stress, this feedback is attenuated and the suppression of the physiological 
processes grades into inhibition (Sapolsky et al. 2000; Wingfield and Romero 2001). Such feedback attenuation 
may physiologically explain the predation risk allocation hypothesis (Lima and Bednekoff 1999) that animals 
living in chronically risky environments do not perpetually increase time spent on risk avoidance behaviours and 
simply focus on foraging (e.g., Bytheway et al. 2013). 
 

Dealing with the Dilemma of Food and Fear 
 
Given the heterogeneous landscape of food and fear, it is not surprising that foraging decisions concerning the 
two are intertwined and that herbivores often trade off the two behaviourally. For example elk feed on lower 
quality food closer to the safety of the forest when wolves are nearby (Hernandez and Laundre 2005; Creel et al. 
2009).Why animals often make this trade-off, and in particular, why herbivores do not forage to minimise costs 
of predation and plant defence while maximising nutrient/energy intake is likely that they cannot do so. 
Ecologically, good food in safe places is hard to find. Physiologically, we suggest the stress responses to risks 
from food and fear may compete for resources. 
 
Ecologically, the “best” solution of foraging in safe places for high quality food is unlikely to be sustainable. If 
it were, poorly defended plants would be quickly consumed by herbivores and predators would starve through 
lack of access to herbivores. Evolutionarily, the strong selective imperative for plants is therefore to defend, for 
predators to attack, and for both to find ways of doing so. Thus in natural ecosystems the world is often green 
and trophic levels extend above the herbivore. The closest we see to mammalian herbivores at least 
intermittently escaping these constraints is the cycling of some herbivore populations, such as snowshoe hares, 
along with cycling predators (Krebs et al. 1995) and theoretically also plant defences (Feng et al. 2008). At the 
community level, most mammalian herbivores are clearly pinned by both bottom-up and top-down control. At 
the individual level, they must search for good food in risky places (that is why it is still there) or poor food in 
safe places (that is all that remains). 
 
Free-ranging mammals do integrate the influences of plant toxins and predation risk when foraging (e.g. 
Fedriani and Boulay 2006; Hochman and Kotler 2006; Kirmani et al. 2010). Importantly, the relative cost of 
toxin and fear shifts depending on toxin concentration. In titration experiments where food in safe patches was 
made more toxic, captive and free-ranging mammalian herbivores and frugivores all shifted their preference so 
they foraged relatively more in risky, non-toxic patches (Fig. 1a, Nersesian et al. 2011; McArthur et al. 2012). 
Such experiments allow us to pinpoint the equivalence point, where animals perceive the costs associated with 
food and fear to be equal (Fig. 1a). More generally, mammals have shown complex integrated foraging 
responses to predation risk and different types of plant defences (Schmidt 2000) or different plant nutrient levels 
(Bakker et al. 2005). 
 
Physiologically, the response to plant secondary chemistry such as toxins and predation risk differs. The former 
runs mainly though enzyme pathways associated with ingested and absorbed foods and the latter via hormone 
pathways associated with stress (Fig. 2). At this proximate level, therefore, they should not compete. 
Physiological stress responses, however, arise not only from fear but also from food (Fig. 2). Predation risk is an 
anticipatory stressor whereas lack of sufficient food is a reactive stressor. Predation risk requires evaluation by 
cortical-based cognitive and decision-making brain areas before signals are sent to the hypothalamus to initiate 
the hormonal cascade (Boonstra 2013). Hunger imposes a direct physiological challenge to homeostasis and 
requires no cognitive input; with lowered energy balance, a blood borne signal is transmitted to the 
hypothalamus (Dallman and Bhatnagar 2001), causing an increase in glucocorticoid levels (Harris et al. 1994), 
increasing appetite and food-seeking behaviour (Wingfield and Romero 2001). The key is that both stressors 
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invoke a response via the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis (Fig. 2). Thus the impact of fear on the stress axis 
cannot be decoupled from the simultaneous stressor of the lack of food, because both culminate in the same 
downstream stress physiology. Hungry animals do not ignore the physiological feedback of fear but must 
respond to both risks. They may forage in risky places if they must (Berger-Tal et al. 2010) or they may choose 
to deal with poor quality food in safe places. For browsing herbivores, the latter means dealing with plant 
defences including toxins. 
 
The pathways for dealing with food and fear are therefore linked directly through stress responses to hunger and 
predation risk, and indirectly, because detoxification physiology and stress physiology are both maintained by 
nutrients and energy. We suggest that herbivores are constrained by the need to balance these responses (Figs 2, 
3). Animals that cope well with fear may therefore deal poorly with plant toxins. We know of no study that has 
explored whether there is any relation between the physiology of dealing with food, in particular the capacity to 
deal with plant toxins, and predation risk via stress hormones. 
 
We suggest that the outcome of the foraging constraints imposed by the ecological landscape, and the proposed 
physiological trade-offs between responding to the risks of food and fear, is manifest at the inter-specific level 
along the dietary spectrum of herbivore generalists and specialists (Fig. 3). We also suggest that, at least for 
generalist herbivores, individuals vary intra-specifically in how each trades off food and fear (Fig. 3). Thus 
although herbivore dietary specialisation has been considered mainly in terms of food, not surprisingly, in the 
broader context of foraging it has important ramifications in the context of predation risk. 
 

Inter-Specific Variation in Strategies for Dealing with Food and Fear 
 
Shipley et al. (2009) differentiated (obligate) specialist from generalist herbivores. The former are often 
relatively immobile with low absolute metabolic rates, and have ritualised foraging behaviour appropriate for 
obtaining a narrow diet but requiring little behavioural plasticity. An additional yet crucial ecological layer is to 
consider the characteristics and consequences of herbivore foraging strategies in relation to predation risk. We 
suggest that generalist and specialist goals lie along different parts of the food-fear axes. 
 
