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Rapid loss of antipredatory 
behaviour in captive-bred birds is 
linked to current avian invasions
Martina Carrete1,2 & José L. Tella2

Despite the importance of behaviour in conservation biology, there have been few studies that 
address behaviour in areas such as invasion ecology. There is an urgent need to identify specific traits 
that facilitate the establishment and spread of alien species to prevent biological invasions and their 
impact on biodiversity. Changes in antipredatory behaviour in captivity have been proposed to explain 
the higher invasiveness of wild-caught exotic species. We experimentally tested this hypothesis by 
assessing the response of wild-caught and captive-bred cage birds facing an approaching predator and 
their ability to escape from human capture, using species available in the Spanish pet market. Results 
showed the loss of antipredatory responses and escape abilities in captive-bred birds compared with 
wild-caught ones. An intraspecific comparison between wild-caught and the first generation of captive-
bred birds pointed to a rapid behavioural loss in captivity (individual lifetime) rather than to differences 
among species (evolutionary exposure). In the context of current avian invasions, the proportion of 
individuals showing antipredatory responses within a species was positively related to the likelihood of 
the species being found escaped and breeding in the wild. These results offer a link between behaviour, 
fitness, and the invasion syndrome in birds.

Exotic species represent one of the major threats to native biodiversity and the correct functioning of ecosystems, 
with worldwide social and economic implications1,2. Eradication programs can be extremely costly3 and ineffec-
tive4. By the time such programs are implemented, invasive species may have already caused long-term changes 
in the ecosystem5. Therefore, preventing invasions by recognizing potential invaders early on is proposed as the 
most effective management option. Specific traits that facilitate the establishment and spread of alien species are 
often difficult to identify, and ecologists have mainly investigated life history traits and ecological requirements of 
species to predict their invasiveness6,7. Previous studies have identified behavioural flexibility as a major determi-
nant of invasion success of deliberately introduced birds8. However, the question of whether temperaments (also 
termed personalities, behavioural syndromes, or coping styles9–11) could be important factors in the invasiveness 
syndrome12–14 remains open.

Contrary to past deliberate introductions, recent (and current) avian invasions mainly arise from the acci-
dental escape of globally traded cage birds15–19. In this relatively novel scenario, Carrete & Tella15 showed that 
wild-caught cage bird species are much more prone to escaping and becoming invaders than those bred in captiv-
ity, regardless of their availability on the pet market. The ability to cope with new environments could have been 
lost in species bred in captivity over a long period of time, while the high mortality rates during the international 
trade of wild-caught birds could have selected individuals with life-history and physiological traits that positively 
influence the establishment success of these groups of species20. Indeed, wild-caught and captive-bred individuals 
differ in their responses to acute stress. Wild-caught individuals show longer CORT responses to acute stress than 
captive-bred ones, both at inter- and intra-specific levels21. The longer acute response found in wild-caught birds 
could help them escape from cages and survive better when facing challenges in new environments, possibly 
contributing to their higher invasiveness.

Another potential explanation for the higher invasiveness of wild-caught species is the maintenance of anti-
predatory behaviours, important components of coping in the wild, which could be lost in species bred in cap-
tivity14,19. Predation is considered one of the most important selective pressures on free-ranging animals. Thus, 
any individual whose behaviour facilitates the evasion of predators or escape when attacked will have a greater 
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probability of surviving to breed and, therefore, a greater probability of producing offspring22,23. However, some 
behavioural responses to predators are costly -they must be traded off with other activities such as feeding, resting 
or looking for mates24. Thus, they are plastic25,26 and lost when prey face low predation pressure27 or are isolated 
from predators, such as happens on islands28 or when animals are brought into captivity29. Independent of the 
way in which antipredator behaviour is modified when animals are isolated from predators30, these behavioural 
changes may have important consequences in conservation biology and the management of endangered species. 
Training procedures to avoid predators have been implemented as a component of captive rearing and transloca-
tion programs aimed to restore populations of threatened species24,31. However, less attention has been paid when 
considering potential links with other conservation problems such as biological invasions32.

Here, we experimentally test the hypothesis that wild-caught and captive-bred individuals differ in their anti-
predatory responses using a large sample of the exotic cage bird species most commonly traded and maintained 
in captivity (i.e., parrots and songbirds)15,33. Our inter- and intraspecific approaches show that the antipredatory 
behaviours as well as the ability to elude capture by humans are rapidly lost in captive-bred birds compared to 
wild-caught ones, just in the first generation of captive breeding. Moreover, we found a significant link between 
loss of antipredatory behaviour and invasiveness of the experimentally tested species, suggesting a relevant role 
during the latter stages (introduction, establishment and spread) of the invasion process.

