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Sub-maximal resource use comes at a cost to resource-limited individ-
uals. We consider a situation in which, in spite of strong intraspecific com-
petition, resources are consistently left unexploited by a parasitoid wasp.
The wasp is known to find virtually all hosts on a landscape scale but par-
asitize only about a third of the eggs in any given host egg cluster. We first
test and reject a series of system-specific simple physiological constraints
such as egg limitation of the wasp. We then consider classical mechanisms
of individual behavioral restraint. Prudent predation and bet-hedging fail
as explanations because the wasp lives as a large well-mixed population.
The host caterpillars live gregariously, and we find no individual benefits
for the parasitoid of living in a sparsely parasitized nest. We next build
an optimal foraging model with and without 1) a penalty for superpar-
asitism, and 2) avoidance of density-dependent hyperparasitism. Search
time is modified by strength of competition, increasing with the number
of individuals monitoring host egg clusters. The model explains both sub-
maximal resource use and deterrent marking behavior of the parasitoid
when there is a cost to superparasitism and the search time to find the
next egg cluster is short.
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Introduction

Under strong resource competition a limiting resource should become en-
tirely depleted. However, this does not generally occur, especially in per-
sistent predator-prey or host-parasite interactions [1]. In these cases the
resource may become too scarce to be exploited at low density. Alterna-
tively spatial, temporal or phenological asynchrony between an exploiter
and its prey may limit resource use [26, 33, 16, 39], or a resource may be
protected or be physiologically resistant [68]. Finally the exploiter may
practice sub-maximal resource consumption as an evolved behavior. For
instance, a predator might increase its lifetime fitness through prudent re-
source use [72, 91, 38], individuals might use bet-hedging strategies to in-
crease geometric mean fitness [15, 41], or a predator could be selective in
its choice of prey [5].

We examine sub-maximal resource use by a parasitoid wasp, Hyposoter
horticola (Hymenoptera: Ichneumonidae) which is an egg-larval parasitoid
of the butterfly Melitaea cinxia (Lepidoptera: Nymphalidae) in Åland, Fin-
land [51, 69]. The wasp locates host egg clusters in the landscape dur-
ing the weeks before they are ready to be parasitized [80], and monitors
the egg cluster, using visual landmarks to remember cluster locations [82].
When the host eggs near hatching they become susceptible, and the wasp
parasitizes about a third of hosts in each egg cluster. The wasp then ap-
plies a deterrent marker around the host egg cluster that other females
respect [12]. In this way, H. horticola parasitizes a portion of nearly every
host cluster in the landscape [81] with the great majority of the parasitism
in a cluster the result of one female [12]. In this paper we address the prob-
lem of why H. horticola, which is clearly resource limited, parasitizes such
a low fraction of the hosts available to it, marks the clusters it parasitizes,
and, when considering a new cluster, respects the deterrent markings left
by others.

We consider nine potential mechanisms for sub-maximal parasitism
(Table 1) using a combination of theoretical, empirical, and modeling
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methods. Such an exhaustive analysis of sub-maximal resource use has
not been attempted in a single research system before. Presumably this
is because there is insufficient data in most systems for testing multiple
hypotheses, or because interactions between species of interest are too
complex. The M. cinxia – H. horticola system is suitable because the in-
teraction between the species is simple, with a parasitoid supported by a
single host species, and has been extensively studied [51, 82, 57]. Detailed
understanding of sub-maximal resource use in this system advances un-
derstanding of the evolution and maintenance of behavioral restraint in
resource exploitation generally.

Research System

The host of the parasitoid H. horticola is the butterfly M. cinxia which has
a Eurasian distribution. In the Åland islands of Finland it lives in small,
extinction-prone local populations within networks of dry meadows. The
landscape in Åland contains about 4000 suitable habitat patches within an
area of 3500 km2 that are surveyed annually. Three to five hundred of the
patches are occupied by the butterfly in any given year [29, 57].

Individual butterflies lay clusters of 150-200 eggs on the leaves of the
host plants (Plantago lanceolata and Veronica spicata) in June [49]. The eggs
take two to three weeks to develop, but shortly before hatching most of the
egg clusters in virtually all of the local host populations in Åland are par-
asitized by H. horticola [81, 80]. Hyposoter horticola is a mobile [47] and soli-
tary egg-larval endoparasitoid wasp that has no hosts other than M. cinxia
in Finland, and is not known to use other hosts elsewhere [69]. Females
typically spend 20 to 60 minutes at each host cluster, parasitize roughly a
third of the eggs, and mark the leaves around the egg cluster in the pro-
cess. The mark deters conspecific wasps from parasitizing the remaining
eggs [80, 13, 12].

Host eggs then hatch into caterpillars, some of which contain a para-
sitoid larva. The caterpillars develop through the summer in a communal
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silken web on the food plant. During this time a hyperparasitoid, Mesocho-
rus stigmaticus (Hymenoptera: Ichnuemonidae) parasitizes some of the H.
horticola larvae within the caterpillars. At the end of the summer the cater-
pillars diapause through the winter in a dense silken nest. In the spring
they continue to develop and then disperse to pupate for 2-3 weeks. Just
before pupation of the caterpillar, the parasitoid and hyperparasitoid con-
sume the host and pupate. The adult butterflies and wasps emerge in early
June [48, 51, 80].

Plausible explanations for submaximal resource use

Physical limitations to parasitism

Multiple physical and physiological limitations might restrict the wasp’s
ability to parasitize hosts (see table 1). These are listed below:

• The wasp may be egg-limited, with only enough eggs available at
a given time to parasitize a fraction of a host egg cluster. Alter-
natively over the course of its reproductive life, a wasp may only
have enough eggs to parasitize a small fraction of encountered hosts,
which can lead to choosiness [5, 64, 34].

• The eggs themselves may not all be accessible: the butterfly deposits
its eggs in a pile and the inner eggs may be physically inaccessible to
the parasitoid ovipositor [35, 88, 40].

• Host eggs may also have immune defenses that kill the wasp egg or
larva [50].

• Individual eggs are only susceptible to parasitism for a short period
of time, and it takes some time to parasitize each. Depending on
egg-development rate, only a fraction of asynchronously-developing
eggs might be susceptible while the wasp is present [27, 26, 6]. Alter-
natively, if the eggs mature synchronously the wasp may only have
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enough time to parasitize a small fraction of the hosts while they are
susceptible.

One feature of the physical/physiological constraints listed above is that
while each of them may explain fractional parasitism, none of them ex-
plain why a wasp applies deterrent marking to host egg clusters it has
used, or why other individuals respect the deterrent marking.

Behavioral limitations to parasitism

In addition to the above physical or physiological mechanisms, we also
investigate why a wasp that is capable of parasitizing an entire host egg
cluster might parasitize only a small fraction of the available hosts. We
therefore consider evolutionary scenarios that lead to individual behav-
ioral restraint. Sub-maximal exploitation in other resource-exploiter sys-
tems is supported by a number of classical ecological or evolutionary ex-
planations: prudent predation [71, 73, 90], bet-hedging [24, 41], coopera-
tive benefits, and optimal foraging [76] in accordance with the marginal
value theorem [9]. See Table 1 for a list all nine scenarios considered.

Prudent predation (parasitism). This explanation is based on the idea
that restrained harvesting strategies increase resource availability for fu-
ture generations. For this to benefit individuals, the species must live in
small subpopulations with extremely limited mixing [73, 90]. The ideal
scenario for such a mechanism is a territorial predator consuming a sta-
tionary resource that is renewed from within the predator’s range [54],
with a small cost of for exercising restraint [78]. Prudence has been used
to explain reduced predation in some predator-prey systems [91], but does
not work in many systems because of the strict requirements for territori-
ality and resource renewal [31], and the relative delay in and weakness
of the benefit compared to other factors such as increased number of off-
spring resulting from increased resource use [54].
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The M. cinxia - H. horticola system does not meet the requirements of
group selection. While the host butterfly does live as networks of local
populations in a fragmented landscape [29], individual wasps are disper-
sive [81], with overlapping ranges, a small number of distinct populations,
and a reactively large number of wasps in each [47, 14]. Thus, in spite of
the fine structure of the host population, the parasitoid is not suited to
theevolution of prudent predation because of its dispersiveness.

