






(repeated-measures ANOVA: H. virescens, F3,21=143.4, P<0.001;
multiple species pooled, F3,57=134.1, P<0.001; Fig. 3). For
example, across all moths, the number of spikes per pulse within
the saturation range varied from 2 to 5 spikes per pulse for 2 ms
pulses whereas it varied from 8 to 18 spikes per pulse for 20 ms

pulses. For all eight H. virescens and 18 of the 20 other moths, the
number of A1 spikes per pulse saturated at or below the A2
threshold. In two moths (both C. habilis), however, the number of
A1 spikes per pulse continued to increase across the entire range of
amplitudes presented. The ISIs were greater for the spikes in
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Fig. 1. Neural thresholds for sounds in moths. (A) Example recording of the auditory nerve in the noctuid moth Heliothis virescens (top traces=nerve, bottom
traces=sound stimuli). A1 and A2 spikes aremarked in insets with blue and red dots, respectively. (B) Audiogram of A1 and A2 cell thresholds for the noctuid moth
H. virescens (left panel, N=18 moths) and individuals of multiple noctuid and erebid moth species (right panel, N=19 moths). See Materials and methods for
species and sample sizes. Points are means. Error bars are s.d.
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response to the first pulse (the lowest amplitude pulse) but otherwise
they did not change significantly across the saturation range
(repeated-measures ANOVA: first ISI per pulse: H. virescens,
F3,45=3.7, P=0.019; multiple species pooled, F3,57=6.3, P<0.001;
mean ISI per pulse: H. virescens, F3,45=5.0, P=0.005; multiple
species pooled, F3,57=10.4, P<0.001; Fig. 4).
The A2 cell also saturated at high amplitudes, with fewer spikes

per pulse for shorter- than longer-duration pulses, but this varied
across species (Fig. 2). For H. virescens, saturation of the A2 cell at
5 spikes per pulse was only evident for the 2 ms pulses, whereas
there was a general increase in the number of A2 spikes per pulse
with increasing amplitude for all longer-duration pulses. We might
not have provided high enough amplitudes to reach the A2
saturation range for these individuals. For the other species,
however, there is evidence that the A2 cell saturates for most
pulse durations, at about 5–6 spikes per pulse for 2 ms pulses, 7–8
spikes per pulse for 5 ms pulses and about 10 spikes per pulse for
10 ms pulses.

Influence of pulse duration on A cell thresholds
Both A1 and A2 thresholds were higher for shorter- than longer-
duration sound pulses (Fig. 5). This pattern occurs both within

species (H. virescens, repeated-measures ANOVA: A1 cell,
F3,21=54.7, P<0.001; A2 cell, F3,21=13.6, P<0.001) and when
multiple species are pooled (A1 cell, F3,57=40.7, P<0.001; A2 cell,
F3,57=36.6, P<0.001). For H. virescens, only the 2 ms pulse had a
significantly greater A1 threshold than the other duration pulses
(Tukey–Kramer HSD post hoc test, P<0.05), being 5.5 dB greater
than the mean threshold for the 5 ms pulse, whereas A2 thresholds
showed a more gradual reduction in threshold across durations
(Fig. 5, left panels). When multiple species are pooled, both the A1
and A2 thresholds were significantly higher for the shorter pulse
durations (Tukey–Kramer HSD post hoc test, P<0.05; Fig. 5, right
panels).