Results
Antipredatory behaviour.  We experimentally assessed the antipredatory behaviour in 422 individuals (157 
wild-caught and 265 captive-bred birds) belonging to 93 exotic species (57 species of parrots and 36 species of 
passerines) available in the pet market. In a first interspecific approach, 94.3% of individuals (n =  157) from 
wild-caught species (n =  39) showed antipredatory responses, while only 10.9% of individuals (n =  210) from 
captive-bred species (n =  52) responded to the predator model. Wild-caught species were more prone to eliciting 
antipredator responses when facing a predator than captive-bred ones (Fig. 1a, χ 2 =  215.38, df =  1, p <  0.0001), 
while controlling for body size (χ 2 =  0.58, df =  1, p =  0.45) and taxonomic effects.

Due to the difficulty of obtaining first generation birds born in captivity from wild-caught parents, sample 
sizes were reduced to 140 individuals from 12 species of parrots and 4 species of passerines when we evaluated 
intraspecific changes in antipredatory behaviour (S1). Most of the wild-caught individuals (90%, n =  81) responded 
to the predator, contrasting with the low percentage (10%, n =  50) among the conspecifics born in captivity. It is 
worth noting that changes in the response to the predator related to captivity were nearly identical when comparing 
this intraspecific approach (Fig. 1b) to the interspecific one (Fig. 1a). The antipredator response was significantly 
reduced in captive-born individuals compared to wild-caught conspecifics (Fig. 1b, χ 2 =  92.91, p <  0.0001), sup-
porting the hypothesis that the loss of this behaviour is related to a bird’s origin but not to interspecific differences.

Of the wild-caught individuals introduced into the predation-risk simulator and faced with a plastic object 
similar in size and colour to the predator (16 passerines from 8 species; S1), none showed antipredatory responses. 
This contrasts with the 94.6% of conspecifics of the same origin (wild-caught) that were exposed to the stuffed 
predator model (Yates’ corrected χ 2 =  37.28, p <  0.001, n =  55). This, together with the differential responses of 
wild-caught and captive-bred conspecifics to the predator model, allowed us to be confident that the above results 
were indicative of antipredatory behaviour instead of fear of an approaching object.

Escape abilities.  Capture time was measured for 228 individuals belonging to 40 species of passerines (S2). 
The time taken to capture by hand was shorter for captive-bred birds than for wild-caught birds (F1,35 =  93.82, 
p <  0.001). As shown in Fig. 2, capture time for wild-caught individuals was more than three times that required 
to capture captive-bred ones.

Field evidence.  After accidentally escaping from cages, 30 out of 33 captive-bred birds were recaptured (17 by 
hand or using a handled net, 4 by a dog, 9 came back voluntarily to the cage) while 21 out of 23 wild-caught birds 
eluded recapture. The percentage of recaptured captive-bred birds (90.91%) was significantly higher than that for 
wild-caught ones (8.70%, Yate’s χ 2 =  34.13, p <  0.0001, n =  56). These percentages were nearly the inverse to the 
percentages of captive-bred and wild-caught birds experimentally responding to the predator in both the inter- 
and intraspecific approaches (see above), and thus inferences from our experimental approach are supported by 
observations of the outcome of actual escapes from cages.

Antipredatory behaviour as a predictor of invasiveness.  Escaped species showed a higher proportion 
of individuals responding to the stuffed predator than non-escaped species (χ 2 =  9.46, p =  0.0021; Fig. 3). Among 
escaped species, those that established breeding populations in the wild showed a higher percentage of individuals 
with antidepredatory behavior (χ 2 =  15.36, p <  0.001; Fig. 3). These results are not affected by temporal trends 
in the escape of wild-caught and captive-bred species (Authors, in prep). The percentage of individuals with 
antipredatory behaviour explained a low percentage of deviance in escape likelihood (7.65%), but this percentage 
increased for breeding likelihood (26.52%), supporting the importance of this behaviour for coping in the wild 
and establishing breeding populations.

