


site is initially very similar to that of L. attenuata, a marked difference 
soon appears as a result of the small size of the workers. Each one is 
only able to transport the smallest of isopods so group retrieval is 
obligatory for larger prey. Through a rapidly increasing tempo of 
recruitment a continuous odour trail is established to the foraging 
site and workers pass along it both singly and in groups, the latter 
d r a g g i n g their prey co-operatively. (Fletcher, op.cit .) . It thus 
seemed possible that even those ponerines that are less specialized 
in their feeding habits and that practise group retrieval of their 
prey might also forage in essentially the Megaponera manner. 

This expanded hypothesis has so far been tested only in the 
case of the large ponerine, Plectroctena mandibularis, which preys 
upon millepedes and on the alates of various ant and termite species 
during and after their mating flights. The workers hunt solitarily and 
bring in most prey on their own, but group retrieval is necessary for 
the transport of the larger millepedes. Having immobilized a 
millepede by stinging it, a "scout" lays an odour trail to the nest and 
soon returns leading a group of up to 12 recruits. Together they 
partly carry and partly drag the prey back to the nest (unpublished 
data). 

In the light of the foregoing evidence, it seems that Wilson's 
sharp distinction between group raiding and group retrieving cannot be 
strictly upheld. By no means all the behaviour patterns involved are 
different and even those that are, may be possessed by the same ant, 
as in h . nitida and P. mandibularis. Moreover, it appears that the 
foraging behaviour of the ponerines considered here is more closely 
allied to that of the trail-laying Myrmicinae and Formicinae than it is 
to the raiding behaviour of the Dorylinae. Indeed, it is but another 
short step from odour trail recruitment combined with group retrieval, 
to odour trail recruitment combined with the cutting up of prey and 
transporting it piecemeal, both of which are commonly practised by 
the higher ants. 

Referring back to the earlier quoted definitions of army ant 
raiding behaviour, there remains the question of whether there is an 
association of the doryline type between nomadism and group-predation 
in the Ponerinae. 

There is but a single record of emigration in Megaponera 
foetans, that of Arnold (1914), yet Wheeler (1936) saw it as evidence 
of "frequent changes of domicile, probably necessitated, as in the 
Doryline ants, by the need of ever fresh supplies of prey". This 
unjustified conclusion was generalized by Wilson (1958) when he said 
that much the same considerations also applied to the other group of 
foraging, obligatory termitophagous ponerines. Whether or not 
M. foetans is truly nomadic remains unknown, but there is evidence 
to suggest it is not. Wheeler's assumption that it frequently requires 
to change its trophic field is not well founded. Termite colonies 
are exceedingly populous and even regular raids by Megaponera 
are unlikely to make much impression on them. Wheeler himself 



records, in connection with Collart's "ant-guide" experiments, that 
Ghesquiere and Schouteden repeatedly observed columns on their 
outward march pass termitaries without any attempts to plunder them. 

The Megaponera colony I removed to the laboratory also had 
many termite colonies within easy raiding distance, In the laboratory, 
the ants excavated their own nest and in the field their tunnels were 
together several metres long, indicating protracted domicile (unpublished 
data). 

Leptogenys stuhlmanni is highly nomadic, sometimes emigrat-
ing more than once a week. But in spite of the fact that its emigrations 
appear to be related in some way to the availability of prey, there is no 
evidence of cyclic colony function associated with the brood (see 
Schneirla's definition). Colonies move at irregular intervals both when 
brood is present and when it is absent as in winter (Blomefield and 
Fletcher, unpublished data). More data on nomadism in other species 
are needed. 

To conclude, while it is possible that a few ponerine, and 
ponerine related genera, show a primitive army ant raiding behaviour of 
the doryline type, it is clear that some, and probably many, of the 
genera from which evidence has been drawn for such behaviour, have a 
fundamentally different raiding pattern. The behaviour of ponerine ants 
is a large and a virtually untouched field for research, and future 
investigations should be undertaken f ree from the bias of the past. 
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