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ABSTRACT

 

Aim

 

To explore and identify probable mechanisms contributing to the relationships
among body size, dietary niche breadth and mean, minimum, maximum and range
of prey size in predaceous lizards.

 

Location

 

Our data set includes species from tropical rainforests, semi-arid regions
of Brazil, and from deserts of the south-western United States, Australia and the
Kalahari of Africa.

 

Methods

 

We calculated phylogenetic and non-phylogenetic regressions among
predator body size, dietary breath and various prey size measures.

 

Results

 

We found a negative association between body size and dietary niche
breadth in 159 lizard species sampled across most evolutionary lineages of squamate
reptiles and across major continents and habitats. We also show that mean, minimum,
maximum and range of prey size were positively associated with body size.

 

Main conclusions

 

Our results suggest not only that larger lizards tend to eat
larger prey, but in doing so offset their use of smaller prey. Reduction of dietary niche
breadth with increased body size in these lizards suggests that large predators target
large and more profitable prey. Consequently, the negative association between body
size and niche breadth in predators most likely results from optimal foraging. Though
this result may appear paradoxical and runs counter to previous studies, resources
for predators may be predictably more limited than resources for herbivores, thus
driving selection for more profitable prey.
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INTRODUCTION

 

Evolutionary responses of animals to variation in food availability

form the basis for much current theory in community ecology.

Optimal foraging theory, for example, posits that, other things

being equal (e.g. risk, energetic cost of pursuit), individuals

should select food items on the basis of net profitability

(MacArthur & Pianka, 1966; Charnov, 1976). Acquiring food

items with higher net profitability allows the greatest amount of

energy to be allocated to growth, maintenance, reproduction and

storage, which affect important organismal characteristics

such as body size. Body size is a fundamental trait that varies over

several orders of magnitude among organisms within biological

communities and has major implications for life history,

metabolism, physiology and many other aspects of an organism’s

ecology (Peters, 1983; Calder, 1996; Brown 

 

et al

 

., 2004). For

example, a tendency exists for larger species to have larger

geographical range sizes, whereas the geographical ranges

of smaller species are more variable (Brown, 1995; Gaston &

Blackburn, 1996). In addition, the positive relationship between

body size and home range or territory size is a general and

widespread pattern in population biology (Peters, 1983; Calder,

1996).

A key hypothesis invoked to explain the variation in geographical

range size is the ‘niche breadth hypothesis’, which posits that

the extent of a species’ niche (e.g. diversity of microhabitats

occupied, variety of foods eaten, range of physiological condi-

tions tolerated) determines geographical range size (Brown,

1984, 1995). If the niche breadth hypothesis holds, then a

positive correlation should exist between body size and niche
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breadth. Support for the niche breadth hypothesis (i.e. positive

correlation between geographical range size and habitat niche

breadth) exists across many different taxonomic groups (Pyron,

1999; Brändle 

 

et al

 

., 2002a; Krasnov 

 

et al

 

., 2005). Some of these

studies and others have also found a positive correlation between

body size and dietary niche breadth (Novotny & Basset, 1999;

Brändle & Brandl, 2001; Brändle 

 

et al

 

., 2002b).

A possible mechanism to explain the relationship between

body size and dietary niche breadth is that because individuals

of larger species have larger home ranges (Biedermann, 2003;

Ottaviani 

 

et al

 

., 2006) and geographical ranges (Brown, 1995;

Gaston & Blackburn, 2000), they encounter a wider variety of

prey items compared with smaller species, which have smaller

geographical and home ranges. In addition to the effect of body

size on geographical range size, other mechanisms could explain

a positive relationship between body size and niche breadths,

particularly with respect to diets. For instance, it has been

shown that large predators can detect, capture and consume

both small and large prey items, whereas small predators are

usually restricted to small prey, partially because they are

often gape limited when compared with larger animals (Peters,

1983; Vézina, 1985; Díaz, 1994).