Discussion
Understanding how and under what circumstances individuals survive agonistic encounters, mainly predation, 
may help us to understand the selective forces involved in the transition of species through the last stages of the 
invasion process (introduction, establishment and spread34). In this sense, our results are clear in showing the loss 
of antipredatory behaviours as well as escaping abilities in birds bred in captivity compared with wild-caught ones. 
This behavioural change occurs very quickly, as suggested by our intraspecific comparison between wild-caught 
individuals and the first generation of captive-bred birds, which were not in contact with predators, supporting the 
idea that antipredatory behaviours develop within an individual’s lifetime27. Predator avoidance acquired through 
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social learning is widespread across taxa (i.e., fish, birds, eutherians, and marsupials35). The general pattern is that 
before learning, individuals show little or no response toward predation stimulus, but after that stimulus has been 
presented together with an alarm signal or a true predation experience, it evokes an avoidance response36. Our 
results are in line with this pattern of antipredatory response acquisition: birds born in captivity, in the absence of 
predation risk, may not have learned their species-specific predatory behaviours when facing a predator from their 
wild parents or conspecifics. There is, however, a small proportion (ca. 10%) of captive-bred individuals, in both 
inter- and intraspecific comparisons, that responded to the predator approach. This may likely be due to the fact 
that some aviculturists breed exotic birds in outdoor facilities, where they are in contact with wildlife (including 
aerial predators) and thus do not lose their antipredator behaviours (authors' own observations and experience). 
We could not test this since the studied captive-bred individuals were bought in pet shops and so their conditions 
during captive-rearing were unknown.

Apart from conspecific transmission of antipredatory behaviour, it is well known that many birds have been 
selectively bred over generations for domestication, which may generate behavioural changes as a by-product37. 
Thus, changes in the antipredatory behaviour of captive-bred birds can be consequence of their isolation from 
predators but also due to founder effects and/or artificial (human) selection25. Both novel conditions seen in 
captivity and husbandry practices would have favoured particular geno/phenotypes38,39. For example, neophobic 
or highly active and explorative animals could be more likely to be poorly adapted to captive conditions than less 
active or explorative animals40,41. Moreover, individual temperament traits are often correlated, such that those 
individuals that are relatively bold towards predators are also more aggressive towards conspecifics (including 
mates and offspring; see references in42), thus reproducing worse in captivity. In this way, neophobic individuals 
with a bold and aggressive personality would be scarce in captivity, contributing to a reduction in variability in the 

Figure 1.  (a) Interspecific approach: mean proportion of individuals from wild-caught (n =  39) and captive-
bred (n =  52) species showing antipredatory responses; (b) Intraspecific approach: mean proportion of wild-
caught and captive-bred conspecific individuals with antipredatory response (n =  16 species). Dashed lines 
represent the species-specific changes in mean antipredatory behaviours. 95% CI for means are shown in both 
figures.
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full range of temperaments of captive-bred birds25,33 and thus, promoting a medium-term loss of antipredatory 
response at the population level.

Humans may deliberately attempt to modify animal temperaments, but human-induced changes are often 
unexpected and unplanned, with detrimental side effects of human activities like the captive breeding of wild ani-
mals24,25. Here, we have shown how a behavioural consequence of captive breeding usually viewed as detrimental 
for the success of conservation strategies such as reintroduction or translocation plans43,44 can be exploited to 
tackle a serious conservation problem like current exotic invasions. This offers a mechanism for explaining why 
wild-caught pet species are much more successful as invaders than captive-bred ones13. Moreover, the intraspe-
cific comparison discards the possibility that captive species were long ago selected against others because of their 
adaptable temperament to captivity, since the antipredatory behaviour is rapidly lost after the selection of species 
for breeding (during an individual lifetime) without marked taxonomic differences (evolutionary time). This loss 
becomes an advantage when considering that pet birds born in captivity can be easily removed from nature by 
predators and humans after escaping from cages. On the contrary, the use of wild-caught birds as pets represents 
a potential risk for conservation of local biodiversity since, when escaped, they can establish viable populations 
and eventually became biological invaders13. Altogether, our results (mainly the relationship between the response 
toward a predator and the establishment success of exotic species) demonstrate the fitness implications of variability 
in antipredatory behaviour, as birds whose behaviour reduces the risk of predation are more likely to survive and 
breed17, and therefore to establish self-sustained populations in the wild.

Figure 2.  Mean time (in seconds) needed to capture by hand wild-caught (n = 26) and captive-bred (n = 14) 
passerine species. 95% CI for means are shown. 

Figure 3.  Proportion of individuals showing antipredatory behaviour related to whether or not the species 
were observed in the wild after escaping from cages (grey symbols) or were observed breeding in the wild 
(black symbols). 
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Regarding management implications, it is difficult to control exotic bird populations once they are established45 
and our results reinforce the polemic, controversial need for banning the trade of wild-caught birds as a preventive 
action (see review in13). A permanent trade ban (as enforced in Spain by law Real Decreto 630 in 2013) worldwide 
would be an easy and effective way of controlling current, and preventing future, exotic invasions, while captive 
breeding can satisfy the social demand for exotic cage birds without risks1313.