We hypothesise that in searching for a variety of food, dietary generalists confront and better cope with higher 
predation risk than specialists, and allocate resources differently to the physiologies associated with food or 
predation risk (Fig. 3). We suggest that specialists forage for poor, often toxic, food in safe places, avoiding 
predation risk more than generalists and devoting their physiological resources predominantly to dealing with 
plant defences such as toxins (Fig. 3). This is not to say that specialists are not vulnerable to predation, 
particularly in modified landscapes. Rather, the lack of behavioural plasticity of obligate specialist herbivores in 
their search for food may, in fact, also make them more vulnerable to predation than generalists in risky 
environments. In the context of animal personality, which we discuss below, boldness is the propensity to take 
risks (Reale et al. 2007). At the inter-specific level we predict generalist herbivores to be bolder than specialists 
(Fig. 3). 
 

Intra-Specific Variation in Strategies for Dealing with Food and Fear 
Individuals of many species differ in their personality, that is, they show individual differences in behaviour that 
are consistent over time or across contexts (Reale et al. 2007). The bold–shy continuum (Wilson et al. 1994) is 
one key ecologically relevant personality trait. Others include degrees of exploration, activity and 
aggressiveness (Reale et al. 2007). The existence of personality traits, such as boldness, has clear ecological and 
evolutionary consequences (Wolf and Weissing 2012) with demonstrated links between personality and life-
history traits or fitness surrogates (Reale et al. 2007). Personality traits can co-vary as behavioural syndromes 
(Sih et al. 2004) and animal personality has been linked to stress physiology (Koolhaas et al. 2010; Montiglio et 
al. 2012). 
 
Personality has been shown to affect foraging behaviour. For example, in captivity bolder sheep (Ovis aries) 
were more likely to explore their environment and cause the herd to separate than the shy (Michelena et al. 
2009), and bolder fallow deer (Dama dama) ate more novel food and ate more in novel situations (Bergvall et 
al. 2011). Personality has also been shown to affect an individual’s perceived landscape of fear. Free-ranging 
bold grey mouse lemurs (Microcebus murinus), for example, take less time than shy individuals to enter the 
same risky feeding stations (Dammhahn and Almeling 2012). Personality has yet to be considered in the context 
of mammalian herbivores foraging in a heterogeneous landscape of food and fear. We argue that how herbivores 
solve the foraging dilemma they often face in these landscapes will depend on their personality. 
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In captivity, individual brushtail possums differed in how each balanced the costs of food toxin and fear, seen 
statistically as variation about the mean (Nersesian et al. (2011), Fig. 1a). At the population-level equivalence 
point, responses ranged from Individual A that strongly preferred to feed in the risky non-toxic patch to 
Individual H that strongly preferred the safe, toxic food patch (Fig. 1b). We hypothesise that these individual 
responses arose from differences in physiology and personality, illustrated along the boldness continuum in Fig. 
1b. 
One consequence of personality is that in a given landscape varying in food quality and predation risk (Fig. 4a), 
individual animals will each perceive and value patches within that landscape differently (Fig. 4b, c). These 
different perceptions will affect where each decides to forage. The bold put a lower relative price on predation 
risk than do the shy and, we suggest, a higher relative price on plant defence (Fig. 4b versus 4c). This provides 
an explanation for why bold animals may risk death for good food whereas shy ones may take fewer risks but 
settle for poor food. Along with this, individuals should demonstrate differences in their underlying stress 
physiology and their physiology for dealing with the costs of food, paralleling the inter-specific patterns we 
proposed earlier. 
 
We hypothesise that in dietary specialist species, individuals all have a similar equivalence point between food 
and fear, with a physiology focussed on dealing with plant defences and a low propensity to take risks. We 
suggest that in many generalists species, perhaps all, the equivalence point will differ among individuals. Where 
this point lies for an individual will depend on its (1) personality for coping with predation risk, itself linked to 
its stress physiology; (2) physiological capacity to deal with low quality food, which for browsing herbivores is 
strongly defined by plant defences such as toxins. 
 
We therefore predict that intra-specifically, individuals express a variety of physiological-behavioural 
syndromes based on different but equally adaptive foraging strategies dealing with food and fear (Fig. 3). 
Generalist herbivore species may themselves be differentiated along a gradient. In some species, individuals 
may all be bold, search for high quality food, “live fast and die young” (left hand end of the spectrum in Fig. 3). 
In other species, individuals may differ across the spectrum in Fig. 3. We have used boldness to illustrate our 
arguments because this trait, the propensity to take risks, is most explicitly linked to predation risk. Individuals 
that have more active and exploratory personalities, of course, may also be more vulnerable to predation as they 
forage. The adaptive advantage for all these behavioural types, however, would lie in greater opportunity to 
exploit more and better quality food as they forage in risky places. The adaptive advantage for the shy, on the 
other hand, would lie in low risk of predation despite lower quality food. We would still predict these 
physiological-behavioural syndromes even if there is no physiological trade-off between dealing with food and 
fear, because of the ecological constraint of poor food in safe places and good food in risky places. Clearly these 
predictions remain to be tested. 
 

Future Research Directions 
 
Herbivores are truly between a rock and a hard place—where they forage is constrained top-down by predation 
and predation risk, and bottom-up by plants and plant defence. Although predators and plants may not 
collaborate directly, they do, together, form a trans-trophic mutualism that shapes herbivore foraging. By 
synthesising how and why this occurs from a physiological and behavioural perspective, we have presented 
several key questions about herbivore foraging that have yet to be answered. We have also made testable 
predictions about the inter- and intra-specific diversity of foraging strategies in response to food and fear: 
 
(1) Herbivores trade off resource allocation to stress physiology versus food physiology. Testing this will fill a 

mechanistic gap in our understanding of how ecophysiology underpins the behavioural foraging decisions 
made by herbivores. 