Bet-hedging. Another possible mechanism for sub-maximal resource use
is reduced variability in the expected number of surviving offspring by
parasitizing only a fraction of each host egg cluster, and instead spread-
ing offspring over multiple locations. Bet-hedging (risk aversion) can be
an advantageous strategy if offspring survival is variable. In temporally
varying environments, behaviors that reduce the year-to-year variability
in survival increase geometric mean fitness [24]. Seed banks are an ex-
ample of this type of risk spreading [10, 87]. However, H. horticola has a
single generation per host generation so such temporal risk spreading is
not relevant.

In spatially structured environments individuals may increase fitness
by spreading offspring over the landscape. This form of bet-hedging can
be advantageous for extremely small populations because it decreases the
probability of extinction of a particular genotype from the whole popu-
lation. However, the risk-averse behaviors do not increase the expected
fitness of a genotype in large populations [23, 41].

Can this mechanism explain the behavior of the wasp? Host nest mor-
tality varies spatially due to geographic and microhabitat differences in
summer precipitation, winter severity, and predation [85, 30]. For a wasp
individual in a large population, dividing her offspring between multiple
host clusters might reduce the variance in offspring survival, but the fit-
ness of the genotype in the whole population remains the same or is low-
ered by these risk averse behaviors [42]. Since the population of H. horti-
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cola wasps is large [47, 14] the expected fitness would remain virtually the
same regardless of how individuals spread their offspring. Thus, selection
would not favor bet-hedging behavior. Furthermore, risk-aversion would
not explain why deterrent marking is employed and respected. Since we
rule out both prudence and bet hedging, neither are further considered in
this study.

Cooperative benefits. A third hypothesis hinges on the fitness of the co-
operatively feeding gregarious host caterpillars. Many insect species, even
those that are not social as adults, benefit from living gregariously during
development [11]. For M. cinxia, the host of H. horticola, caterpillar group
size is positively associated with development rate, foraging success, and
overwintering survival [85, 49]. In a cooperative group the performance of
each individual contributes to the fitness of the group. Parasitized insects
that continue growing after parasitism may perform poorly due to the cost
of harboring the developing parasitoid larva [7, 58]. If a parasitized host is
frail it may not contribute sufficiently to the group, and individual fitness
of all members of highly parasitized groups could decline. This reduced
fitness could favor the evolution of restraint in oviposition by adult fe-
males.

Optimal Foraging. The final hypothesis for evolution of behavioral re-
straint is optimal foraging, where, according to the marginal value theo-
rem, individuals maximize fitness by optimizing the balance between time
spent at a given resource patch, and time or energy spent searching for or
traveling to a new resource patch [9, 43, 59, 76]. As a forager depletes a
resource patch it experiences diminished efficiency. At some point, the ex-
pected gain of leaving to find a new patch will exceed the reward obtained
by staying in the current patch, and the forager should leave. Optimal for-
aging models require that an individual’s fitness depends on its foraging
behavior, is heritable, and evolves more quickly than relevant conditions
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change [59]. There are many examples of consumers leaving a resource
patch before resources are depleted because of diminished foraging effi-
ciency relative to travel time or effort [70, 62, 55, 17]. Foraging individuals
may make decisions about how to optimize resource acquisition on a land-
scape scale in response to resource availability, both in terms of absolute
resource abundance and competition with other foragers.

We first consider a basic optimal foraging model that assumes H. hor-
ticola experiences decreasing efficiency with increased time at a host egg
cluster (resource patch): the longer it stays, the more likely it is to en-
counter host eggs that it has already parasitized. Superparasitism, or par-
asitizing a host multiple times, is costly in this system because only one
parasitoid successfully develops within a host larva. We then add to the
model two density-dependent costs that might favor low rates of per clus-
ter parasitism: first, we explore the possibility that superparasitism causes
mortality of all eggs laid in the host. Secondly, if a hyperparasitoid of H.
horticola responds positively to local parasitoid density within a host clus-
ter, then H. horticola would benefit by parasitizing at a reduced rate.

Methods and Results

In the following sections we present both the experimental tests of and re-
sults for each hypothesis for sub-maximal parasitism except prudent par-
asitism and bet-hedging (Table 1). We start by considering four biological
explanations of why a wasp might not physically or physiologically be
able to parasitize all of the host eggs in a cluster: wasp egg limitation, host
egg cluster architecture (Experiment 1), host egg defense (Experiment 2),
and Ephemeral resource availability (Experiments 3 and 4). We next ad-
dress behavioral explanations for sub-maximal parasitism. The plausibil-
ity of the first hypothesis, cooperative benefits of unparasitized hosts, is
evaluated by conducting an experiment (Experiment 5) to test the prereq-
uisite that host group performance decreases as parasitism rate increases.
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Finally we build an optimal foraging model. We use experimental data in
our parameter estimates for probing efficiency (appendix C), and super-
parasitism rate (Experiment 6). One potential component of the optimal
foraging model is an incentive for H. horticola to reduce its parasitism rates
in order to avoid hyperparasitism by a positively density dependent hy-
perparasitoid. To assess this possibility, we determine patterns of hyper-
parasitism from field data (Experiment 7), and incorporate these into the
model . We also address the possibility of an evolutionary response to hy-
perparastism comparatively (Experiment 2), by contrasting the behavior
of wasps from populations with and without a history of hyperparasitism.

Wasp egg limitation

Egg-limited parasitoids do not produce sufficient eggs to parasitize all of
the hosts they encounter in a patch or during their lifetime. They may thus
be choosy about the hosts they accept [5, 45]. If H. horticola females do not
have enough eggs at any one time to parasitize a full host egg cluster then
the observed fractional parasitism rate would be expected. Couchoux and
van Nouhuys (2014) found that mature female H. horticola contain x̄ = 550

(±173 SD) mature eggs in their oviducts. Melitaea cinxia egg clusters con-
tain x̄ = 150 (±60 SD) eggs [65]. Thus, each wasp generally has plenty of
mature eggs to parasitize all of the host eggs in multiple clusters. Not also
that this mechanism would not explain their deterrent marking behavior.

Host Egg Cluster Architecture (Experiment 1)

Some insects protect their eggs from parasitism by mounding them so that
inner eggs are inaccessible to the parasitoid ovipositor [35, 88, 40]. Up to
half of the eggs can be protected in the inner layers of an optimally shaped
pile [21]. Melitaea cinxia lay their eggs in mounds. We tested whether inner
eggs were afforded protection from parasitism by comparing parasitism
rates in eggs from inner and outer layers of parasitized clusters.
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Eleven host egg clusters were laid on plants by laboratory-reared but-
terflies under laboratory conditions and exposed to parasitism by H. horti-
cola (see Appendix A for more details). Seven wasps were used for this
experiment, with three each parasitizing a single cluster and the other
four parasitizing two clusters each. Immediately after parasitism the outer
layer of eggs was separated from the rest of the cluster. Both groups were
then dissected to determine the parasitism level. The overall mean par-
asitism frequency for the clusters was 46% (±18% SD). The difference
between the mean parasitism frequency of the two groups was −5.2%

(±14.6% SD) with inner and outer eggs being parasitized equally. There is
thus no evidence that mounding protects the inner host eggs from para-
sitism by H. horticola.