Material and Methods
Sampled birds.  Wild-caught and captive-bred exotic birds of the Order Psittaciformes and Passeriformes, 
commonly used as cage birds15,46, were bought in pet markets in 2005 for our experimental purposes. Thus, they 
represented a random sample of individuals coming from different countries and/or aviculture breeders. Rather 
than testing antipredatory responses in many individuals from a few species, we chose to use a few individuals 
from many species and families to better represent the diverse availability of cage birds in the pet market15,46. The 
main origin (wild-caught or captive-bred) of cage bird species was easily determined at the time we sampled them 
in the Spanish pet markets. On the one hand, there were many species whose exportation of wild-caught individ-
uals was banned long ago and thus, all individuals available in Spain originated from decades (e.g., all Australian 
species) and even centuries (e.g., the canary Serinus canaria) of breeding in captivity. On the other hand, all indi-
viduals available in the pet market from many other species were imported after being caught in the wild (mostly 
in Neotropical and African countries), as shown for Spain in the CITES trade database where the wild-caught or 
captive-bred origin of traded individuals is reported (www.cites.org). Individuals from these species were sold 
with accompanying CITES documentation that demonstrated their origin. Finally, there were some predominantly 
wild-caught species for which some captive-bred individuals were available in the pet market due to the recent 
efforts of aviculturists to breed them in captivity. We made an effort to sample some of those first-generation (F1) 
captive-bred individuals for our intraspecific approach. As an example, the monk parakeet (Myiopsitta monachus) 
was traded worldwide and imported by Spain by the thousands as wild-caught individuals18. While wild-caught 
was clearly the main origin for this species (see also www.cites.org), we were able to get a few individuals bred in 
captivity by aviculturists. Those captive-bred individuals were easily recognised as they are individually marked as 
chicks with un-removable closed bands with the year of birth and the code of the aviculturist engraved. Moreover, 
the price of captive-bred individuals was 2–3 times higher than that of their wild-caught conspecifics, reflecting 
their rarity in captivity. We classified these species with a mixed origin of individuals as predominantly wild-caught, 
since wild-caught individuals broadly represented > 90 % of individuals available in the market. The origin of all 
sampled individuals and the main origin of all species sampled are shown in S1 and S2.

Attending to the individual CITES documentation, wild-caught birds were collected in the field at least one 
year before initiating our experiments and held in captivity until that time. Both captive-bred and wild-caught 
birds were at least 1 year old.

Antipredatory behaviour.  We assessed the response of birds in the presence of a predator by using a 
predation-risk simulator (Fig. 4). After keeping birds in cages (1 ×  0.4 ×  0.5 m) for two weeks for standardizing 
housing conditions, birds were individually placed into an identical cage located on one side of a tunnel, while at the 
other end we placed a taxidermic model of a medium-sized raptor (common buzzard Buteo buteo) hidden behind 
an opaque curtain (Fig. 4). We allowed birds to remain undisturbed in the experimental arena for 30 minutes. 
Then, we raised the curtain, and moved the raptor model towards the bird at a constant speed (0.5 m/s) through 
pulley mechanisms. The researcher observed through a small one-way window, thus being undetected by the focal 
bird and not interfering with its antipredatory behaviour. We considered that birds responded positively if they 
elicited some kind of antipredatory response such as escaping, freezing or alarm calling while the stuffed predator 
was approaching the cage. Otherwise, when birds continued without changing their normal behaviour until the 
stuffed predator was 50 cm from the cage, we considered that they did not respond to a potential predation event. 
To be confident that birds responded to the predator but not just to the approaching movement of an object, we 
confronted a subset of individuals not used in the experiment but belonging to the same species that elicited anti-
predatory responses (see results) to a plastic object similar in size and colour to the predator (a portable, brown 

Figure 4.  Predation-risk simulator used to evaluate the response of birds to the approach of a predator. 
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water pump) as a control test. All tests were conducted on the earlier and later hours of the day, thus avoiding the 
central hours when birds reduce their activity.

Since differences in the antipredatory response towards mammals and avian predators have been previously 
reported47, we chose a raptor model because most predators of birds in Europe (and thus in Spain, where we 
focused our current avian invasion model15) belong to this group (31 species of diurnal raptors preying upon birds, 
of which 15 are specialised on birds). On the contrary, only two mammal carnivores predate regularly on birds at 
night (when birds are roosting, so opportunities for enemy recognition and selection of antipredatory behaviour 
are few), and their abundance and range distribution are very limited. Therefore, using a stuffed mammal predator 
in the experiments would add little to our conclusions on invasions.