Theoretical and empirical evidence suggests that a positive

correlation between dietary niche breadth and body size should

be a general and widespread phenomenon. Alternatively, despite

the fact that large predators may have access to a wider range of

prey items, they might be restricted to use larger prey for at least

two non-exclusive reasons. First, large predators might be

less efficient in capturing and manipulating very small prey

(handling hypothesis). Second, large predators might maximize

their energy intake by targeting large prey (optimal foraging

hypothesis). Some studies explicitly suggest that an increase in

foraging distance leads to an increase in prey size, which links

prey size, body size and home range size (Schoener, 1971).

Although the first hypothesis is difficult to test across taxa with

existing comparative data, the optimal foraging hypothesis

makes testable predictions. Minimum and maximum prey size

should be positively correlated with predator body size (Brandl

 

et al

 

., 1994). Consequently, no relationship between predator

body size and dietary niche breadth would emerge. Alternatively,

if maximum prey size increases with predator body size but

minimum prey size remains constant, then a positive relation-

ship between body size and dietary niche breadth should exist

(see Fig. 1 for details).

Here, we explore the relationship between body size, dietary

niche breadth, mean, minimum, maximum and range of prey

size for a large data set on predatory lizards. Lizards have

proven to be ideal models for ecological studies because they

are taxonomically diverse, exhibit a wide range of body sizes,

are easily sampled and their diets can be quantitatively summa-

rized and compared (Pianka & Vitt, 2003). We first describe

the nature of the relationship between body size and dietary

niche breadth and then identify the probable mechanism

contributing to this relationship. Lastly, we review the available

evidence for a general rule concerning body size and dietary

niche breadth.

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Diets

 

Initially, we examined diet data collected for 184 lizard species

from several localities around the globe, including 91 species

from tropical rain forests of Nicaragua, Ecuador and Brazil,

and semi-arid regions of north-eastern Brazil (Caatinga) and 93

species from deserts of the south-western United States, Australia

and the Kalahari of Africa. The data set is the same as was used

in a previous study, which examined how phylogenetic history

affects lizard diets (Vitt & Pianka, 2005). We excluded 25 dietary

specialists, because dietary specialization has arisen independ-

ently in several clades and does not appear to be associated

with body size. We considered specialists to be species in which a

single prey category represents 80% or more of its diet volumet-

rically. Dietary specialists have unusually narrow dietary niche

breadths and most specialize on ants, termites or plants in the

case of herbivores. After excluding these species, we calculated

Figure 1 Two different possible scenarios for the relationship 
between predator and prey size. (a) Both maximum and minimum 
prey size increases with predator body size. While adding larger 
items to the diet predators avoid smaller items. Therefore, there is no 
increase in overall prey diversity in the diet of larger predators. 
In this case no relationship between body size and niche breadth is 
expected. (b) Maximum prey size increases with predator body size 
while minimum prey size remains constant. In this scenario 
predators add larger items to their diet and still prey on smaller 
items. Therefore, the overall prey diversity of larger predators is 
increased. In this case a positive relationship between niche breadth 
and body size is expected. Upper picture: Vanzosaura rubricauda a 
small-bodied lizard. Lower picture: Tupinambis longilineus a 
large-bodied lizard species. Photos by Laurie Vitt.
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dietary niche breadth (

 

B

 

) for the remaining 159 species using the

inverse of Simpson’s diversity index (Simpson, 1949):

where 

 

p

 

 is the volumetric proportion of prey category 

 

i

 

 and 

 

n

 

 is

the number of prey categories. Prey categories were based on the

identification of each prey item to the level of the order.

Values of niche breadth can vary from 1 (exclusive use of a

single prey category) to 

 

n

 

 (equal use of all prey categories).

Simpson’s index is an algebraic transformation of Hurlbert’s

probability of an interspecific encounter (PIE), a diversity index

that has good statistical properties and is not dependent on

sample size (Gotelli & Graves, 1996). For different analyses

(described below), we used the measurements of individual prey

items to calculate the mean, minimum, maximum and range of

prey item volume for each species. We used mean body mass for

all individuals within each species as an estimate of the species’

body size because energy use scales with mass. The data used in

the analysis, and detailed methods for collection of diet data,

prey categories and identification and measurements of prey are

available in Appendix S1 in the Supplementary Material.