Host egg immunological defense (Experiment 2)

Insects can defend themselves against endoparasitoids by encapsulating
or otherwise preventing the development of parasitoid eggs or larvae [50].
If this were the case for H. horticola then the wasp may actually parasitize
at a high rate, but only be successful about a third of the time. Though M.
cinxia is able to encapsulate another parasitoid species [83], it has not been
observed to encapsulate H. horticola (van Nouhuys, personal observation).
Generally the immune response of very young insects is weak [25, 19].
However, it is possible that if some parasitoid eggs are killed at a very
early stage they would not be detected upon dissection. Such an early
investment in immune response, which comes at a cost [67, 2] might only
persist in M. cinxia populations that have H. horticola parasitoids.

To address this idea we compared the rate of parasitism by H. horticola
from Åland presented with egg clusters from Åland and Morocco (exper-
iment 2). Hyposoter horticola is not present in the Moroccan population of
M. cinxia. The only known larval parasitoid of that population is Cotesia
melitaearum (Hymenoptera: Braconidae) (van Nouhuys, personal observa-
tion), which is also present in Åland, and which parasitizes older M. cinxia
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larvae [84], and is encapsulated at a high rate [83]. Moroccan M. cinxia
would not benefit from investment in early defense against H. horticola, so
they may be more susceptible than M. cinxia from Åland.

Caterpillars were collected from several nests in the Moroccan high-
lands and also Åland, and reared under laboratory conditions to pupation
(see details in Appendices A and B). Butterflies from both origins were
mated with non-sibs from the same origin and allowed to lay eggs on pot-
ted host plants. When the egg clusters were about two weeks old and
nearly ready to hatch, we exposed them to parasitism in the laboratory,
each by a single H. horticola from Åland. We dissected the host caterpillars
to determine the parasitism frequency in each host egg cluster. In total 26
egg clusters (11 from Åland and 15 from Morocco) were parasitized, each
by a different wasp from Åland (see Table 2 for summary results).

We compared the fraction of M. cinxia eggs parasitized in clusters from
Åland and Morocco by wasps from Åland using a t-test. The wasp par-
asitized eggs from both origins at the same frequency (28% ± 17% SD,
t = −0.0047, df = 19.458, p = 0.9963). Thus, we do not find evidence that
there is locally evolved resistance in Åland diminishing successful para-
sitism by H. horticola.

Ephemeral resource use (Experiments 3 and 4)

Temporal asynchrony of the adult parasitoid with the susceptible stage of
the host can create a short window of opportunity for parasitism [27, 26, 6].
The window of time a wasp has to parasitize eggs within a host egg cluster
depends on the length of time individual eggs are susceptible, and on the
degree of synchrony of hatching within a cluster.

For example, if it takes a wasp one minute to parasitize an egg, and the
eggs mature synchronously and are only available for 30 minutes each,
then a wasp would be able to parasitize only 30% of a 100 egg cluster
before the entire cluster hatches. Alternatively, host eggs may develop at
slightly different times, so if the wasp spent only a limited amount of time
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at a cluster, only a fraction would be available for parasitism. Once a wasp
had parasitized all of the susceptible eggs, it would have to wait for others
to develop or leave.

Melitaea cinxia eggs start out as bright yellow, and at that stage the
wasps cannot (or will not) parasitize them. After 10 to 14 days the eggs
change to a creamy color, then develop dark specks, then the top of the
egg turns grey and later, just before the caterpillar hatches, the top of the
egg is nearly black. The wasp does not probe in clusters of bright yellow
eggs, and once the larvae start to hatch, the wasps are no longer interested
in it [8]. In order to determine if the wasps are limited by the develop-
mental rate and synchrony of development of the host eggs, we observed
which visible phases of egg development are parasitized by the wasp (Ex-
periment 3). Thirty four host egg clusters of different stages of maturity
(starting with all of the eggs creamy) were exposed to parasitism in the
laboratory, each by a single wasp. see Appendix A for details on how the
wasps and host egg clusters were obtained and maintained. Eleven wasps
were used for the experiment, each between two and seven times. Di-
rectly after parasitism the eggs within each cluster were separated based
on visual appearance into four groups: creamy, speckled, grey-topped,
and black-topped, and then dissected to determine parasitism.

The association of parasitism with egg maturity category was analyzed
using a standard least squares model with the statistical software package
JMP [46]. The explanatory variable was egg maturity at the cluster level
(yellow, creamy, speckled, grey-topped, and black-topped). Egg cluster
ID and wasp ID were included as random factors. We found that para-
sitism differed with maturity level (F = 5.2683 p = 0.0057), with the only
difference being that clusters made up of creamy eggs were unparasitized
or parasitized at a very low rate (post hoc contrast; F = 5.268311.7017 p =
0.0022). There was also significant variation between clusters that was not
attributable to egg maturity (variance component = 0.1786), but insignifi-
cant variation associated with wasp ID (variance component = 0.0144).
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We then determined how synchronously eggs in a cluster developed
through the susceptible phase, and the amount of time a cluster contained
susceptible eggs. To do this we took hourly photographs of ten egg clus-
ters over the last one to five days of development (experiment 4). For
each cluster, we determined the number of hours that essentially all of the
eggs in the cluster were in one of the last three visible phases of develop-
ment (speckled, almost black topped, black topped). Based on this, the
minimum interval of susceptibility of an egg cluster was approximately
28 hours x̄ = 64 (±38 SD). Since a wasp can probe approximately 1 egg
per minute (computed in Appendix C), a two day window of opportu-
nity is long enough for a wasp to parasitize much more than 30% of the
host eggs. Thus, H. horticola is not constrained by rate or synchrony of egg
development in a cluster.

In sum, H. horticola has enough mature eggs in its ovaries and oviducts
to parasitize multiple whole clusters. All of the eggs in the cluster are
physically accessible to the ovipositor, and the eggs are susceptible to par-
asitism for more time than the wasp attends to the cluster. Although it is
conceivable that some other factor could keep females from parasitizing
more hosts than they do, we have tested all the factors for which there is
suggestive evidence in this system or others. The observed 30% frequency
is then a behavioral trait rather than the result of physical/physiological
constraint. In the following models we consider evolutionary explanations
of behavioral restrain by the wasp.

Cooperative benefits of unparasitized hosts (Experiment 5)

In a cooperative group the performance of each individual contributes to
the fitness of the group. Thus, if parasitized individuals perform poorly
then the performance of all individuals in the group would be reduced
with increasing rates of parasitism. We determined the effect of parasitism
within a host group on individual and group performance by manipulat-
ing the fraction of larvae parasitized per nest in a replicated laboratory
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experiment and measuring the rate of development, size at diapause, pro-
duction of silk, and size at pupation of the host and parasitoid (experiment
5).

Parasitized and unparasitized caterpillars were obtained as described
in Appendix A. To assess the effects on pre-diapause caterpillars (instars
one to five), we put newly hatched caterpillars in 40 composite replicated
groups of 40 larvae. To create a well-distributed range of parasitism fre-
quencies, the groups were constructed by mixing caterpillars from field
parasitized clusters (taken from the laboratory and placed in the field for
parasitism) with caterpillars from the same laboratory origin that had not
been exposed to parasitism. Aggregate groups were made of unpara-
sitized caterpillars left undiluted, mixed 1:1 with caterpillars from nests
exposed to parasitism, or made up entirely from caterpillars from field
parasitized nests. Since young parasitized and unparasitized M. cinxia
caterpillars are indistinguishable, the fraction parasitized within each con-
structed nest was not known until the end of the experiment. Caterpil-
lars developed in these groups under laboratory conditions, making their
silken winter nest, and going into diapause. To assess the quantity of win-
ter silk, the groups of caterpillars were sorted (blind to the level of par-
asitism) into 5 groups based on the amount of silk produced. Then the
larvae were weighed and dissected to determine which individuals were
parasitized.