Escape abilities.  Besides being caught by a predator, exotic birds that have escaped from cages are often 
recaptured by humans to be housed again as cage pets. Thus, we performed a second experiment using small 
passerines (< 25 g) as study models to record time (in seconds) required to capture by hand focal individual birds 
in a standard cage of 0.5 ×  0.4 ×  0.5 m. This size allowed the researcher to easily access all corners of the cage, thus 
avoiding biases related to handling facilities. Parrots were not included in this experiment since their movements 
may have been restricted in this reduced space, and variability in aggressiveness and biting defence among species 
may have affected the willingness and ability of the researcher to capture them. All trials were performed by the 
same researcher (JLT).

Field evidence.  During a ten-year period (2005-2015), 47 out of ca. 1,200 exotic parrots and passerines escaped 
accidentally from the experimental facilities and aviaries, when some cages were accidentally opened or broken 
due to different causes. Moreover, nine free-living exotic birds were attracted to the aviaries by the captive birds. 
We tried to catch all escaped birds using a handled net, while some birds were killed by a small-sized dog in the 
surrounding garden before we had the opportunity to capture them. We used this information, from 18 species of 
parrots and 18 species of passerines, as additional evidence supporting the hypothesis of a greater ability to elude 
capture in wild-caught than in captive-bred pet species once escaped from cages.

Antipredatory behaviour and invasiveness.  We tested whether the antipredatory behaviour of the 
experimentally tested exotic species was linked to their invasiveness, using information on invasive exotic birds 
in Spain48 and complemented with a large data set that compiles > 13,000 records of > 75,000 individuals from 
>  species of non–native bird species observed in the wild in Spain and Portugal up to the end of 201246,49,50. We 
assessed the transitions of experimentally tested species through two main stages of the invasion pathway34, i.e. 
escape (introduction) and breeding (establishment) in the wild (S1). We considered as escaped species those that 
have been observed by ornithologists in the wild in Spain. We considered as breeding species the subset of escaped 
species that have been recorded breeding in the wild without human assistance, sometimes with self-sustainable, 
or even spreading, wild populations. We did not consider established and spreading species separately because of 
the relatively small sample size, the difficulties in determining whether species are established or spreading37, and 
the fact that many of the established species founded breeding populations very recently and will probably spread 
in the near future46. We excluded from the analysis of species breeding in the wild two whydahs (Family Viduidae, 
see S1) since their obligate brood parasitism may impair their invasive ability15.

Data analyses.  We used Generalized Linear Mixed Models (GLMM) to establish the effect of captivity on 
the probability of detecting differences in antipredatory responses between wild-caught and captive bred birds 
(link function: logistic, error distribution: binomial). Using sample size as denominator in the binomial GLMMs 
allowed us to satisfactorily compare prevalence data (i.e., the proportion of birds responding to the antipredatory 
trial) when sample sizes are usually small and variable among species51. First, in an interspecific approach we tested 
if wild-caught species showed a higher proportion of individuals with antipredatory responses than captive bred 
ones. In this way, we only considered the behaviour of individuals belonging to the main origin (i.e., wild-caught 
or captive bred) in the case of species for which both wild-caught and captive-bred individuals were sampled 
(S1). For example, we were able to sample 11 wild-caught and 11 captive-bred monk parakeets (S1), but only the 
11 wild-caught individuals were included in this statistical test because wild-caught was the main origin for this 
species (see above). Potential differences in antipredatory responses linked to species’ size52 were controlled for 
by including their mean body mass (author’s unpublished data53) as a covariate in the analysis (body mass range: 
8–357 g), while we controlled for potential taxonomic effects by including family and order as nested random factors 
in the GLMMs8. Second, for an intraspecific approach, we compared wild-caught individuals with captive-bred 
individuals born from wild-caught parents (F1). We aimed to disentangle whether differences in antipredatory 
responses were truly linked to the origin of individuals (wild-caught or captive bred) and thus acquired through 
the lifetime. Alternatively, differences could be linked to unmeasured specific traits or evolutionary exposure. 
We sought to evaluate how rapid the loss of antipredatory behaviour was. For example, in the case of the monk 
parakeet we compared the behaviour of the 11 wild-caught individuals with that of the 11 captive-bred ones (S1). 
We controlled for potential taxonomic effects by nesting species on family and order as a random factor in the 
model. Capture time (in seconds) of individuals from wild-caught and captive-bred passerine species were also 
compared through GLMMs (link function: log, error distribution: Poisson), also including species and family as 
nested random terms. In this case, there were no species including both wild-caught and captive-bred individuals 
(S2). Body mass was not controlled for in this analysis since all tested species were small-sized passerines (S2). 
Finally, we performed GLMM, controlling for taxonomic relationships as a random term, for assessing the likeli-
hood of species to escape and breed in the wild (logit link function and a binomial error distribution) in relation 
to their antipredatory behaviour. We used as an explanatory variable the proportion of individuals that responded 
toward predators in the predation-risk simulator (see before) and included only those belonging to the main origin 
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of each species (i.e., wild-caught or captive bred). For the example of the monk parakeet, only the 11 wild-caught 
individuals (S1) were used to calculate the proportion of individuals showing antipredatory behaviour.