Pulse sequences simulating bat echolocation during search
and approach phases
For both the search-type and approach-type pulse durations and
repetition rates, the intensity–response curves of the mean number
of A1 spikes per pulse showed a regular increase with amplitude
(Fig. 6A, Table S3). However, for each individual moth, there was
usually a range of amplitudes below the A2 threshold across which
the mean number of A1 spikes per pulse remained almost constant,
showing saturation ranges similar to those seen for short-duration
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individual sound pulses (Fig. 6B). For bat-like sequences, we
considered saturation ranges to be the range of amplitudes across
which the mean number of A1 spikes per pulse did not vary by more
than 0.5. Saturation ranges for bat-like sequences ranged from 4 to
12 dB (mean: 7 dB). Interestingly, the mothC. habilis demonstrated
A1 saturation in response to these stimuli, even though the A1 cell
did not saturate in response to short-duration individual pulses
(Fig. 6B). Evidence for neural adaptation across bat-like sequences
was tested by taking the difference in the number of A1 spikes
between the first and last pulse of each sequence at a given
amplitude (e.g. the number of A1 spikes for pulse 1 minus pulse 8
for the search sequence and pulse 1 minus pulse 16 for the approach
sequence). There was evidence of neural adaptation for the
approach-like sequence at high amplitudes, but not at low
amplitudes and not for the search-phase sequence (Fig. 7). The
mean of the difference in the number of A1 spikes between the first
and last pulse increased significantly with increasing amplitude for
the approach sequence (N=10, P<0.001, R2=0.56) but not for the

search sequence (N=10, P=0.163, R2=0.07). The overall difference
between the number of spikes for the first and last pulse did not
exceed 0.5 spikes per pulse except for approach sequences greater
than 10 dB above the A1 threshold.

DISCUSSION
The first objective in this study was to replicate previous results
demonstrating differences in A1 cell activity in response to different
duration sound stimuli for a greater number of moth species. Our
results support previous studies showing that the dynamic range of
the A1 cell increases, and the A1 cell threshold decreases, with
increasing sound stimulus duration. The A1 cell usually saturated at
intensities below that of the A2 cell threshold, resulting in ranges of
sound amplitudes at which the moth ear could not encode increases
in intensity, which we refer to as the saturation range. The saturation
range was large for short-duration pulses and small for long-
duration pulses. We found these patterns to be consistent between
multiple individuals of one moth species (H. virescens) and these

0

0 5 10
Sound level relative A1 threshold (dB)

Saturation range
(26–12=14 dB)

Heliothis virescens Various moth species

15 20 25 30 35 40

1

2

3

N
o.

 o
f A

 c
el

l s
pi

ke
s 

pe
r s

ou
nd

 p
ul

se
S

at
ur

at
io

n 
ra

ng
e 

(d
B

)
N

o.
 o

f A
1 

sp
ik

es
 p

er
 s

ou
nd

 p
ul

se

4

5

6
A

B

0
A A,B B,C C A B C C

A

2 5 10
Sound pulse duration (ms)
20 2 5 10 20

B C D A B C D

5

10

15

0

5

10

15

A1
A2

Fig. 3. A1 cell saturation ranges. (A) Intensity–
response curve for the moth Raphia frater illustrating
the saturation range (range of intensities for which the
number of A1 spikes per pulse does not change with
increasing sound amplitude below the A2 threshold).
Stimuli were 2 ms pulses of 50 kHz. (B) The mean
saturation range (dB) (top panels) and the mean
number of A1 spikes per pulse within the saturation
range (bottom panels) for sound pulses of four
different durations (Heliothis virescens N=8 moths;
various moth species N=20 moths). For example, in A,
the number of A1 spikes per pulse within the saturation
range is 4. Different letters within the bars indicate
statistically significant differences (repeated-
measures ANOVA, P<0.01). See Materials and
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patterns were also found for individuals of 15 other noctuid and
erebid moth species, although the absolute values of the saturation
ranges differed among individuals across these species. The second
objective was to test whether the A2 cell shows similar response
properties. We found that, like the A1 cell, the dynamic range of the
A2 cell increased, and the threshold decreased, with increasing
sound stimulus duration. The third objective was to test if the
repetition rate of sound pulses, specifically those relevant to cues
produced by predatory bats, influenced these results. Although
saturation ranges were not found in response to the bat-like pulse
patterns for pooled data from multiple individuals of different
species, each individual moth showed A1 cell saturation ranges
below the A2 threshold typical of the individual pulse data.
The linear increase in number of A cell spikes with amplitude