(2) Inter-specifically, dietary generalist herbivores confront and cope with predation risk more than specialists, 
aligned with a different balance in resource allocation to stress and food physiology. Generalists should quit 
low quality food patches and experience greater predation risk earlier than specialists. 

(3) Intra-specifically, individuals (particularly generalists) solve the foraging dilemma in different ways as a 
function of their individual physiological capabilities and personality phenotype. The solutions are equally 
adaptive or adaptive in different contexts. 

 
A first step in testing our inter-specific predictions is to study sympatric generalist and specialist herbivores 
under low and high predation risk, quantifying what they eat and where they forage to find it. This needs to be 
done on a fine temporal scale, using, for example, GPS- and video-collars. 
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The stress physiology of generalists and specialists could be compared, as done for the physiology of 
detoxification (Boyle et al. 1999). More specifically, we should compare the stress physiology of obligatory 
specialists versus facultative generalists, which represent the least and most diverse of the herbivore dietary 
niches (Shipley et al. 2009), under varying doses of predation risk. 
 
Ecologically, we could also compare rates of predation on generalist versus specialist herbivores. If the patterns 
play out at the lethal level, we predict greater mortality, hence greater regulation through predation of generalist 
than specialist herbivores in natural ecosystems. One test of this may be the red squirrel (Tamiasciuvus 
hudsoniaus) and snowshoe hare herbivore community in the boreal forest in North America.  In winter, red 
squirrels are facultative specialists on conifer seeds whereas hares are generalists on shrubs.  Red squirrels are 
largely unaffected by the 10 year predation-driven cycle of the hares (Boonstra et al. 2001) and we have no 
evidence that they are ‘stressed’ by the predators that stress hares. Food specialization may remove predators as 
a regulator of red squirrel populations. 
 
Quantifying rates of mortality may be less revealing, however, if the sublethal influence of predators is more 
important. In this case, experiments that test the responses of generalist and specialist herbivores to cues of 
predation risk may instead be useful. Giving-up-density (GUD) experiments reveal the population level 
landscape of fear (Brown 1988) but making meaningful comparisons between species can be problematic, not 
least because equivalent GUD can occur for different reasons (Bedoya-Perez et al. 2013). An alternative or 
complementary approach may be to obtain realistic measures to quantify what animals are feeling 
physiologically on a moment to moment basis as they forage through their natural world.  This could be 
achieved through activity monitors measuring heart rate, blood pressure, body temperature that, with validation, 
is then related to stress (e.g., Wascher et al. 2011; Viblanc et al. 2012). 
 
A first step in testing our intra-specific predictions is to quantify how much individuals within a species vary in 
the diets they select and how they forage, then to test whether this variation is consistent with predictions 
associated with their individual personalities. Do bold individuals indeed have a higher quality diet that the shy? 
Do they forage in riskier food patches? Again, GPS collars for spatial mapping of individual movement over 
fine-scale foraging timeframes will be an important tool. GUD experiments that simultaneously quantify 
foraging behaviour (following McArthur et al. 2012), but at the level of individuals whose personality profile is 
defined, will allow us to test how the bold and shy, for example, differ in how they use food patches. 
 
Pharmacologically manipulating an individual’s response to food and fear using standard chemicals that 
modulate toxicity and stress would allow us to quantify how equivalence points shift as a function of an 
animal’s physiology. Several enzymes influence systemic plasma concentrations of ingested toxins and 
determine toxic responses (Sorensen and Dearing 2006; Sorensen et al. 2006). Commercially available drugs 
can reduce systemic exposure and toxicity of ingested toxins (Seneca et al. 2010). Likewise, the physiological 
stress response can be suppressed (Gagne et al. 1985)  or elevated (Muller et al. 2009). 
 

Conclusions and Ecological Implications 
 
We argue that the fields of plant–herbivore and predator-prey interactions present a compelling opportunity for 
developing integrative research that further explores the foraging of generalist and specialist herbivores in 
relation to the interplay of food and fear. Crucially, we need to incorporate how individual variation, and 
personality in particular, affects this interaction. The scientific literature has over 18000 papers on plant-
herbivore interactions (Web of Science search, 7 Feb 2014, for “plant + herbiv*”) and over 700 on personality 
in ecology (search for “personality + ecolog*”) having doubled over the last year. Currently there are just two 
papers (Bergvall et al. 2011; Tremmel and Muller 2013) integrating the topics (“plant + herbiv* + personality”). 
Research has yet to explore the broader implications of personality from both herbivore and plant perspectives, 
or in free-ranging systems. 
 
We offer several fundamental and applied ecological implications, particularly related to variation in the 
responses of individual herbivores to food and fear: 
 
(1) Herbivore populations: The perceived quality of the landscape will differ as individuals differ in how they 

respond to food and fear (Fig. 4).  As a result, there should be reduced intra-specific foraging competition 
between individuals of different personality and physiology profiles; with potentially greater packing of 
individuals and a higher population density in the landscape than predicted by a single adaptive peak. 
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(2) Trophic interactions: Plant defences should be more effective deterring the bold than the shy, because bold 
animals could avoid highly defended plants by foraging in high-quality but risky areas, out of bounds for 
shy ones. In so doing, predators should especially benefit from plant defence if it drives bold herbivores into 
risky places to feed. Similarly, plants may benefit from predation risk to herbivores, needing fewer defences 
in risky places where fear acts as an indirect defence. In this way, spatial variation in risk can help promote 
plant and plant species diversity. However, the effectiveness and outcome of the interaction will depend on 
the personality-physiological profile of individual herbivores. Shy, dietary specialists should still exert 
browsing pressure on plants in safe areas. 