In addition to the analysis using all species, we conducted a

similar analysis of diets of individuals of three well-sampled taxa

(species and genera) to determine whether niche breadth and

prey size vary with body size (snout–vent length in this case)

within taxa. The taxa included were: 

 

Ameiva ameiva

 

 (Teiidae)

and species of similar size in the genera 

 

Cnemidophorus

 

 (Teiidae)

and 

 

Tropidurus

 

 (Tropiduridae).

 

Statistical analyses

 

Because species differ in their evolutionary relatedness, they do

not represent independent data points in statistical analyses. Not

to account for such evolutionary relationships could result in a

reduction in the degrees of freedom and lower statistical power,

and may affect parameter estimation (Grafen, 1989; Harvey &

Pagel, 1991). To control for phylogenetic relationships, we

employed phylogenetic independent contrasts (PIC) (Harvey &

Pagel, 1991) using the software 

 



 

 version 2.6.9 (Purvis &

Rambaut, 1995). We constructed a composite phylogenetic

hypothesis for the 159 lizard species based on several different

published phylogenies (see Vitt & Pianka, 2005; Appendix S2).

Because we did not have branch length data for the tree topology,

we considered all branch lengths to be equal to 1. In the absence

of information on branch lengths, this method produces the

lowest type I error rates (Purvis 

 

et al

 

., 1994). Furthermore, previ-

ous studies using different methods to estimate branch lengths

reported no difference among methods when performing

regressions between two traits (Brandl 

 

et al

 

., 1994; Blackburn

 

et al

 

., 1996).

The PIC method assumes a model of character evolution

(Brownian motion), and thus if the model is incorrect the

analysis may produce results that may be inaccurate (Price, 1997;

Losos, 1999). Indeed, some studies have shown that, under

extreme deviations from Brownian motion, PIC can be too

conservative (i.e. Diniz-Filho & Tôrres, 2002), although the

method seems to perform quite well when violations in this

assumption are moderate (Martins 

 

et al

 

., 2002). Therefore,

it may be useful to check assumptions of PIC by verifying

whether contrasts are reasonably standardized, and here we did

this by exploring the relationship of standardized contrasts and

their standard deviation. A significant relationship would imply

that contrasts were not adequately standardized and trans-

formations on branch lengths would be necessary to match the

assumption of character evolution under Brownian motion

(Garland 

 

et al

 

., 1992). Some authors, on the other hand, suggest

that the results of both phylogenetic and non-phylogenetic

analysis should always be presented (Price, 1997; Blackburn &

Gaston, 1998). For this reason, in addition to the results of the

PIC we also present results of regressions using species as

independent data points. However, we acknowledge that this

analysis may suffer from the opposite effect and be too liberal.

Next, we performed a linear regression using contrasts of

body mass and contrasts of dietary niche breadth, mean,

minimum and maximum prey volumes. PIC has an expectation

of zero and regressions must pass through the origin. Thus the

degrees of freedom remain equal to the number of contrasts

(number of nodes minus 1); for details see Garland 

 

et al

 

. (1992)

and Eisenhauer (2003).

In addition to the analysis using all species together, we

performed linear regressions of body size against dietary niche

breadth and mean prey volume for individuals of 

 

Ameiva

ameiva

 

, 

 

Cnemidophorus

 

 spp. and 

 

Tropidurus

 

 spp. To explore

whether lizard head morphology can explain variation in dietary

niche breadth, we performed a principal components analysis

using the size-corrected head variables: length, width and height.

We then computed contrasts of the first principal component

and performed a linear regression through the origin of these

contrasts against the contrasts of dietary niche breadth. Also, to

access whether a larger body is simply a passive outcome of the

need for a larger head for feeding or vice versa, we performed a

multiple regression with both body size and head size in the

model against mean prey size. All variables were log-transformed

prior to calculating regressions. All regressions were performed

using the software 

 



 

, version 11.0.