provides moths with information about the distance of an
approaching bat but only for bat species that produced long-
duration (10–20 ms) echolocation calls. For the many bat species
that produce shorter-duration echolocation calls (2–5 ms), there is a
large range of call amplitudes that trigger the same response in the
moth ear (the saturation range), meaning that the moth is not
receiving information about the changes in distance between the bat
and the moth. However, information about distance might not be
important to moths at the distances encoded only by the A1
receptor. Most bats produce exceptionally intense echolocation
calls, in the range of 120–140 dB SPL at 10 cm (Waters and Jones,
1995; Holderied and von Helversen, 2003; Holderied et al., 2005;
Surlykke and Kalko, 2008). A few aerial-hawking bat species are

known to produce significantly lower amplitude echolocation calls,
and these bats largely escape detection by eared prey (Goerlitz et al.,
2010; Corcoran and Conner, 2017). Various studies have estimated
or measured maximum detection distance of moths for typical
aerial-hawking bats ranging from 15 to 40 m (Roeder, 1966;
Surlykke, 1988; Surlykke et al., 1999; Goerlitz et al., 2010). For the
mothH. virescens, the mean A1 threshold for a 2 ms pulse at 50 kHz
is 50 dB SPL, with the saturation range starting at approximately
6 dB above threshold. The mean saturation range is 12 dB, making
the range of sound levels across the saturation range 56–68 dB SPL.
As a rough estimate, for a bat producing echolocation calls at
120 dB SPL, the A1 receptor of H. virescens will produce three
spikes per echolocation call when the bat is between ca. 11.5 and
15 m away (calculation incorporating attenuation due to spherical
spreading and atmospheric attenuation at 20°C and 75% relative
humidity; Griffin, 1971; Møhl, 1988). These distances are greater
than the distances predicted for bats to detect the echo from the moth
(5–10 m; Surlykke, 1988; Surlykke et al., 1999; Goerlitz et al.,
2010). Therefore, moths might only need information about
direction, not distance, to fly away from bats that have not yet
detected their echo.

Noctuoid moths appear to show directional flight away from low-
amplitude ultrasound and more erratic or drastic evasive maneuvers
in response to high-amplitude ultrasound (Roeder, 1962). The body
of moths provides a sound shadow that reduces sound levels by 10–
20 dB from the ipsilateral to the contralateral ear (Payne et al., 1966;
Surlykke, 1984), allowing for information about the direction of
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sound based on differences in the number of spikes between ears
(Roeder, 1964). The directional cues provided by the sound shadow,
however, would no longer be encoded by the A1 cell at 10–20 dB
above the start of the saturation range because sound levels increase
such that the A1 cell is saturated on both sides. Based on our results,
this corresponds with the amplitude at which the A2 cell starts to fire
(ca. 20 dB above the A1 threshold). This is adaptive for two reasons.
First, close to the A2 threshold, the sound shadow might maintain
differences in amplitude between ears such that the difference in
activity of the A2 cell could be used for directional information
when the A1 cell can no longer encode this information. In support
of this idea, the last-ditch diving response of the erebid moth
Bertholdia trigona has a directional component (Corcoran and
Conner, 2012). Second, the A2 cell will provide information about
the distance of an approaching bat across its dynamic range.
In addition to the number of receptor cell spikes per stimulus, the

ISI or spike rate is known to be important for triggering behavioral
responses to sound in insects (Nabatiyan et al., 2003; Marsat and
Pollack, 2012). Bursts of spikes are thought to be more reliable
indicators of the presence of a stimulus and are more likely to trigger
the activity of the postsynaptic neuron(s) due to temporal
summation (Nabatiyan et al., 2003). In noctuoid moths, the A1
receptor cell exhibits spontaneous firing activity (Roeder, 1966;
Waters, 1996), meaning that the individual A1 spikes do not provide
information to the moth about the presence of a bat. These
spontaneous spikes, however, generally occur individually and not
in rapid succession, whereas multiple A1 spikes with short ISIs, i.e.
a burst of spikes at a high spike rate, are typical for responses