(3) Conservation and management of herbivores: Heterogeneity of the landscape of food and fear at the 
appropriate spatial scale(s) may be key to maximising the net value of that landscape, providing 
differentially valuable patches for a suite of personality-physiological phenotypes within and across species. 
Modelling the combined food- and fear-scapes would provide a mechanistic understanding of the landscape 
requirements for the conservation of vulnerable and endangered herbivores. At the other end of the 
spectrum, more than 10% of the world’s 100 worst invasive species (IUCN list) are mammalian plant-
eaters, causing environmental and economic problems globally. Novel solutions for these species are 
critical. The use of fear-based deterrence for crops against pest herbivores is challenging if personality 
affects behavioural responses: fear will be less effective against the bold than the shy, requiring an 
alternative approach for these animals. 

(4) Conservation of plants and predators: Trophic cascades from the loss of large carnivores (Ripple et al. 
2014) is presently interpreted via numerical (lethal) and spatial (sublethal) shifts in herbivores with 
consequent effects on plants. For herbivores whose populations are currently regulated by these large 
predators, elimination of the latter will mean that the landscape of fear disappears, and the safe haven for 
plants ceases to exist. A major restructuring of the communities is predicted and the pressure to evolve plant 
toxicity will be intense. In addition, the selective advantages and costs for variation in herbivore personality 
(bold versus shy) relative to foraging will shift, so that intraspecific competitive interactions, alone, become 
the preeminent selective force. 

 
References 

 
Andrew RL, Peakall R, Wallis IR, Foley WJ (2007) Spatial distribution of defense chemicals and markers and 

the maintenance of chemical variation. Ecology 88:716-728 
Apfelbach R, Blanchard CD, Blanchard RJ, Hayes RA, McGregor IS (2005) The effects of predator odors in 

mammalian prey species: A review of field and laboratory studies. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral 
Reviews 29:1123-1144 

Au J, Marsh KJ, Wallis IR, Foley WJ (2013) Whole-body protein turnover reveals the cost of detoxification of 
secondary metabolites in a vertebrate browser. Journal of Comparative Physiology B-Biochemical 
Systemic and Environmental Physiology 183:993-1003 

Bakker ES, Reiffers RC, Olff H, Gleichman JM (2005) Experimental manipulation of predation risk and food 
quality: effect on grazing behaviour in a central-place foraging herbivore. Oecologia 146:157-167 

Banks PB (2001) Predation-sensitive grouping and habitat use by eastern grey kangaroos: a field experiment. 
Animal Behaviour 61:1013-1021 

Banks PB, Hume ID, Crowe O (1999) Behavioural, morphological and dietary response of rabbits to predation 
risk from foxes. Oikos 85:247-256 

Bedoya-Perez M, Carthey AJR, Mella VSA, McArthur C, Banks PB (2013) A practical guide to avoid giving up 
on giving-up-densities. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology 67:1541-1553 

Bedoya-Perez M, Issa D, Banks PB, McArthur C (2014) Quantifying the response of free-ranging mammalian 
herbivores to the interplay between plant defence and nutrient concentrations. Oecologia 

Berger-Tal O, Mukherjee S, Kotler BP, Brown JS (2010) Complex state-dependent games between owls and 
gerbils. Ecology Letters 13:302-310 

Bergvall UA, Schapers A, Kjellander P, Weiss A (2011) Personality and foraging decisions in fallow deer, 
Dama dama. Animal Behaviour 81:101-112 

Boonstra R (2013) Reality as the leading cause of stress: rethinking the impact of chronic stress in nature. 
Functional Ecology 27:11-23 

Boonstra R, Boutin S, Byrom A, Karels TJ, Hubbs AH, Stuart-Smith K, Blower M, Antpoehler. S (2001) The 
role of red squirrels and arctic ground squirrels. In: Krebs CJ, Boutin S, Boonstra R (eds) Ecosystem 
Dynamics of the Boreal Forest: the Kluane Project. Oxford University Press, New York, pp 179-501 

Boyle R, McLean S, Foley WJ, Davies NW (1999) Comparative metabolism of dietary terpene, p-cymene, in 
generalist and specialist folivorous marsupials. Journal of Chemical Ecology 25:2109-2126 

  

This is an author-produced, peer-reviewed version of this article.  The final, definitive version of this document can be found online at 
Oecologia, published by Springer.  Copyright restrictions may apply.  doi:  10.1007/s00442-014-3076-6 

9 



Brown JS (1988) Patch use as an indicator of habitat preference, predation risk, and competition. Behavioral 
Ecology and Sociobiology 22:37-47 

Brown JS, Kotler B (2004) Hazardous duty pay and the foraging cost of predation. Ecology Letters 7:999-1014 
Brown JS, Laundre JW, Gurung M (1999) The ecology of fear: Optimal foraging, game theory, and trophic 

interactions. Journal of Mammalogy 80:385-399 
Bryant JP, Kuropat PJ (1980) Selection of winter forage by sub-arctic browsing vertebrates - the role of plant 

chemistry. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 11:261-285 
Bytheway JP, Carthey AJR, Banks PB (2013) Risk vs. reward: how predators and prey respond to aging 

olfactory cues. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology 67:715-725 
Carthey AJR, Bytheway JP, Banks PB (2011) Negotiating a noisy, information-rich environment in search of 

cryptic prey: olfactory predators need patchiness in prey cues. Journal of Animal Ecology 80:742-752 
Creel S, Christianson D (2008) Relationships between direct predation and risk effects. Trends in Ecology and 

Evolution 23:194-201 
Creel S, Winnie JA, Christianson D (2009) Glucocorticoid stress hormones and the effect of predation risk on 

elk reproduction. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 
106:12388-12393 