Ethics Statement.  JLT held the Spanish certificates (B and C) that legally allow the design and conduct of 
experimental research work using live animals. Work in captivity was done under institutional approval of the 
competent Spanish wildlife agency (Consejeria de Medio Ambiente, Junta de Andalucía) and from the Ethic 
Committee of CSIC (CEBA-EBD-12-48), in the authorized centre for experimental avian research SE/16/U (REGA 
ES410910008016). Methods were carried out in accordance with the approved guidelines.

References
1.	 Wilcove, D. S., Rothstein, D., Dubow, J., Phillips, A. & Losos, E. Quantifying threats to imperiled species in the United States. BioScience 

48, 607–615 (1998).
2.	 Kolar, C. S. & Lodge, D. M. Progress in invasion biology: predicting invaders. Trends Ecol. Evol. 16, 199–204 (2001).
3.	 Myers, J. H., Simberloff, D., Kuris, A. M. & Carey, J. R. Eradication revisited: dealing with exotic species. Trends Ecol. Evol. 15, 316–320 

(2000).
4.	 Simberloff, D. How much information on population biology is needed to manage introduced species? Cons. Biol. 17, 83–92 (2003).
5.	 Zavaleta, E. S., Hobbs, R. J. & Mooney, H. A. Viewing invasive species removal in a whole-ecosystem context. Trends Ecol. Evol. 16, 

454–459 (2001).
6.	 Catford, J. A., Jansson, R. & Nilsson, C. Reducing redundancy in invasion ecology by integrating hypotheses into a single theoretical 

framework. Div Distr 15, 22–40 (2009).
7.	 Sol, D. et al. Unraveling the life history of successful invaders. Science 3, 580–583 (2012).
8.	 Sol, D., Duncan, R. P., Blackburn, T. M., Cassey, P. & Lefebvre, L. Big brains, enhanced cognition, and response of birds to novel 

environments. Proc Natl Acad Sci US 102, 5460–5465 (2005).
9.	 Dall, S. R. X., Houston, A. I. & McNamara, J. M. The behavioural ecology of personality: consistent individual differences from an 

adaptive perspective. Ecol. Lett. 7, 734–739 (2004).
10.	 Stamps, J. A. Growth-mortality tradeoffs and ‘personality traits’ in animals. Ecol. Lett. 10, 355–363 (2007).
11.	 Wolf, M., van Doorn, G. S., Leimar, O. & Weissing, F. J. Life-history trade-offs favour the evolution of animal personalities. Nature 

447, 581–585 (2007).
12.	 Réale, D., Reader, S. M., Sol, D., McDougall, P. T. & Dingemanse, N. J. Integrating animal temperament within ecology and evolution. 

Biol. Rev. 82, 1–28 (2007).
13.	 Mueller, J. C. et al. DRD4 polymorphisms are associated with novelty seeking in an invasive weaver bird. Mol. Ecol. 23, 2876–2885 

(2014).
14.	 Chapple, D. G., Simmonds, S. M. & Wong, B. B. M. Can behavioural and personality traits influence the success of unintentional 

species introductions? Trends Ecol. Evol. 27, 57–64 (2012).
15.	 Carrete, M. & Tella, J. L. Wild-bird trade and exotic invasions: a new link of conservation concern? Front Ecol. Environ. 6, 207–211 

(2008).
16.	 Hulme, P. E. Trade, transport and trouble: managing invasive species pathways in an era of globalization. J. Appl. Ecol. 46, 10–18 

(2009).
17.	 Blackburn, T. M., Gaston, K. J. & Parnell, M. Changes in non-randomness in the expanding introduced avifauna of the world. 

Ecography 33, 168–174 (2010).
18.	 Edelaar, P. et al. Shared genetic diversity across the global invasive range of the Monk Parakeet suggests a common restricted 

geographic origin and the possibility of convergent selection. Mol. Ecol. 24, 2164–2176 (2015).
19.	 Carrete, M. & Tella, J. L. Wildlife trade, behaviour and avian invasions. In: Biological invasions and behavior. (Eds J. Weis D. Sol). 