to sound (Roeder, 1966). Based on a combination of
electrophysiological and behavioral experiments, Roeder (1964)
estimated that an A1 ISI of 1.5–2.6 ms is needed to trigger evasive
flight in moths. In our recordings of multiple moth species, for 2 ms
pulses of sound, ISIs less than 2.6 ms occur at amplitudes 3.1±
1.5 dB greater than A1 threshold with an average of 2.4±0.5 A1
spikes per pulse. For 20 ms pulses of sound, ISIs less than 2.6 ms
occur at amplitudes 5.2±2.7 dB greater than A1 threshold with an
average of 7.2±1.7 A1 spikes per pulse. Therefore, there are some
subtle differences in the combination of number of A1 spikes per
pulse and ISIs that correlate with different pulse durations. Having
low ISIs in response to short-duration pulses at low amplitudes
might compensate for the production of only a few A1 spikes per
pulse.

A1 cell saturation at higher intensities appears to be the most
typical pattern for noctuid and erebid species but this is not
universal. Similar to results found by Pérez and Coro (1984), the A1
cell in two of the moths in our study did not saturate in response to
2 ms pulses but continued to produce more spikes per pulse with
increasing amplitude up to 40 dB above A1 threshold, reaching up
to 8 spikes per pulse, whereas the mean across all species was a
maximum of only 4.6±1.5 spikes per pulse. Interestingly, both these
moths were individuals of the species C. habilis, whereas
individuals of congeneric species (C. amatrix, C. cerogama and
C. relicta) showed the pattern of A1 cell saturation typical of the
other species tested. It remains unclear why the A1 cell shows
saturation at high sound levels in some moths and not in others.
Further tests across many species should be conducted to investigate
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phylogenetic patterns or possible correlations with other parameters
of A cell activity.
Our results suggest that A1 cell adaptation is negligible at

repetition rates typical of search-phase echolocation calls of bats,
even at high intensities. Adaptation, however, does result in a
decrease of the number of A1 spikes per pulse at high amplitudes for
calls produced at faster repetition rates typical of the approach
sequence of bats. Individual moths still had ranges of amplitudes

below the A2 threshold in which the number of A1 spikes per pulse
varied little (i.e. saturation ranges). Therefore, data collected using
individual pulses appear to provide valid information about the
limitations of the A1 cell to encode changes in amplitude relevant to
bat echolocation calls.

Despite decades of interest and research, the relationship between
receptor cell activity and moth behavior is still not well understood.
Many studies have reported that moths from various families have
two types of anti-bat behavior depending on sound intensity:
directional flight away from a quiet (distant) bat and more drastic
flight maneuvers in response to a loud (close) bat (Roeder, 1962,
1964; Agee, 1967, 1969; Surlykke, 1984; Rydell et al., 1997;
Svensson et al., 1999). Likewise, range fractionation by the two
receptor cells in the moth ear, with A1 encoding low-amplitude
sound and A2 encoding high-amplitude sounds, has also been well
documented (Roeder, 1964; Fullard, 1998). Therefore, Roeder
(1974b) suggested that the A1 cell might primarily function to
trigger directional flight away from an approaching bat and the A2
cell might trigger the last-ditch maneuvers seen in response to a
nearby bat. Other authors have since suggested that this might be a
simplification; notodontid moths, which have only one receptor cell
per ear, show both types of behavior (Surlykke, 1984) and arctiid
moths produce sounds back to bats as aposematic signals of toxicity
or to jam the bat’s echolocation (Hristov and Conner, 2005;
Ratcliffe and Fullard, 2005; Corcoran et al., 2009) when only the A1
cell is activated (Ratcliffe et al., 2009). Together with these results,
our data suggest the hypothesis that the A2 cell might be sufficient
but not necessary to elicit last-ditch behavior in noctuoid moths.
Perhaps a large number of A1 cell spikes would be sufficient to
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trigger last-ditch behavior in response to bats that produce long-
duration calls, whereas a few A1 spikes and the A2 cell firing could
trigger the same response to bats that produce short echolocation
calls. This hypothesis remains to be tested. Of particular interest
would be behavioural and neurophysiological data in response to
varying pulse durations from moth species belonging to the family
Notodontidae, with only one receptor cell per ear.
In conclusion, the A1 receptor of noctuid and erebid moths is able