Dallman MF, Bhatnagar S (2001) Chronic stress and energy balance: role of the hypothalamo-pituitary-adrenal 
axis. In: McEwen BS (ed) Coping with the environment: neural and endocrine mechanisms. Oxford 
University Press, New York, pp 179-210 

Dammhahn M, Almeling L (2012) Is risk taking during foraging a personality trait? A field test for cross-
context consistency in boldness. Animal Behaviour 84:1131-1139 

Dearing MD (1996) Disparate determinants of summer and winter diet selection of a generalist herbivore, 
Ochotona princeps. Oecologia 108:467-478 

Dearing MD, Cork S (1999) Role of detoxification of plant secondary compounds on diet breadth in a 
mammalian herbivore, Trichosurus vulpecula. Journal of Chemical Ecology 25:1205-1219 

DeGabriel JL, Moore BD, Foley WJ, Johnson CN (2009) The effects of plant defensive chemistry on nutrient 
availability predict reproductive success in a mammal. Ecology 90:711-719 

Degabriele R, Dawson TJ (1979) Metabolism and heat balance in an arboreal marsupial, the koala 
(Phascolarctos cinereus). Journal of Comparative Physiology 134:293-301 

Embar K, Kotler BP, Mukherjee S (2011) Risk management in optimal foragers: the effect of sightlines and 
predator type on patch use, time allocation, and vigilance in gerbils. Oikos 120:1657-1666 

Embar K, Raveh A, Hoffmann I, Kotler BP (2014) Predator facilitation or interference: a game of vipers and 
owls. Oecologia 174:1301-1309 

Estes JA, Terborgh J, Brashares JS, Power ME, Berger J, Bond WJ, Carpenter SR, Essington TE, Holt RD, 
Jackson JBC, Marquis RJ, Oksanen L, Oksanen T, Paine RT, Pikitch EK, Ripple WJ, Sandin SA, 
Scheffer M, Schoener TW, Shurin JB, Sinclair ARE, Soule ME, Virtanen R, Wardle DA (2011) 
Trophic Downgrading of Planet Earth. Science 333:301-306 

Fedriani JM, Boulay R (2006) Foraging by fearful frugivores: combined effect of fruit ripening and predation 
risk. Functional Ecology 20:1070-1079 

Feng ZL, Liu RS, DeAngelis DL (2008) Plant-herbivore interactions mediated by plant toxicity. Theoretical 
Population Biology 73:449-459 

Foley WJ (1992) Nitrogen and energy retention and acid-base status in the common ringtail possum 
(Pseudocheirus peregrinus): evidence of the effects of absorbed allelochemicals. Physiological 
Zoology 65:403-421 

Foley WJ, Iason GR, McArthur C (1999) Role of plant secondary metabolites in the nutritional ecology of 
mammalian herbivores - how far have we come in 25 years? In: Jung H-JG, Fahey GC (eds) 
Nutritional Ecology of Herbivores. Proceedings of the Vth International Symposium on the Nutrition of 
Herbivores. American Society of Animal Science, Savoy, Illinois, pp 130-209 

Forbey JS, Dearing MD, Gross E, Orians C, Sotka E, Foley WJ (2013) Vertebrate herbivores in terrestrial and 
aquatic systems: a pharm-ecological perspective. Journal of Chemical Ecology 39:465-480 

Forbey JS, Pu X, Xu D, Kielland K, Bryant JP (2011) Inhibition of snowshoe hare succinate dehydrogenase 
activity as a mechanism of deterrance for papyriferic acid in birch. J Chem Ecol 37:1285-1293 

Freeland WJ, Janzen DH (1974) Strategies in herbivory by mammals - role of plant secondary compounds. 
American Naturalist 108:269-289 

Frye GG, Connelly JW, Musil DD, Forbey JS (2013) Phytochemistry predicts habitat selection by an avian 
herbivore at multiple spatial scales. Ecology 94:308-314 

Gagne D, Pons M, Philibert D (1985) RU-38486 - A potent antiglucocorticoid in vitro and in vivo. Journal of 
Steroid Biochemistry and Molecular Biology 23:247-251 

  

This is an author-produced, peer-reviewed version of this article.  The final, definitive version of this document can be found online at 
Oecologia, published by Springer.  Copyright restrictions may apply.  doi:  10.1007/s00442-014-3076-6 

10 



Harris SB, Gunion MW, Rosenthal MJ, Walford RL (1994) Serum glucose, glucose-tolerance, corticosterone 
and free fatty-acids during aging in energy restricted mice. Mechanisms of Ageing and Development 
73:209-221 

Herman JP, Figueiredo H, Mueller NK, Ulrich-Lai Y, Ostrander MM, Choi DC, Cullinan WE (2003) Central 
mechanisms of stress integration: hierarchical circuitry controlling hypothalamo-pituitary-
adrenocortical responsiveness. Frontiers in Neuroendocrinology 24:151-180 

Hernandez L, Laundre JW (2005) Foraging in the 'landscape of fear' and its implications for habitat use and diet 
quality of elk Cervus elaphus and bison Bison bison. Wildlife Biology 11:215-220 

Hochman V, Kotler BP (2006) Effects of food quality, diet preference and water on patch use by Nubian ibex. 
Oikos 112:547-554 

Hughes NK, Kelley JL, Banks PB (2012) Dangerous liaisons: the predation risks of receiving social signals. 
Ecology Letters 15:1326-1339 

Karban R, Baldwin IT (1997) Induced Responses to Herbivory. University of Chicago Press, Chicago 
Kirmani SN, Banks PB, McArthur C (2010) Integrating the costs of plant toxins and predation risk in foraging 

decisions of a mammalian herbivore. Oecologia 164:349-356 
Koolhaas JM, de Boer SF, Coppens CM, Buwalda B (2010) Neuroendocrinology of coping styles: Towards 

understanding the biology of individual variation. Frontiers in Neuroendocrinology 31:307-321 
Kotler BP (1997) Patch use by gerbils in a risky environment: manipulating food and safety to test four models. 