Post-diapause performance was assessed using a second set of 37 lab-
reared and field-parasitized composite groups. These caterpillars were ob-
tained as described above, and were reared until diapause in their origi-
nal family groups. Upon breaking diapause families of parasitized lar-
vae were mixed to avoid differences between families, and the composite
groups were assembled. We then measured their growth rate until pupa-
tion, and the butterfly and wasp pupal weights.

We analyzed the association of pre-diapause and post-diapause growth
rates, weight at diapause and weight at pupation for hosts and parasitoids
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separately using standard least squares analysis of variance with JMP [46].
The explanatory variable was rate of parasitism of the group, and group ID
was included as a random effect. We analyzed the association of mortality
with rate of parasitism using logistic regression with individual survival
(0/1) modeled as a function of rate of parasitism of the group and group
ID. Finally, the association of rate of parasitism with amount of silk pro-
duced was analyzed using standard least squares analysis of variance with
silk production (level 1 to 5) as an explanatory class variable and group ID
as a random effect.

For the prediapause caterpillars, among the 30 groups that contained
potentially parasitized larvae the rate of parasitism ranged from 12% to
65% (x̄ = 0.36 (±0.15 SD)). Parasitized caterpillars developed from sec-
ond instar to diapause in x̄ = 29.28 days (±2.82 SD). This differed among
replicate groups, but was unrelated to the rate of parasitism in a group
(F = 0.0092, df = 24.72, p = 0.9242). The pre-diapause development time
of unparasitized caterpillars was about the same and also did not differ
with rate of parasitism of the group (F = 0.0110, df = 24.72, p = 0.9172).
The weight of parasitized caterpillars was x̄ = 9.47mg (±5.93 SD), and
did not differ among groups or in association with rate of parasitism
(F = 0.0152, df = 13.78, p = 0.9038). Unparasitized caterpillars were
slightly larger (x̄ = 10.71mg (±2.28 SD)), but did also not vary with rate of
parasitism ((F = 1.9877, df = 36.88, p = 0.1670). Very few larvae died in
this experiment so mortality was not analyzed.

Upon molting to diapause the caterpillars produced silk to make a win-
ter nests. Interestingly, groups with a high rate of parasitiism produced
the most silk (F = 8.9052, df = 34, p < 0.0001). This effect was due the es-
pecially high production of silk by the most parasitized groups (post-hoc
test F = 32.51, df = 1, p < 0.0001) (Fig 1). The amount of silk produced
is likely to be associated with winter nest quality which is important for
overwintering success of M. cinxia [49].

For the post-diapause caterpillars, among those groups containing par-

15



asitized larvae the rate of parasitism ranged from 5% to 61% (x̄ = 32%

(±13% SD)). There was nearly 30% mortality due to disease so we ana-
lyzed the pattern of mortality. Survival of parasitoids to pupation differed
among replicate groups (maximum likelihood X2=70.6167, p = 0.0005),
but was unrelated to rate of parasitism (X2=0.00013, p = 0.0.9971). Devel-
opment time of both parasitized and unparasitized larvae from breaking
diapause until pupation took about 27 days, and differed among groups.
The development rate of parasitized caterpillars decreased marginally
with increasing rate of parasitism (F = 3.5813, df = 30.5, p = 0.0680),
but this was not the case for unparasitized caterpillars (F = 1.1915, df =

21.36, p = 0.2872). Parasitoid pupae weighed (x̄ = 48.96 mg (±12.08

SD)),which differed among groups, but was unrelated to rate of para-
sitism. Butterfly pupae were larger than H. horticola pupae ((x̄ = 177.13

mg (±28.18 SD)). In contrast to the parasitoid, their weight decreased with
increasing parasitism rate (F = 5.5352, df = 26.94, p = 0.0262).

Based on these experiments, we see no great cost of being in a highly
parasitized nest for H. horticola. There was no effect of parasitism on most
measures of parasitoid performance. Development rate of parasitized
prediapause caterpillars increased (marginally significantly) by about one
day between the highest and lowest parasitism. We do not believe this 3%
difference in a one year lifecycle could have a large negative effect. There
was also a positive association of parasitism with silk production which
warrants further study, but is at least not likely to be detrimental to the
wasp.

Optimal Foraging (Results from Modeling, Experiment 6)

While many consumers exhaust a resource patch before leaving, others
leave a patch before it is depleted because of diminished foraging effi-
ciency [9]. Hyposoter horticola probes host eggs within a cluster unsystem-
atically, making haphazard passes across the cluster apparently without
effort to avoid previously parasitized hosts [Montovan, Pers. Obs.]. Thus,
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foraging efficiency diminishes over time at a host cluster as it increasingly
encounters previously parasitized hosts, raising the risk of superparasitism,
or multiply parasitizing the same host. Since only one H. horticola larva
will develop within each host caterpillar, this simple manifestation of op-
timal foraging might explain the 30% parasitism frequency of H. horticola
(Figure 2). In addition, excessive probing disrupts the host egg pile and
can cause host (and parasitoid) mortality when eggs break off and fall to
the ground. For our model we will ignore the additional costs from in-
creased mortality.

Experiment 6. Observed superparasitism rates. To assess the actual frequency
of superparasitism by H. horticola, we exposed host eggs to parasitism and
dissected the caterpillars just after hatching to count the number of para-
sitoid eggs each contained. Host egg clusters were exposed to parasitism
in the laboratory, and we also put host egg clusters in the field to be par-
asitized naturally. A total of 35 parasitized clusters were then dissected.
These dissections show that although only one wasp reaches maturity
within a given host, superparasitism does occasionally occur. We then
compared observed superparasitism rates to expected rates under the as-
sumptions of random oviposoittion with no avoidance of superparasitism
(solid black line in Fig. 3) by fitting the data to a non-linear model of ran-
dom probing with a probability z of detecting previous parasitism and
avoiding superparasitism. The detection probability is significantly dif-
ferent than zero (p < 0.001). Therefore the wasp detects and successfully
avoids superparasitism approximately 77% of the time (dotted grey line in
Fig. 3). The strong avoidance of superparasitism suggests that it is costly.
See Appendix D for details of the random probing model.
Mathematical Modeling. To understand whether optimal foraging coupled
with an incentive to avoid superparasitism could theoretically explain the
observed restraint in parasitism we created a mathematical model and
used it to predict optimal parasitism rates.
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We first assume that each probe by the wasp is independent and ran-
dom. Then, each time the wasp probes, the probability that a specific egg
is hit is 1/N, where N is the number of eggs in a cluster. Then, since N is
large, we use a poisson process approximation. The expected number of
eggs parasitized singly or multiple times is

Ng1(t) = N(1 − e
−bt/N ) (1)

where b is the probing efficiency (rate of probing eggs) taken from labora-
tory data (see Appendix C for details), and t is the time spent probing.

The parasitism frequency function (1) assumes that only one wasp par-
asitizes each cluster [12] and that if an egg is parasitized multiple times
(superparasitized) only one wasp larva survives, which is what has been
observed [84]. In this case, wasps might avoid superparasitizing because
it is potentially risky to their offspring [79, 22]. Indeed, if superparasitism
kills all the wasp larvae in a host, then there would be strong selection
for individuals that avoid it (via host checking and/or reduced parasitism
rates).

To address the possibility that wasp modifies its behavior to avoid su-
perparasitism, we consider two extremes. In (Eqn. 1) we defined the frac-
tion parasitized (g1(t)) according to the assumption that each (multiply or
singly) parasitized host supports only one wasp larva. We next consider
the scenario that multiply parasitized hosts yield no wasp adults. For this
we define a parasitism frequency function g2(t) (Eqn. 2) to be the fraction
of the host cluster that is parasitized exactly once.