 

RESULTS

 

We found no relationship between the standardized contrasts

and their standard deviations (very low 

 

r

 

-values and all 

 

P

 

 > 0.05),

indicating that contrasts are adequately standardized. Body

size and dietary niche breadth are negatively related (Fig. 2a,

Table 1); as lizard body size increases, the diversity of prey used

decreases. Mean, minimum, maximum and ranges of prey sizes

were all positively associated with body size (Fig. 2b–e). This

result indicates that in addition to shifting diets to include larger

prey, larger lizards exclude small prey resulting in the upward

shift of minimum prey size with increasing lizard body size

(scenario described in Fig. 1a). However, the increase in prey size

range with body size suggests that larger lizards can still

B

p
i

n
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  =

=
∑

1
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occasionally prey on small items. The analysis using species as

independent data points achieved similar results with minor

differences in correlation coefficients and slope values (Table 1).

When examining the same relationships within species, we

found no correlation between body size and dietary niche breadth,

but we still found a positive relationship between body size and mean

prey volume (Fig. 3a–f ). These results indicate that although

larger individuals tend to prey on larger prey, there is no increase

in the overall diversity of prey taken by larger individuals.

Even though considerable variation exists in head morphology

and much of that is associated with lizard size, our analysis

demonstrates that head morphology does not contribute to

size-based variation in dietary niche breadth (first principal

component of head size vs. Simpson’s index of niche breadth,

 

r

 

2

 

 = 0.02, slope = 0.05, 

 

P

 

 = 0.84). Also, our multiple regression

using lizard body mass and head size (first principal component)

showed that while body mass is related to mean prey size

(

 

P < 

 

0.01), head size was not (

 

P = 

 

0.09).

Figure 2 Phylogenetically independent contrasts of body weight vs. (a) contrasts of dietary niche breadth (r 2 = 0.04, slope = –0.1, P < 0.01); 
(b) contrasts of mean prey volume (r 2 = 0.42, slope = 0.93, P < 0.01); (c) contrasts of minimum prey volume (r 2 = 0.16, slope = 0.64, P < 0.01); 
(d) contrasts of maximum prey volume (r 2 = 0.20, slope = 1.08, P < 0.01); and (e) contrasts of prey volume range (r 2 = 0.17, slope = 1.03, 
P < 0.01). Note: regressions are calculated with intercepts of zero.
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Figure 3 Relationship between snout–vent length (SVL), dietary niche breadth and mean prey volume for individuals within taxa. (a) SVL 
against dietary niche breadth for Ameiva ameiva (r 2 = 0.06, P = 0.29); (b) SVL against mean prey volume for Ameiva ameiva (r 2 = 0.42, P < 0.001, 
y = 1.68x – 1.7); (c) SVL against dietary niche breadth for Cnemidophorus spp. (r2 = 0.07, P = 0.34); (d) SVL against mean prey volume for 
Cnemidophorus spp. (r 2 = 0.2, P < 0.001, y = 1.5x – 1.5); (e) SVL against dietary niche breadth for Tropidurus spp. (r 2 = 0.1, P = 0.14); 
(f) SVL against mean prey volume for Tropidurus spp. (r2 = 0.34, P < 0.001, y = 1.68x – 1.9).
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DISCUSSION

 

Our results differ from those reported in other studies using

birds (Brändle 

 

et al

 

., 2002b), butterflies and moths (Wasserman

& Mitter, 1978; Brändle 

 

et al

 

., 2002a) and herbivorous insects

(Novotny & Basset, 1999), all of which exhibit positive body

size–niche breadth relationships. Nevertheless, some studies

have reported a lack of association between dietary niche breadth

and body size (Brandl 

 

et al

 

., 1994). We are not aware of any study

that has previously reported a negative relationship between

body size and dietary niche breadth. Although our result appears

intuitively paradoxical, the frequency distribution of body sizes

in general may account for it. The frequency distribution of

organisms is heavily skewed toward small body sizes (Gaston &

Blackburn, 2000), therefore most prey items available to

predators are small-bodied. Exclusion of small prey from the

diets of larger lizards, even with the addition of some larger prey

in different taxa, may reduce the overall diversity of prey eaten by

larger lizards.