Oikos 78:274-282 
Kotler BP, Brown J, Mukherjee S, Berger-Tal O, Bouskila A (2010) Moonlight avoidance in gerbils reveals a 

sophisticated interplay among time allocation, vigilance and state-dependent foraging. Proceedings of 
the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences 277:1469-1474 

Krebs CJ, Boutin S, Boonstra R, Sinclair ARE, Smith JNM, Dale MRT, Martin K, Turkington R (1995) Impact 
of food and predation on the snowshoe hare cycle. Science 269:1112-1115 

Laundre JW, Hernandez L, Altendorf KB (2001) Wolves, elk, and bison: reestablishing the "landscape of fear" 
in Yellowstone National Park, USA. Canadian Journal of Zoology-Revue Canadienne De Zoologie 
79:1401-1409 

Laundre JW, Hernandez L, Ripple WJ (2010) The landscape of fear: ecological implications of being afraid. 
The Open Ecology Journal 3:1-7 

Lawler IR, Foley WJ, Eschler BM (2000) Foliar concentrations of a single toxin creates habitat patchiness for a 
marsupial folivore. Ecology 81:1327-1338 

Lawler IR, Foley WJ, Pass GJ, Eschler BM (1998) Administration of a 5HT(3) receptor antagonist increases the 
intake of diets containing Eucalyptus secondary metabolites by marsupials. Journal of Comparative 
Physiology B-Biochemical Systemic and Environmental Physiology 168:611-618 

Le PP, Friedman JR, Schug J, Brestelli JE, Parker JB, Bochkis IM, Kaestner KH (2005) Glucocorticoid 
receptor-dependent gene regulatory networks. PLoS Genetics 1:159-170 

Lima SL, Bednekoff PA (1999) Temporal variation in danger drives antipredator behavior: The predation risk 
allocation hypothesis. American Naturalist 153:649-659 

Lima SL, Dill LM (1990) Behavioral decisions made under the risk of predation - a review and prospectus. 
Canadian Journal of Zoology-Revue Canadienne De Zoologie 68:619-640 

Loney PE, McArthur C, Sanson GD, Davies NW, Close DC, Jordan GJ (2006) How do soil nutrients affect 
within-plant patterns of herbivory in seedlings of Eucalyptus nitens? Oecologia 150:409-420 

Marsh KJ, Moore BD, Wallis IR, Foley WJ (2014) Feeding rates of a mammalian browser confirm the 
predictions of a 'foodscape' model of its habitat. Oecologia 174:873-882 

Marsh KJ, Wallis IR, Foley WJ (2005) Detoxification rates constrain feeding in common brushtail possums 
(Trichosurus vulpecula). Ecology 86:2946-2954 

Marsh KJ, Wallis IR, McLean S, Sorensen JS, Foley WJ (2006) Conflicting demands on detoxification 
pathways influence how common brushtail possums choose their diets. Ecology 87:2103-2112 

McArthur C, Hagerman AE, Robbins CT (1991) Physiological strategies of mammalian herbivores against plant 
defenses. In: Palo RT, Robbins CT (eds) Plant Defenses Against Mammalian Herbivores. CRC Press, 
Boca Raton, Florida, pp 103-114 

McArthur C, Loney PE, Davies N, Jordan GJ (2010) Early ontogenetic trajectories vary among defence 
chemicals in seedlings of a fast-growing eucalypt. Austral Ecology 35:157-166 

McArthur C, Orlando P, Banks PB, Brown JS (2012) The foraging tight-rope between predation risk and plant 
toxins: a matter of concentration. Functional Ecology 26:74-83 

McLean S, Boyle RR, Brandon S, Davies NW, Sorensen JS (2007) Pharmacokinetics of 1,8-cineole, a dietary 
toxin, in the brushtail possum (Trichosurus vulpecula): significance for feeding. Xenobiotica 37:903-
922 

  

This is an author-produced, peer-reviewed version of this article.  The final, definitive version of this document can be found online at 
Oecologia, published by Springer.  Copyright restrictions may apply.  doi:  10.1007/s00442-014-3076-6 

11 



McLean S, Duncan AJ (2006) Pharmacological perspectives on the detoxification of plant secondary 
metabolites: Implications for ingestive behavior of herbivores. Journal of Chemical Ecology 32:1213-
1228 

McNamara JM, Houston AI (1987) Starvation and predation a factors limiting population size. Ecology 
68:1515-1519 

Mella VSA, Banks PB, McArthur C (2014) Negotiating multiple cues of predation risk in a landscape of fear: 
what scares free-ranging brushtail possums? Journal of Zoology doi:10.1111/jzo.12146 

Michelena P, Sibbald AM, Erhard HW, McLeod JE (2009) Effects of group size and personality on social 
foraging: the distribution of sheep across patches. Behavioral Ecology 20:145-152 

Montiglio PO, Garant D, Pelletier F, Reale D (2012) Personality differences are related to long-term stress 
reactivity in a population of wild eastern chipmunks, Tamias striatus. Animal Behaviour 84:1071-1079 

Moore BD, Foley WJ (2005) Tree use by koalas in a chemically complex landscape. Nature 435:488-490 
Muller C, Almasi B, Roulin A, Breuner CW, Jenni-Eiermann S, Jenni L (2009) Effects of corticosterone pellets 

on baseline and stress-induced corticosterone and corticosteroid-binding-globulin. General and 
Comparative Endocrinology 160:59-66 