Cambridge University Press (in press).
20.	 Carrete, M. et al. Don´t neglect pre-establishment individual selection in deliberate introductions. Trends Ecol. Evol. 27, 67–68 (2012).
21.	 Cabezas, S., Carrete, M., Tella, J. L., Marchant, T. A. & Bortolotti, G. R. Differences in acute stress responses between wild-caught and 

captive-bred birds: a physiological mechanism contributing to current avian invasions? Biol. Invas. 15, 521–527 (2013).
22.	 Lima, S. L. Stress and decision making under the risk of predation: recent developments from behavioural, reproductive, and ecological 

perspectives. Adv. Study Behav. 27, 215–290 (1998).
23.	 Lind, J. & Cresswell, W. Determining the fitness consequences of antipredation behaviour. Behav. Ecol. 16, 945–956 (2005).
24.	 Lima, S. L. & Dill, L. M. Behavioural decisions made under the risk of predation: a review and prospectus. Can. J. Zool. 68, 619–640 

(1990).
25.	 Relyea, R. A. Local population differences in phenotypic plasticity: predator-induced changes in wood frog tadpoles. Ecol. Monogr. 

72, 77–93 (2002).
26.	 Brönmark, C., Lakowitz, T. & Hollander, J. Predatorinduced morphological plasticity across local populations of a freshwater snail. 

Plos One 6, e21773 (2011).
27.	 Brown, G. E., Ferrari, M. C. O., Elvidge, C. K., Ramnarine, I. & Chivers, D. P. Phenotypically plastic neophobia: a response to variable 

predation risk. Proc. R. Soc. B 280, 20122712 (2013).
28.	 Blumstein, D. T. & Daniel, J. C. The loss of anti-predator behaviour following isolation on islands. Proc. R. Soc. B 272, 1663–1668 

(2005).
29.	 Griffin, A. S., Blumstein, D. T. & Evans, C. S. Training captive-bred or translocated animals to avoid predators. Cons. Biol. 14, 

1317–1326 (2000).
30.	 McDougall, P. T., Réale, D., Sol, D. & Reader, S. M. Wildlife conservation and animal temperament: causes and consequences of 

evolutionary change for captive, reintroduced, and wild populations. Anim. Conserv. 9, 39–48 (2006).
31.	 Jule, K. R., Leaver, L. A. & Lea, S. The effects of captive experience on reintroduction survival in carnivores: A review and analysis. 

Biol. Conserv. 141, 355–372 (2008).
32.	 Freidenfelds, N. A., Robbins, T. R. & Langkilde, T. Evading invaders: the effectiveness of a behavioral response acquired through 

lifetime exposure. Behav. Ecol. 23, 659–664 (2012).
33.	 Beissinger, S. R. Trade in live wild birds: potentials, principles and practices of sustainable use. In: Reynolds, J. D., Mace, G. M., 

Redford, K. H. Robinson, J. G., editors. Conservation of exploited species. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. pp. 182–202 (2001).
34.	 Blackburn, T. M. et al. A proposed unified framework for biological invasions. Trends Ecol. Evol. 26, 333–339 (2011).
35.	 Griffin, A. S. Social learning about predators: a review and prospectus. Learning Behav. 32, 131–140 (2004).
36.	 Brown, G. E., Elvidge, C. K., Ramnarine, I., Ferrari, M. C. O. & Chivers, D. P. Background risk and recent experience influences 

retention of neophobic responses to predators. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 68, 127–133 (2014).
37.	 Agnvall, B., Jöngren, M., Strandberg, E. & Jensen, P. Heritability and genetic correlations of fear-related behaviour in red 

junglefowl–possible implications for early domestication. Plos One 7, e35162 (2012).
38.	 Arnold, S. J. Monitoring quantitative genetic variation and evolution in captive populations. In Population management for survival 

and recovery: analytical methods and strategies in small population conservation (eds J. D. Ballon, M. Gilpin & T. J. Foosc), pp. 295–317. 
New York: Columbia University Press (1995).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

8Scientific Reports | 5:18274 | DOI: 10.1038/srep18274

39.	 Gilligan, D. M. & Frankham, R. Dynamics of genetic adaptation to captivity. Cons. Genet. 4, 189–197 (2003).
40.	 Künzl, C., Kaiser, S., Meier, E. & Sachser, N. Is a wild mammal kept and reared in captivity still a wild animal? Horm. Behav. 43, 

187–196 (2003).
41.	 De Boer, S. F., van der Vegt, B. J. & Koolhaas, J. M. Individual variation in aggression in feral rodent strains: a standard for the genetics 

of aggression and violence? Behav. Genet. 33, 485–501 (2003).
42.	 Bell, A. M. & Shi, A. Exposure to predation generates personality in threespined sticklebacks (Gasterosteus aculeatus). Ecol. Lett. 10, 

828–834 (2007).
43.	 Wolf, C. M., Griffith, B., Reed, C. & Temple, S. A. Avian and mammalian translocations: Update and reanalysis of 1987 survey data. 