According to the poisson distribution with an additional probability of
detecting previous parasitism (z), the fraction parasitized once is g2(t) =
e−λ

z
(ezλ − 1) where λ =bt /N (see more details about how we derived this

expression in Appendix D). The expected number of host eggs parasitized
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exactly once is then

Ng2(t) =
Ne−

bt/N

z
(e

btz/N − 1) (2)

We determined the expected number of hosts parasitized per unit time un-
der both scenarios (g1(t) and g2(t)). Parasitism efficiencyw1(t) is defined as
the number of eggs parasitized in each cluster (Ng1(t) or Ng2(t)) divided
by the time the wasp spends searching for (ts) and parasitizing (t) a cluster.
The search time ts is the time it takes the wasp to locate the next available
cluster. Search time depends on both the host and parasitoid density and
will be greater when there is more competition over host clusters. Natu-
ral selection acts upon the wasp decision variable t, or time spent probing
each cluster. We write the parasitism efficiencies under the assumption of
superparasitism yielding only one (w1(t)) or zero (w2(t)) wasp larvae as
follows:

w1(t) =
Ng1(t)

ts + t
=
N(1 − e−

bt/N )

ts + t
(3)

w2(t) =
Ng2(t)

ts + t
=
Ne−

bt/N (e
btz/N − 1)

z(ts + t)
(4)

where again w1(t) (Eqn. 3) is the the efficiency of parasitism without mor-
tality of multiply parasitized eggs, and w2(t) (Eqn. 4) is parasitism effi-
ciency assuming complete mortality of multiply parasitized eggs.

We use these models to predict optimal parasitism frequencies as fol-
lows. To maximize the fitness (w(t)) with respect to time spent parasitiz-
ing, t, we differentiatedw(t) and solved for twhen dw(t)

dt
= 0, and d2w(t)

dt2
< 0,

finding the optimal value of t numerically and then employing this value
in our expressions for g1(t) and g2(t). Figure 4 shows the resulting optimal
fraction parasitized for both parasitism functions, g1(t) (solid blue lines)
and g2(t) (dashed lines), over realistic ranges of N (Fig. 4a) and b (Fig. 4b).
When super parasitism kills all wasp larvae (red dashed lines) the optimal
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parasitism rate is lower and approaches 62.8% for large ts. The model pre-
dicts that as host clusters get larger (increasing N), the fraction parasitized
should decrease slightly and if the wasp probing efficiency b increases, the
fraction parasitized should also increase slightly. We see that the optimal
fraction parasitized is fairly robust to changes in the number of eggs (N)
or the probing efficiency (b).

Since the expected time it takes a wasp to locate a available host egg
cluster (ts) is unknown, we tested the model over short and long searching
times (Fig. 4c1,c2). For small values of ts and realistic values of N and b,
both models predict an optimal fraction parasitized close to the observed
30%. However, the optimum fraction parasitized increases greatly with
increased searching time. Including mortality due to superparasitism in
our model (red dashed lines) lowers the optimal parasitism rates and cre-
ates a larger range of search times, ts, for which we would expect to see
the wasp parasitize close to 30% for each cluster. Thus, optimal forag-
ing with decreasing efficiency due to random probing can explain the ob-
served sub-maximal parasitism frequencies if the wasp’s searching time is
relatively short. If superparasitism kills all wasp larvae contained in the
host caterpillar then slightly longer search times could also result in para-
sitism frequencies close to 30%.

Avoiding Hyperparasitism (Experiments 2 and 7)

Resource acquisition, in this case successfully parasitizing hosts, is a cen-
tral component of parasitoid fitness. However some parasitoid behaviors
might be related to minimizing the risk of mortality imposed by ones own
natural enemies [3, 18, 32]. One possibility is that H. horticola parasitize at
a low rate in order to avoid positively density dependent hyperparasitism.
The hyperparasitoid Mesochorus stigmaticus is a main mortality source for
H. horticola. This solitary hyperparasitoid probes second to fourth instar
M. cinxia caterpillars, laying eggs in the H. horticola larva within. Multi-

20



ple M. stigmaticus females visit caterpillar nests over several weeks dur-
ing the summer, spending minutes to hours exploring and parasitizing
the wasp larvae inside caterpillar hosts [63]. Host clusters are hyperpara-
sitized with the frequency ranging from 0% (very rarely) to 50% [51]. We
first determine if H. horticola experience a positive density-dependent risk
of hyperparasitism due M. stigmaticus, that might provide an incentive for
a lower optimal parasitism rate (experiment 7). Then we combine effects
of observed density-dependent hyperparasitism with our optimal forag-
ing model (Eqn. 3) from section to determine how large an effect this ad-
ditional factor might have on the wasp’s behavior. Last, we compare the
parasitism frequencies of H. horticola from populations with (Åland) and
without (Estonia) M. stigmaticus to see if the population has an evolved
lower parasitism frequency in the presence of the hyperparasitoid (exper-
iment 2).

We determined the hyperparasitism frequency for a range of para-
sitism frequencies using two different data sets. The first is comprised
of 16 field-collected naturally parasitized and hyperparasitized nests, col-
lected in the autumn of 2007 and kept in the laboratory for winter dia-
pause, and then reared in the spring until they became adult M. cinxia,
H. horticola, and M. stigmaticus. Second, to extend the observed levels of
parasitism and standardize for nest size and location, in the summer of
2009 we constructed nests of 60 M. cinxia pre-diapause caterpillars that
ranged in fraction parasitized from approximately ten to sixty percent. We
then placed the nests in the field to be naturally hyperparasitized by M.
stigmaticus. As in experiment 5 above, the composite groups were con-
structed by mixing caterpillars from egg clusters placed in the field to be
parasitized naturally by H. horticola with caterpillars from egg clusters of
the same laboratory origin, but unexposed to parasitism. Nests contain-
ing naturally parasitized caterpillars were left undiluted (N= 7), diluted
1:1 (N= 7), and diluted 2:1 (N=7). The nests were randomized and placed
in natural locations in five different habitat patches. After three weeks in
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July, when M. stigmaticus is active, the nests were brought back into the
laboratory and the caterpillars were reared. The number of caterpillars
that became adult butterflies, H. horticola or M. stigmaticus, were recorded
the following spring.

Experimental results suggest that wasps suffer higher hyperparasitism
losses for parasitizing more hosts (Fig 5a). To understand the effects of
hyperparasitism on the expected number of wasp offspring, we consider
H(p), the fraction of hosts within each cluster that were parasitized by H.
horticola but not hyperparasitized by M. stigmaticus as a function of the
initial fraction parasitized by H. horticola, p (Fig 5b). We fit a second order
polynomial curve with a intercept at (0, 0) to determine whether rate of
hyperparasitism is a linear or nonlinear (second order) function of para-
sitism rate, p. The second order term was not significant (p = 0.29). Thus,
the best fit for the H. horticola offspring production as a function of the fre-
quency (p) is the line y = 0.4573331p (shown in Fig 5b, p < 0.001). The
expected fraction of hosts that yield H. horticola is then the fraction that
emerge from non-hyperparasitized clusters plus the fraction that emerge
from hyperparasitized clusters.

H(p) = 0.278p+ 0.722(0.457p) = 0.608p (5)

The data supports a hyperparasitism function that linearly decreases the
benefits of high parasitism frequencies to the wasp. This would affect the
population sizes, but would not change the predicted optimal foraging
strategy of a wasp. We show this by demonstrating how hyperparasitism
(H(p)) would fit into the optimal foraging model presented earlier (Eqn.
3). For this model the fraction of the cluster that becomes H. horticola is
modified by H(p).

w3(t) =
NH(p)

ts + t
=
NH(1 − e

−bt/N )

ts + t
=
.608N(1 − e

−bt/N )

ts + t
= 0.608w1(t)
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Because the fitness function for optimal foraging with density dependent
hyperparasitism, w3(t), is a scalar multiple of the earlier fitness function,
w1(t), the predicted optimal foraging rate will the same as predicted in the
basic optimal foraging model. This is because H(p) is a linear function.
We would only expect the hyperparasitism function to affect the optimal
parasitism rate if H(p) is a non-linear function of p.