to provide information about both the distance and direction of bats
that use long-duration calls but only direction for bats that use short-
duration calls. Directional information is useful for triggering the
‘far-bat’ directional flight response, and this might be all that is
needed for the distances between bats and moths for which only the
A1 cell is activated. Considering this result, the activity of the A2
cell at higher amplitudes appears to be an important adaptation to
provide information about the distance of an approaching bat that
produces short-duration echolocation calls.
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Pérez,M. andCoro, F. (1984). Physiological characteristics of the tympanic organ in
noctuoid moths. I. Responses to brief acoustic pulses. J. Comp. Physiol. A 154,
441-447.

Randall, D., Burggren,W. and French, K. (2002).Animal Physiology: Mechanisms
and Adaptations. New York: W. H. Freeman.

Ratcliffe, J. M. and Fullard, J. H. (2005). The adaptive function of tiger moth clicks
against echolocating bats: an experimental and synthetic approach. J. Exp. Biol.
208, 4689-4698.

Ratcliffe, J. M., Fullard, J. H., Arthur, B. J. and Hoy, R. R. (2009). Tiger moths and
the threat of bats: decision-making based on the activity of a single sensory
neuron. Biol. Lett. 5, 368-371.

Roeder, K. D. (1962). The behaviour of free flying moths in the presence of artificial
ultrasonic pulses. Anim. Behav. 10, 300-304.

Roeder, K. D. (1964). Aspects of the noctuid tympanic nerve response having
significance in the avoidance of bats. J. Insect Physiol. 10, 529-546.

Roeder, K. D. (1966). Acoustic sensitivity of the noctuid tympanic organ and its
range for the cries of bats. J. Insect Physiol. 12, 843-859.

10

RESEARCH ARTICLE Journal of Experimental Biology (2018) 221, jeb171561. doi:10.1242/jeb.171561

Jo
u
rn
al

o
f
Ex

p
er
im

en
ta
lB

io
lo
g
y

http://jeb.biologists.org/lookup/doi/10.1242/jeb.171561.supplemental
http://jeb.biologists.org/lookup/doi/10.1242/jeb.171561.supplemental
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jee/60.2.366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jee/60.2.366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aesa/62.4.801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aesa/62.4.801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00603623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00603623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00603623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1201366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1201366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/BWG-102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/BWG-102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/BWG-102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2006.02.132
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-121510-133537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-121510-133537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.076943
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.076943
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2017.08.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2017.08.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2017.08.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1174096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1174096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00619200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00619200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050278
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050278
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00365515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00365515
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1380701
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1380701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.00085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.00085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2006.0550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2006.0550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2006.0550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2010.07.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2010.07.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2010.07.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(71)80134-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(71)80134-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(60)90022-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(60)90022-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1121/1.402640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1121/1.402640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1121/1.402640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00114-005-0611-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00114-005-0611-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2012.00095
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2012.00095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.085902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.085902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.085902
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2010.00033
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2010.00033
http://dx.doi.org/10.3161/001.006.0107
http://dx.doi.org/10.3161/001.006.0107
http://dx.doi.org/10.3161/001.006.0107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/1545-1542(2001)082%3C0728:VISPCO%3E2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/1545-1542(2001)082%3C0728:VISPCO%3E2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00259.2003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00259.2003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00259.2003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biolinnean/blw029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biolinnean/blw029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biolinnean/blw029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00605244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00605244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00605244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01927
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01927
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.01927
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2009.0079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(62)90053-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-3472(62)90053-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(64)90025-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(64)90025-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(66)90035-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(66)90035-7


Roeder, K. D. (1974a). Responses of the less sensitive acoustic sense cells in the
tympanic organs of some noctuid and geometrid moths. J. Insect Physiol. 20,
5561-5966.

Roeder, K. D. (1974b). Acoustic sensory responses and possible bat-evasion
tactics of certain moths. In Proceedings of the Canadian Society of Zoologists’
Annual Meeting (ed. M. D. B. Burt), pp. 71-78. Fredericton: University of New
Brunswick Press.

