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Top-down or bottom—up?
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Introduction | HI: Tap-diwn
i
* In absence of large carnivores: brawsing limits saplings S0-180 ¢m, | | Predadion Eisk
productivity limits saplings <S0¢m |

* What happens when we add an extra trophic level? | Dear foraging
W * Woll affects deer distribution and foraging behaviour | |
= | . F e | saplings 81
=3 What is the relative importance of productivity | |
=) [ ' 1
= i and browsing on tree regeneration in a | Retative Growth
Ly landscape of fear?

ProaucEmity

H2: Bottom-up

Fredahon Rk

Methods - Planting experiment - Biabowic#a forest
" 14 sites: ditferent in predation risk and peodu ctivity
= Distance fraom human settlements = Predation risk
*  Vepetation hedght = Productivicy
= Planted 64 saplings per site in April J015%
*  Fallowed faith of saplings over time
= Sapling helght
= Saplng browsing intensily
*  Sfared deed leraging behandous |camera trapping)

Deer foraging
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Product ity

Resulis = Structural Faguation Model (Piecewise SEM)

= Deer foraging not affected by predation
risk, big Influence of prodwcthity

*  On high risk sites saphngs grow bess <3
conEradicls top-down hppothesis

Prisgdation riak

o  Pbsclute deer foraging

Correlation between predation risk and |-'"l.'.|:-¢‘r dary
productivity: high risk sites least productive. R*s031
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