We also took a second entirely different approach to the question by
comparing the behavior of H. horticola from Åland with those from an area
free of M. stigmaticus (experiment 2). In Estonia, the parasitoid H. horticola
is present but M. stigmata, the hyperparasitoid, is absent (van Nouhuys,
personal observation). We collected M. cinxia from an Estonian population
that is 250 km by sea from Åland and well outside of the distance that
H. horticola can travel over water. There, the butterfly feeds on Veronica
spicata, and live in a climate similar to Åland, though landscape structure
is less fragmented [53]. If H. horticola has evolved to parasitize at a low
frequency to avoid a density dependent hyperparasitoid in Åland, then
we might expect individuals from the Estonian population not to exhibit
restraint, and to parasitize a larger fraction of the hosts in each cluster.

We collected 11 post diapause M. cinxia nests from Estonia in spring
2012. The larvae were reared into butterflies or wasps. The rearing and
experimental protocol are described in Appendix B. In the fully crossed ex-
periment, H. horticola from Åland were offered M. cinxia eggs from Åland
(n = 11) and Estonia (n = 10). Wasps from Estonia were offered M. cinxia
eggs from Åland eggs (n = 14) and from Estonia (n = 14). A different wasp
was used to parasitize each egg cluster. We compared the frequency of
parasitism using a generalized linear model in the R [61] programming
language. The frequency of parasitism of the egg cluster was modeled as
a function of egg cluster origin (Åland, Estonia), wasp origin (Åland, Es-
tonia) and the interaction between wasp and egg origin. See table 2 for
the mean and standard deviation of the fraction parasitized for each treat-
ment.
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On average the fraction parasitized was 36% of the eggs in a cluster.
This ranged from 0.08 to 0.74, which is a larger spread than we usually find
because the egg clusters were relatively small and the weather was cloudy
so the wasps did not behave consistently under the laboratory conditions.
There was no difference in the frequency of parasitism between egg origins
or between wasp origins, and no interaction between egg and wasp origin
(Fig. 6). The data do not support the hypothesis that H. horticola from
Åland have evolved restrained parasitism behavior because of pressure
from the hyperparasitoid M. stigmaticus.

Discussion

In tightly coupled host-parasitoid relationships the interacting species ex-
ert strong selective forces on one another. These antagonistic interactions
lead to diverse mechanisms of defense and virulence, both simple and
complex. At a population level these mechanisms must result in only
some of the prey being successfully parasitized in order for the interac-
tion to persist over time [33]. Yet since the fitness of parasitoid individuals
increases with each host they successfully parasitize, we might expect a
resource-limited individual to parasitize every host that it encounters. H.
horticola is a clearly resource-limited parasitoid that appears to practice
submaximal host use, in that it parasitizes only about 30% of each avail-
able host cluster. In order to discover what might be driving this behavior,
we conducted a thorough study of sub-maximal host use by H. horticola ,
approaching the question through experiments, comparative studies and
mathematical modeling.

Simple biological and physiological constraints

We would expect simple biological limitations to be effective constraints
only if the parasitoid were poorly adapted to the host. Since H. horticola
has an extremely narrow host range, probably entirely limited to M. cinxia
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[69] and certainly limited to M. cinxia in the study area, it is not surprising
that the wasp is not physically limited. That is, H. horticola is not limited
by egg cluster architecture, short window of susceptibility or asynchrony
in the development of eggs within each cluster, and successful parasitism
is not diminished by the early immune response of the host. The wasp
also has many more eggs in its ovaries than needed to parasitize a host
egg cluster so it is not egg limited in the short term. It could however still
be egg limited over its lifetime. Lifetime egg limitation can cause some
parasitoids to be selective [5, 34]. However, H. horticola is large compared
with the host eggs and parasitizing happens haphazardly so it is unlikely
that wasp chooses among eggs within each host cluster. The wasps could
be reserving eggs for better egg clusters, but we do not think that this is
the case because most egg clusters get parasitized, and H. horticola treats
large and small clusters (within a normal range) equally [12]. Further-
more, choosiness due to lifetime egg limitation would not motivate wasps
to leave a deterrent marking that other individuals respect.

Behavioral restraint: Prudent parasitism, risk spreading, cooperative benefits

It has previously been shown that most egg clusters are found by the
wasp [81, 80], and we have shown above that parasitism rate is not lim-
ited by simple physiological mechanisms. Behavioral restraint is there-
fore the most likely explanation for why the wasp does not fully para-
sitize each cluster. As explained above, behavioral restraint through pru-
dence and risk-aversion are not plausible because in Åland, H. horticola
has large population sizes and is reasonably well-mixed across the land-
scape [47, 14]. We also found that wasps don’t benefit from avoiding heav-
ily parasitized nests: although M. cinxia caterpillars live gregariously and
rely on cooperative behavior to survive, the fraction parasitized did not
affect the pre-diapause or post-diapause developmental rates or weights
of the M. cinxia caterpillars or wasps. The lack of a measurable cost of par-
asitism on group behavior is not surprising because the parasitoid larvae
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stay extremely small (1st instar) within the host caterpillar for almost an
entire year, and then grow rapidly, consuming the entire host just before
it would have pupated in the spring [84]. A surprising result of this ex-
periment and one that warrants further study, is that highly parasitized
host groups produced significantly more silk for their winter nests. This
suggests that the parasitoid might induce the host to invest more into nest
building than it would otherwise. Parasitoids are known to induce host
behaviors that benefit the parasitoid [28]. In this case, the induced behav-
ior could increase the chance that the caterpillars survive winter, at some
energy/resource cost.

Behavioral restraints: Optimal foraging

Unlike the previous scenarios, optimal foraging shows promise as an ex-
planation for sub-maximal resource use by H. horticola. In the most basic
model, efficiency at a host egg cluster decreases solely because the wasp
probes randomly and only one larva can develop within each host. As
the wasp spends more time at the cluster it finds fewer and fewer unpar-
asitized eggs and thus benefits from leaving to secure another host egg
cluster. The basic model predicts sub-maximal parasitism close to the ob-
served 30% when the searching time required to find the next susceptible
cluster is short (around 30 minutes). As the search time increases the op-
timal parasitism rate will also increase, eventually reaching very close to
100%. When we add the assumption that all wasp larvae die in multiply
parasitized hosts, then the optimal parasitism rate lowers, with 30% par-
asitism for search times around 45 minutes per cluster and a maximum
optimal parasitism rate of approximately 63% for very long search times.

The predictions of the optimal foraging models are very sensitive to
local density of hosts and wasps. Since only one wasp parasitizes each
cluster, the time it spends checking clusters before finding a susceptible,
unparasitized cluster will depend on densities of both host egg clusters
and foraging wasps. On the one hand, competition for egg clusters must
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be quite strong, so it is not clear that a wasp should even expect to find a
second host egg cluster if it leaves the first. The observation that almost
every host cluster is parasitized even though it is available for a relatively
short period of time (one to several days in a one year life cycle) [81, 80] is
evidence of strong competition between foraging wasps. Secondly, H. hor-
ticola locate host clusters in advance, remember their locations, and mon-
itor them as they develop [82], and multiple individuals know about and
compete for each cluster [82, 13]. However, in spite of this competition,
analysis of sibling relationships using molecular markers in the natural
population show that on average, a successful mother parasitizes more
than one egg cluster [14]. We can thus assume the wasp is not limited to
just one host egg cluster.