Rydell, J., Skals, N., Surlykke, A. and Svensson, M. (1997). Hearing and bat
defence in geometrid winter moths. Proc. R. Soc. B 264, 83-88.

Surlykke, A. (1984). Hearing in notodontid moths: a tympanic organ with a single
auditory neurone. J. Exp. Biol. 113, 323-335.

Surlykke, A. (1988). Interaction between echolocating bats and their prey. InAnimal
Sonar: Processes and Performances (ed. P. E. Nachtigall and P.W. B. Moore), pp.
551-566. New York: Plenum Press.

Surlykke, A. and Kalko, E. K. V. (2008). Echolocating bats cry out loud to detect
their prey. PLoS ONE 3, e2036.

Surlykke, A., Larsen, O. N. and Michelsen, A. (1988). Temporal coding in the
auditory receptor of the moth ear. J. Comp. Physiol. A 162, 367-374.

Surlykke, A., Filskov, M., Fullard, J. H. and Forrest, E. (1999). Auditory
relationships to size in noctuid moths: bigger is better. Naturwissenschaften 86,
238-241.

Svensson, M. G. E., Rydell, J. and Brown, R. (1999). Bat predation and flight
timing of winter moths, Epirrita and Operophtera species (Lepidoptera,
Geometridae). Oikos 84, 193-198.

ter Hofstede, H. M. and Ratcliffe, J. M. (2016). Evolutionary escalation: the bat–
moth arms race. J. Exp. Biol. 219, 1589-1602.

ter Hofstede, H. M., Goerlitz, H. R., Montealegre-Z, F., Robert, D. and Holderied,
M. W. (2011). Tympanal mechanics and neural responses in the ears of a noctuid
moth. Naturwissenschaften 98, 1057-1061.

ter Hofstede, H. M., Goerlitz, H. R., Ratcliffe, J. M., Holderied, M. W. and
Surlykke, A. (2013). The simple ears of noctuoid moths are tuned to the calls of
their sympatric bat community. J. Exp. Biol. 216, 3954-3962.

Tougaard, J. (1998). Detection of short pure-tone stimuli in the noctuid ear: what are
temporal integration and integration time all about? J. Comp. Physiol. A 183,
563-572.

Waters, D. (1996). The peripheral auditory characteristics of noctuid moths:
information encoding and endogenous noise. J. Exp. Biol. 199, 857-868.

Waters, D. A. and Jones, G. (1995). Echolocation call structure and intensity in five
species of insectivorous bats. J. Exp. Biol. 198, 475-489.

Yack, J. E. and Dawson, J. W. (2008). Insect ears. In The Senses: A
Comprehensive Reference, Vol. 3: Audition (ed. P. Dallos and D. Oertel), pp.
35-53. Oxford: Elsevier.

Yager, D. D. (2012). Predator detection and evasion by flying insects. Curr. Op.
Neurobiol. 22, 201-207.

11

RESEARCH ARTICLE Journal of Experimental Biology (2018) 221, jeb171561. doi:10.1242/jeb.171561

Jo
u
rn
al

o
f
Ex

p
er
im

en
ta
lB

io
lo
g
y

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(74)90123-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(74)90123-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(74)90123-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1997.0012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1997.0012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0002036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0002036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00606123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00606123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s001140050607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s001140050607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s001140050607
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3546713
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3546713
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3546713
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.086686
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.086686
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00114-011-0851-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00114-011-0851-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00114-011-0851-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.093294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.093294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.093294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2011.12.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2011.12.011


 

Supplementary Tables S1, S2 and S3 

 

 
Click here to Download Tables S1 - S3 

 

 

Journal of Experimental Biology 221: doi:10.1242/jeb.171561: Supplementary information

Jo
ur

na
l o

f E
xp

er
im

en
ta

l B
io

lo
gy

 •
 S

up
pl

em
en

ta
ry

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n

http://www.biologists.com/JEB_Movies/JEB171561/TablesS1-S3.xlsx