Nersesian CL, Banks PB, McArthur C (2011) Titrating the cost of plant toxins against predators: determining 
the tipping point for foraging herbivores. Journal of Animal Ecology 80:753-760 

Nersesian CL, Banks PB, McArthur C (2012a) Influences of plant toxins and their spatial distribution on 
foraging by the common brushtail possum, a generalist mammalian herbivore. Journal of Chemical 
Ecology 38:1544-1551 

Nersesian CL, Banks PB, Simpson SJ, McArthur C (2012b) Mixing nutrients mitigates the intake constraints of 
a plant toxin in a generalist herbivore. Behavioral Ecology 23:879-888 

O'Reilly-Wapstra JM, McArthur C, Potts BM (2004) Linking plant genotype, plant defensive chemistry and 
mammal browsing in a Eucalyptus species. Functional Ecology 18:677-684 

Pech RP, Sinclair ARE, Newsome AE, Catling PC (1992) Limits to predator regulation of rabbits in Australia - 
evidence from predator-removal experiments. Oecologia 89:102-112 

Powell F, Banks PB (2004) Do house mice modify their foraging behaviour in response to predator odours and 
habitat? Animal Behaviour 67:753-759 

Preisser EL, Bolnick DI, Benard ME (2005) Scared to Death? The Effects of Intimidation and Consumption in 
Predator-Prey Interactions. Ecology 86:501-509 

Price CJ, Banks PB (2012) Exploiting olfactory learning in alien rats to protect birds' eggs. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 109:19304-19309 

Provenza FD, Ortega-Reyes L, Scott CB, Lynch JJ, Burritt EA (1994) Antiemetic drugs atttenuate food 
aversions in sheep. Journal of Animal Science 72:1989-1994 

Reale D, Reader SM, Sol D, McDougall PT, Dingemanse NJ (2007) Integrating animal temperament within 
ecology and evolution. Biological Reviews 82:291-318 

Ripple WJ, Estes JA, Beschta RL, Wilmers CC, Ritchie EG, Hebblewhite M, Berger J, Elmhagen B, Letnic M, 
Nelson MP, Schmitz OJ, Smith DW, Wallach AD, Wirsing AJ (2014) Status and Ecological Effects of 
the World's Largest Carnivores. Science 343:151-+ 

Salo P, Banks PB, Dickman CR, Korpimaki E (2010) Predator manipulation experiments: impacts on 
populations of terrestrial vertebrate prey. Ecological Monographs 80:531-546 

Sapolsky RM, Romero LM, Munck AU (2000) How do glucocorticoids influence stress responses? Integrating 
permissive, suppressive, stimulatory, and preparative actions. Endocrine Reviews 21:55-89 

Schmidt KA (2000) Interactions between food chemistry and predation risk in fox squirrels. Ecology 81:2077-
2085 

Seneca N, Zoghbi SS, Shetty HU, Tuan E, Kannan P, Taku A, Innis RB, Pike VW (2010) Effects of 
ketoconazole on the biodistribution and metabolism of [C-11]loperamide and [C-11]N-desmethyl-
loperamide in wild-type and P-gp knockout mice. Nuclear Medicine and Biology 37:335-345 

Sheriff MJ, Krebs CJ, Boonstra R (2011) From process to pattern: how fluctuating predation risk impacts the 
stress axis of snowshoe hares during the 10-year cycle. Oecologia 166:593-605 

Shipley LA, Davis EM, Felicetti LA, McLean S, Forbey JS (2012) Mechanisms for eliminating monoterpenes in 
sagebrush by specialist and generalist rabbits. Journal of Chemical Ecology 38:1178-1189 

Shipley LA, Forbey JS, Moore BD (2009) Revisiting the dietary niche: When is a mammalian herbivore a 
specialist ? Integrative and Comparative Biology 49:274-290 

Sih A, Bell A, Johnson JC (2004) Behavioral syndromes: an ecological and evolutionary overview. Trends in 
Ecology & Evolution 19:372-378 

Simpson SJ, Sibly RM, Lee KP, Behmer ST, Raubenheimer D (2004) Optimal foraging when regulating intake 
of multiple nutrients. Animal Behaviour 68:1299-1311 

Sinclair ARE, Mduma S, Brashares JS (2003) Patterns of predation in a diverse predator-prey system. Nature 
425:288-290 

This is an author-produced, peer-reviewed version of this article.  The final, definitive version of this document can be found online at 
Oecologia, published by Springer.  Copyright restrictions may apply.  doi:  10.1007/s00442-014-3076-6 

12 



Sorensen JS, Dearing MD (2006) Efflux transporters as a novel herbivore countermechanism to plant chemical 
defenses. Journal of Chemical Ecology 32:1181-1196 

Sorensen JS, Heward E, Dearing MD (2005a) Plant secondary metabolites alter the feeding patterns of a 
mammalian herbivore (Neotoma lepida). Oecologia 146:415-422 

Sorensen JS, McLister JD, Dearing MD (2005b) Plant secondary metabolites compromise the energy budgets of 
specialist and generalist mammalian herbivores. Ecology 86:125-139 

Sorensen JS, Skopec MM, Dearing MD (2006) Application of pharmacological approaches to plant-mammal 
interactions. Journal of Chemical Ecology 32:1229-1246 

Sorensen JS, Turnbull CA, Dearing MD (2004) A specialist herbivore (Neotoma stephensi) absorbs fewer plant 
toxins than a generalist (Neotoma albigula). Physiological and Biochemical Zoology 77:139-148 

Torregrossa AM, Dearing MD (2009) Nutritional toxicology of mammals: regulated intake of plant secondary 
compounds. Functional Ecology 23:48-56 

Tremmel M, Muller C (2013) Insect personality depends on environmental conditions. Behavioral Ecology 
24:386-392 