As a last potential component of the optimal foraging model we ad-
dressed the idea that the amount of time a wasp should spend at a cluster
could be further decreased if higher rates of parasitism increased the risk
of hyperparasitism. This is a compelling multitrophic behavioral explana-
tion [77], but we found insufficient evidence to support it. Experimental
results suggest that wasps may suffer higher hyperparasitism losses for
parasitizing more hosts, but this potential small effect contributes little to
the optimal foraging model. Furthermore, there is no indication that H.
horticola from Åland parasitize at a lower rate than H. horticola from Es-
tonia, which lacks the hyperparasitoid. While H. horticola from Estonia
could have the same rate of parasitism because the hyperparasitoid was
present there in the past, there would be strong selection to increase rate
of parasitism in its absence.

Behavioral restraint: Deterrent marking

After H. horticola has finished parasitizing it applies a chemical mark on
the leaves around the cluster that acts as a deterrent [12]. Other para-
sitoid species are known to mark individual hosts or clusters and modify
their search behavior in response their own marking or the marks of con-
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specifics [37, 4, 56, 20, 75]. Based on optimal foraging theory it is intuitively
clear why a wasp should respect a deterrent mark left by another wasp.
If the first wasp leaves when additional parasitism would reduce its ex-
pected fitness, a second wasp that approaches the same, now parasitized,
cluster, will also maximize its fitness by leaving to search for another clus-
ter.

Explaining why a wasp applies deterrent markings is less straightfor-
ward. It could be that a wasp leave the marking for itself, and that others
pay attention to it because it benefits them too [36]. Further, if superpara-
sitism causes mortality, then a deterrent mark is beneficial to both the first
and subsequent wasps. For other species of parasitoids, avoidance of mul-
tiply parasitizing hosts is associated with changes in patch exploitation
strategy [52, 86]. We know that only one H. horticola can develop within
each host, and that the wasp is partially able to avoid superparasitism. But
it is unknown what happens within multiply parasitized hosts. There are
a few distinct options: a) only the first parasitoid larva survives, b) one
of the parasitoid larvae survives, c) both/all parasitoids die and the host
survives, or d) the host and parasitoids all die. If the first parasitoid larva
kills all additional larvae, then there would be less motivation to mark
the cluster. It is more likely that one of the later three options actually
occurs, and that parasitism by another wasp would kill some (or all) of
the first wasp’s larvae, providing pressure for avoiding superparasitism
[74, 60, 44] by both applying and respecting deterrent markings. A final
way that marking could benefit the first wasp is related to the fragile archi-
tecture of the host egg cluster. As probing increases the cluster is broken
apart and some of the eggs fall to the ground. This disruption causes mor-
tality. We have not tested this idea, but we note that the wasps apply the
marking, which is quite rough, to the leaves around the cluster, not the
egg cluster itself, perhaps to avoid further contact with the fragile cluster.
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Conclusion

Any time an individual exercises restraint in the use of an apparently
available yet limiting resource, we wonder why. This paper illustrates
that while there are multiple potential explanations for the evolution and
maintenance of sub-maximal resource use, many turn out to be implausi-
ble under further examination. We conclude that H. horticola practices sub-
maximal parasitism and deterrent marking as a way to forage optimally
for hosts, but recognize that the plausibility of this hypothesis is depen-
dent on the expectation that the wasp will relatively quickly find another
suitable host egg cluster in a setting that is known to be strongly compet-
itive. There are other parasitoids, especially egg parasitoids, that use just
a small fraction of available hosts [15, 40, 36, 66, 89]. It is likely that some
of these as well as many others have similar evolutionary explanations.
The conceptual model of host-parasitoid dynamics that has driven host-
parasitoid mathematical modeling over the last decades, one based solely
on density-dependent linked fluctuation of host and parasitoid population
sizes [33], may not be generally applicable. This work uses a novel combi-
nation of experimental and comparative approaches in combination with
a classical optimal foraging model to identify the limitations of accepted
theories for sub-maximal resource use. In this, as in many circumstances,
individual selection is a stronger force than bet-hedging (risk-aversion) or
prudence through group selection, and should be carefully disentangled
when thinking about the evolutionary causes of any sub-maximal resource
use.
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Tables and Figures

Hypothesis Short Explanation Test

Wasp egg
limitation

A parasitoid may have too few eggs to parasitize
an entire host egg cluster. The wasp may be limited
by cost or phylogenetic constraint.

Data from [13]

Host egg
cluster
architecture

The host eggs are laid in mounds. The wasp may
not have access to the inner eggs. Response to
selection for longer ovipositors, may be
phylogenetically constrained.

Experiment 1

Host egg
defense

A fraction of the host eggs/larvae may be
immunologically protected against parasitism by
H. horticola

Experiment 2

Ephemeral
resource

The host eggs are susceptible to parasitism for a
short time. If only a fraction of the eggs are
available at a time, or they mature synchronously
the wasp cannot parasitize them all.

Experiments 3
and 4

Prudent
parasitism

Restrained host use by the wasp could increase
resource availability for future generations. This
group selection argument depends on small
population sizes with little genetic mixing.

Genetic
population
structure [47, 13]

Bet-hedging

A wasp may reduce the risk of offspring mortality
by spreading its eggs over multiple locations. The
benefit of spatial bet hedging would only
out-weight the cost at very low effective
population sizes.

Genetic
population
structure, as
above

Cooperative
benefits

The gregarious caterpillars depend on group
cooperation for foraging, development, and nest
building. If parasitism decreases individual host
performance, then the whole group will suffer if
too many caterpillars are parasitized.

Experiment 5

Optimal
foraging

Over time the wasp experiences decreasing
parasitism efficiency at an egg cluster, in part
because of the cost of superparasitism. Eventually
it may be beneficial for the wasp to find another
host cluster.

Model results
and experiment
6

Avoiding
Hyperpara-
sitism

The wasp might parasitize a small fraction of the
cluster to avoid positively density-dependent
hyperparasitism.

Experiments 2
and 7

Table 1: Hypotheses for sub-maximal parasitism.
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Host origin Wasp origin n µp ± σp

Åland Åland 11 28%± 21%

Åland Estonia 14 35%± 18%

Estonia Åland 10 43%± 17%

Estonia Estonia 14 38%± 18%

Morocco Åland 15 28%± 18%

Table 2: Summary of results from the Åland, Estonia, and Morocco par-
asitism comparison studies. n is the number of host clusters parasitized
and dissected for that group. µp is the mean fraction parasitized for each
group, and σp is the standard deviation of the fractions parasitized for each
group.

Parameter Estimate Source

b, probing efficiency 0.81− 1.12 eggs/minute Appendix C

N, number of eggs per
cluster

100− 200 eggs [49]

t, time at cluster (min) 20− 60min [12]

ts, searching time
between clusters (min)