Cons. Biol. 10, 1142–1154 (1996).
44.	 Dunham, K. M. Population growth of mountain gazelles Gazella gazella reintroduced to Central Arabia. Biol. Cons. 81, 205–214 

(1997).
45.	 Edelaar, P. & Tella, J. L. Managing non-native species: don’t wait until their impacts are proven. Ibis 154, 635–637 (2012).
46.	 Abellán, P., Carrete, M., Anadón, J. D., Cardador, L. & Tella, J. L. Non-random patterns and temporal trends (1912-2012) in the 

transport, introduction and establishment of exotic birds in Spain and Portugal. Diver Dist (in press).
47.	 Blumstein, D. T., Daniel, J. C. & Springett, B. P. A test of the multi-predator hypothesis: rapid loss of antipredator behaviour after 130 

years of isolation. Ethology 110, 919–934 (2004).
48.	 GAE–SEO/BirdLife Aves invasoras en España. https://www.seo.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/docgae_eei2009.pdf (2006) 

(21/10/2015).
49.	 Saavedra, S., Maraver, A., Anadón, J. D. & Tella, J. L. A survey of recent introduction events, spread and mitigation efforts of mynas 

(Acridotheres sp.) in Spain and Portugal. Anim. Biod. Cons. 38, 121–127 (2015).
50.	 Sanz-Aguilar, A., Anadón, J. D., Edelaar, P., Carrete, M. & Tella, J. L. Can establishment success be determined through demographic 

parameters? A case study on five introduced bird species. Plos One 9, e110019 (2014).
51.	 Jovani, R. & Tella, J. L. Parasite prevalence and sample size: misconceptions and solutions. Trends Parasitol. 22, 214–218 (2006).
52.	 Blumstein, D. T. Developing an evolutionary ecology of fear: how life history and natural history traits affect disturbance tolerance 

in birds. Anim. Behav. 71, 389–399 (2006).
53.	 Dunning, J. B. CRC handbook of avian body masses. Florida: CRC Press (1993).

Acknowledgements
Thanks to G.R. Bortolotti and J.A. Donázar for their suggestions and ideas during experimental design, to G.R. 
Bortolotti for helping us build the antipredatory simulator, and to R. Jovani, J.A. Donázar, J. Blas, M. Vilá, F. Hiraldo, 
N. Dingemanse, and two anonymous reviewers for discussions on results and comments on the manuscript. S. 
Young revised the English.

Author Contributions
M.C. and J.L.T. conceived the idea. M.C. and J.L.T. collected and analysed the data. M.C. and J.L.T. wrote the paper.

Additional Information
Supplementary information accompanies this paper at http://www.nature.com/srep
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Carrete, M. and Tella, J. L. Rapid loss of antipredatory behaviour in captive-bred birds 
is linked to current avian invasions. Sci. Rep. 5, 18274; doi: 10.1038/srep18274 (2015).

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

https://www.seo.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/docgae_eei2009.pdf
http://www.nature.com/srep
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Rapid loss of antipredatory behaviour in captive-bred birds is linked to current avian invasions

	Results

	Antipredatory behaviour. 
	Escape abilities. 
	Field evidence. 
	Antipredatory behaviour as a predictor of invasiveness. 

	Discussion

	Material and Methods

	Sampled birds. 
	Antipredatory behaviour. 
	Escape abilities. 
	Field evidence. 
	Antipredatory behaviour and invasiveness. 
	Data analyses. 
	Ethics Statement. 

	Acknowledgements
	Author Contributions
	﻿Figure 1﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ (a) Interspecific approach: mean proportion of individuals from wild-caught (n = 39) and captive-bred (n = 52) species showing antipredatory responses (b) Intraspecific approach: mean proportion of wild-caught and captive-bred conspecific
	﻿Figure 2﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Mean time (in seconds) needed to capture by hand wild-caught (n = 26) and captive-bred (n = 14) passerine species.
	﻿Figure 3﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Proportion of individuals showing antipredatory behaviour related to whether or not the species were observed in the wild after escaping from cages (grey symbols) or were observed breeding in the wild (black symbols).
	﻿Figure 4﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Predation-risk simulator used to evaluate the response of birds to the approach of a predator.



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                Rapid loss of antipredatory behaviour in captive-bred birds is linked to current avian invasions
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep18274
            
         
          
             
                Martina Carrete
                José L. Tella
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep18274
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2015 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2015 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep18274
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep18274
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep18274
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2015). doi:10.1038/srep18274
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