Ulappa A, Kelsey RG, Frye GG, Rachlow JL, Shipley LA, Bond L, Pu X, Forbey JF (in press) Plant protein and 
secondary metabolites influence diet selection in a mammalian specialist herbivore. Journal of 
Mammalogy 

van der Merwe M, Brown JS (2008) Mapping the landscape of fear of the Cape ground squirrel (Xerus inauris). 
Journal of Mammalogy 89:1162-1169 

Verdolin JL (2006) Meta-analysis of foraging and predation risk trade-offs in terrestrial systems. Behavioral 
Ecology and Sociobiology 60:457-464 

Viblanc VA, Valette V, Kauffmann M, Malosse N, Groscolas R (2012) Coping with social stress: heart rate 
responses to agonistic interactions in king penguins. Behavioral Ecology 23:1178-1185 

Wascher CAF, Scheiber IBR, Braun A, Kotrschal K (2011) Heart rate responses to induced challenge situations 
in greylag geese (Anser anser). Journal of Comparative Psychology 125:116-119 

Wiggins NL, Marsh KJ, Wallis IR, Foley WJ, McArthur C (2006a) Sideroxylonal in Eucalyptus foliage 
influences foraging behaviour of an arboreal folivore. Oecologia 147:272-279 

Wiggins NL, McArthur C, Davies NW (2006b) Diet switching in a generalist mammalian folivore: fundamental 
to maximising intake. Oecologia 147:650-657 

Wiggins NL, McArthur C, Davies NW, McLean S (2006c) Spatial scale of the patchiness of plant poisons: a 
critical influence on foraging efficiency. Ecology 87:2236-2243 

Wiggins NL, McArthur C, McLean S, Boyle R (2003) Effects of two plant secondary metabolites, cineole and 
gallic acid, on nightly feeding patterns of the common brushtail possum. Journal of Chemical Ecology 
29:1423-1441 

Wilson DS, Clark AB, Coleman K, Dearstyne T (1994) Shyness and boldness in humans and other animals. 
Trends in Ecology & Evolution 9:442-446 

Wingfield JC, Romero LM (2001) Adrenocortical responses to stress and their modulation in free-living 
vertebrates. In: McEwen BS (ed) Handbook of Physiology. Section 7: The Endocrine System. Volume 
4: Coping with the Environment: Neural and Endocrine Mechanisms. Oxford University Press, New 
York, pp 211-234 

Wirsing AJ, Heithaus MR (2014) Accounting for individual behavioural variation in studies of habitat selection. 
Journal of Animal Ecology 83:319-321 

Wolf M, Weissing FJ (2012) Animal personalities: consequences for ecology and evolution. Trends in Ecology 
& Evolution 27:452-461 

This is an author-produced, peer-reviewed version of this article.  The final, definitive version of this document can be found online at 
Oecologia, published by Springer.  Copyright restrictions may apply.  doi:  10.1007/s00442-014-3076-6 

13 



Fig. 1  a Food eaten (g dry matter DM per kg body weight BW) by captive common brushtail possums 
(Trichosurus vulpecula) when offered pairs of food patches; one risky patch with non-toxic food versus one safe 
patch with food at one of five concentrations of the plant toxin, 1,8-cineole [figure modified from (Nersesian et 
al. 2011)]. The equivalence point defines where food intake at the two patches, hence the cost of food and fear, 
is equal. At the population level, this point occurred when the risky non-toxic patch was paired with 5% toxin in 
the safe patch. b Range in relative intake of food eaten by individuals (A - H) from the risky, non-toxic food 
patch versus the safe, 5% toxin food patch i.e., at the population-level equivalence point. 

Fig. 2  Model of the direct and indirect physiological links between food and fear. The physiological costs of 
food depend on whether a herbivore chooses to eat or not. For browsing herbivores, food consumption means an 
intake of plant toxins and the cost is primarily associated with detoxification physiology (left hand side). If food 
is not consumed and the herbivore is then hungry, the cost of food (or its lack) shifts pathways, becomes a 
reactive stressor and is now associated with stress physiology, activating the hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis 
(HPA).  Fear is an anticipatory stressor and also activates the HPA axis. Thus food and fear are linked ultimately 
by costs associated with detoxification or stress physiology, but a component of the cost of food is directly 
linked to the cost of fear via stress physiology. 

Fig. 3  Conceptual model of the ecophysiological variation in the capacity of herbivores to deal plant toxins and 
predation risk. We hypothesise that there is a behavioural-physiological syndrome, both inter- and intra-
specifically, associated with the axes of food and fear.  Specialists are predicted to be at the shy end of the 
spectrum with a physiology adapted to deal with plant defence, here as toxins, while avoiding fear. Individuals 
should vary little in personality. The strategy of generalists is predicted to vary both inter- and intra-specifically. 
At one end of the spectrum, bold individuals with a propensity to take risks have a high capacity to deal with 
predation risk as a stressor while spending little physiologically on dealing with plant defence. At the other 
extreme, shy individuals shift the physiological and behavioural balance, avoiding predation risk while dealing 
physiologically with plant defence. 

Fig. 4  Conceptual summary of the ecological landscape of food and fear for herbivores moving in space or time 
(x axis) and the cost (y axis) of plant defence and predation risk, a actual amounts, and as valued by, b bold and, 
c shy herbivores. The bold are prepared to take risks (are perhaps less fearful) and so the perceived cost of 
foraging in risky patches is diminished relative to the cost of plant defence. Bold individuals should prefer good 
food in risky patches. The shy perceive risky patches as more costly relative to patches with high plant defence, 
hence they should value safe patches though the food is poor. Under this scenario, there is low spatial overlap 
between foraging bold and shy individuals, although rare safe patches with good food will be highly valued by 
all.  
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