best guess: > 30min

Table 3: Parameter estimates from the literature or experimental data.
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Figure 1: A box plot of the distribution of parasitism rates that result in
each index of winter silk production. Silk production is measured on a
scale of 1 (least silk) to 5 (most silk). The group with the highest amount
of silk production (5) is significantly different from the 4 lesser categories
(p < 0.001) according to ANOVA analysis in R [61].
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Figure 2: For any process of random selection with replacement (as prob-
ing by H. horticola) there is a growing chance that the same item will be
encountered multiple times. In this schematic the green line shows the
number of times a wasp probes the cluster, while the red line shows the
total number of eggs probed (at least once). We assume that the wasp lays
an egg every time it probes. As the wasp parasitizes more eggs in the
cluster the number of singly parasitized hosts increases to a maximum at
N/d, and then decreases as these hosts become multiply parasitized. This
causes decreasing parasitism efficiency (number of hosts parasitized per
unit time spent).
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Figure 3: Frequency of M. cinxia host larvae containing multiple H. hor-
ticola eggs from a lab study with a single parasitoid (blue triangles), and
field parasitism in Åland, Finland (orange diamonds). The solid black line
is the expected fraction containing multiple eggs if oviposition happens
randomly and the wasp does not check eggs for prior parasitism. The dot-
ted grey line shows the best fit line for the data, where the fitted parameter
(z) is the expected probability of detecting a previous parasitism and not
laying an egg (here z = 0.77313, p < 0.001).
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Figure 4: Numerically determined optimal values for t (amount of time
spent probing each host egg cluster) over a range of realistic parameter
values for the optimal foraging model w1(t) with parasitism function g1(t)
(Eqn. 3) shown as a solid line, and model w2(t) with parasitism function
g2(t) (Eqn. 4) shown as a dashed line. For each graph one variable was
varied and the rest were held constant at N = 200 eggs, b = 0.9 eggs
per minute, ts = 0.5 hours. These plots show how the optimal parasitism
frequency changes with a) N, b) b, and c1) the searching time for the next
cluster, ts, when searching times are fairly short and c2) much longer time-
frames.
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Figure 5: a) The fraction of H. horticola hyperparasitized by M. stigmati-
cus as a function of the cluster parasitism frequency. Hyperparasitism is
density-dependent and increases with p, the fraction parasitized by H. hor-
ticola. Gray circles show clusters that were not hyperparasitized. b) The
fraction of each cluster that is parasitized by H. horticola and not hyperpar-
asitized as a function of the fraction originally parasitized by H. horticola.
Two functions were tested for goodness of fit (linear and second order
polynomials with (0,0) intercepts). The best fit function is y = 0.4573x

(R2 = 0.8198).
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Figure 6: The fraction parasitized by H. horticola from Åland and Estonia of
M. cinxia egg clusters from Åland and Estonia. In an analysis of variance
there are no significant differences between treatments.

38



0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

t/N (minutes per egg)

F
ra

ct
io

n 
pa

ra
si

tiz
ed

Figure 7: Plot of the fraction of each cluster parasitized as a function of
the average time per egg (t/N ) that the wasp spent at the cluster. The
black curve is the best fit line with b = 0.96 eggs per minute, and the grey
lines correspond to the curves bounding the 95% confidence interval for b
(b = .81 and b = 1.12).
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A General Experimental procedures

Unless noted otherwise, the hosts used in experiments came from a lab-
oratory population of M. cinxia which is augmented each year with M.
cinxia collected from the wild. Hyposoter horticola were obtained by plac-
ing unparasitized hosts in natural populations to be parasitized. After
parasitism they were brought back into the laboratory and reared under
the same conditions as the unparasitized hosts.

After adults emerge, the female H. horticola were maintained in the lab-
oratory, fed honey water (3:1), until they were needed for the experiment
(at least two weeks). The adult butterflies were fed honey water (3:1),
mated, and allowed to lay egg clusters on potted plants (Veronica spicata).
To do this adults were placed in cages (3 females + 8 non-sibling males)
for one day to mate. After mating, two females were put in a cage with
a host plant to lay eggs. When an egg cluster was laid, the plant with the
egg cluster was stored until the eggs were close to susceptible. Depending
on the experiment, they were then exposed to parasitism in the laboratory
or placed in a habitat patch in the field to be parasitized by H. horticola.

For parasitism in the laboratory a female wasp was placed in a 40 by
40 by 50 cm cage containing a plant with susceptible butterfly eggs on it
and allowed to parasitize the egg cluster. We observed all of the laboratory
parasitism events. After the wasp had parasitized and had left the host egg
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cluster, we moved the egg cluster to a Petri dish and waited 1 to 3 days for
the host eggs to hatch. Host larvae were then dissected to determine the
parasitism rate in each host egg cluster.

B Experiment 2: Åland, Estonia, Morocco Popu-
lation comparison study

For this study host caterpillars were collected from several nests of each of
two populations in the Moroccan highlands in autumn 2011, and several
populations throughout Åland. They were kept in diapause under labo-
ratory conditions until spring 2012. In the spring of 2012, we collected 11
post-diapause M. cinxia nests from Paldiski, Estonia. We then reared all
the caterpillars in the laboratory until they pupated. This produced adult
M. cinxia from Åland, Morocco and Estonia, adult H. horticola from Åland
and Estonia, and adult M. stigmaticus from Åland.

To obtain host egg clusters from all three origins, M. cinxia butterflies
from each region were allowed to mate and oviposit in the lab as explained
above. Each female was mated to a non-sibling male from its own origin.
The adult M. stigmaticus were not used in this experiment. For each trial
of the experiment, a female wasp was put in a 40 by 40 by 50 cm cage
containing a plant with susceptible butterfly eggs on it, and allowed to
parasitize the egg cluster. We used a different wasp for each host cluster
and observed each parasitism. When the host larvae were 1-2 weeks old,
we dissected them to determine the parasitism rate in each host egg clus-
ter. In total 64 egg clusters were parasitized, each by a different wasp. See
table 2 for more details and summary results.
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C Probing efficiency

Probing efficiency (b) is an important parameter for the optimal foraging
model. It is not possible to calculate this parameter directly because of
the tiny size of the eggs, mounded host egg architecture, our inability to
distinguish between probing and ovipositing. Instead, we assume that
the number of eggs parasitized at least once follows a poisson process and
use the model p = 1 − e−bt/N to relate the total time spent probing a single
cluster (t) and number of eggs in the cluster (N) to the fraction of eggs
parasitized (p).

We observed Åland H. horticola wasps probing and ovipositing into
36 host egg clusters under laboratory conditions. The total time spent
probing the eggs (t) was recorded for each cluster. After the caterpillars
hatched, they were counted and dissected to determine the number para-
sitized in each cluster. We performed logistic regression using GLM with a
binomial error function and logit link function in the statistical package R
[61]. We fit a model that predicts the parasitism of individual egg based on
the average time per egg (t/N ) spent at the cluster. We found that the best
estimate for b is 0.96 eggs per minute (p < 0.001), and the 95% confidence
interval for b is [0.81, 1.12].

D Experiment 6: Detecting previous parasitism

To calculate the expected probability of multiply parasitized hosts we first
consider the expectations according to the poisson process. The probabil-
ity that a host is probed k times is

P (n = k) =
λk

k!
e−λ

where λ = bt
N

is the mean number of probes per host.
If the wasp is unable to detect prior parasitism in a host, then the prob-
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ability that a host egg is parasitized exactly once is

P (n = 1) = λe−λ.

If the wasp instead detects the prior parasitism with probability z and does
not lay an egg when prior parasitism is detected, then the probability that
a host egg is parasitized only once is

P (n = 1) = λe−λ + z
λ2

2!
e−λ + z2

λ3

3!
e−λ + . . .

= λe−λ
(

1 +
zλ

2!
+

(zλ)2

3!
+ . . .

)
=

λe−λ

zλ

(
zλ+

(zλ)2

2!
+

(zλ)3

3!
+ . . .

)
=

e−λ

z

∞∑
j=1

(zλ)j

j!

=
e−λ

z
(ezλ − 1)

For our models we assume that the fraction of the cluster parasitized is
p = 1−e−λ. We can then rewrite the above probabilities of superparasitism
in terms of p.

P (n = 1) =
1 − p

z
((1 − p)−z − 1) (6)

Then the probability that an egg is multiply parasitized is

P (n > 1) = p− 1 − p

z
((1 − p)−z − 1) (7)

We determine the parameter z using the nonlinear (weighted) least-
squares estimates to fit our data on the frequency of superparasitism to our
model (the data are shown in Figure 3). We find that z is significantly dif-
ferent from zero indicating that the wasps do detect previously parasitized
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hosts and effectively avoid superparasitism some of the time (p < 0.0001).
The estimate is z = 0.77313, i.e. the wasps detect previous parasitism ap-
proximately 77% of the time.
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