We found a positive relationship between prey size range and

lizard body size. Therefore, large lizards ingest prey with a larger

variability in size. This result has been previously reported for a

large spectrum of predators (Vézina, 1985). This probably occurs

because of the occasional ingestion of small prey items. This

ingestion is not consistent enough to have an impact on dietary

niche breadth or affect the relationship between body size and

minimum prey size. If large lizards where consistently preying on

small items we would not see a positive relationship between

body size and minimum prey volume and we would see a

positive relationship (or lack of a relationship) between body size

and dietary niche breadth. The best explanation for our results is

that larger lizards tend to avoid smaller prey either because they

are difficult to handle and/or the energetic cost of including them

exceeds the energetic gain. For predators with a wide size range of

available prey, the optimal strategy should be to selectively target

prey offering the maximum net energy gain and selectively exclude

those that offer no net gain or actually accrue a net cost to capture.

Our results build on other recent evidence for the importance

of optimal foraging in ecosystems and large-scale ecological

patterns such as the structure of food webs (Beckerman 

 

et al

 

.,

2006).

Even though previously unreported, the relationship we found

should be widespread among predators. One possible reason

why previous studies have failed to capture this relationship

might be that they covered too narrow a range of predator body

sizes. In our analysis we used 159 species of lizards from around

the globe including some of the smallest and largest species.

Our results for individuals within lower taxonomic groups

(species and genera) support this argument. Body size variation

within 

 

Ameiva ameiva

 

, species of 

 

Cnemidophorus

 

 and species of

 

Tropidurus

 

 is low relative to the variation that exists across all

lizard species, and we found no relationship between body size

and dietary niche breadth within these genera.

A general pattern of increased niche breadth with increasing

body size does appear to be the case with respect to habitat/

microhabitat and physiological niche axes (Wasserman & Mitter,

1978; Novotny & Basset, 1999; Pyron, 1999). Likewise, in

herbivorous insects in which microhabitat niche breadth is a

good proxy for dietary niche breadth (e.g. number of host plants),

a positive association between body size and niche breadth is

consistently reported (Wasserman & Mitter, 1978; Novotny &

Basset, 1999). It is not surprising that our results for predators are

different from those for herbivores. Small and large herbivores have

potential access to the same set of plants, whereas small predators

cannot prey on very large prey (gape limitation) and large predators

may choose not to prey on very small prey (optimal foraging).

In summary, theory and most empirical data suggest that a

positive relationship between body size and niche breadth is a

widespread general pattern in macroecology. Nevertheless,

the dietary niche breadth of predatory lizards decreased with

body size, suggesting that consuming small prey when larger and

probably more profitable prey are available is not an optimal

foraging strategy; larger predators should target larger prey while

avoiding smaller prey. The decrease in dietary niche breadth

that we found with increasing predator size appears to result

from the general decrease in diversity with body size (prey in

this case) that exists in organisms (e.g. many more taxa are

small-bodied). We caution ecologists and evolutionary biologists

that although some patterns in macroecology appear well-

supported (e.g. the right-skewed distribution of organism size),

others, such as putative increases in niche breadth with body size,

are much more complex and often constrained by patterns at a

more basic level.

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

 

We thank Nathan Sanders, Nicholas J. Gotelli, Shai Meiri and

José Alexandre Felizola Diniz-Filho for comments on the

manuscript. Field work in Brazil was funded by various agencies

and institutions including Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de

Pessoal de Nível Superior (CAPES), Department of Biology

UCLA, Alpha Association of Phi Beta Kappa Alumni in Southern

California, University of California Latin American Center,

WWF (9579-009, SR 022-94), National Geographic Society

(4994-93), MacArthur Foundation, PROBIO-MMA, and

Conservação Internacional do Brazil to GRC; and NSF

grants DEB-9200779, DEB-9505518, and DEB-0415430 to L.J.V.

Table 1 Correlation coefficients (r), slopes and degrees of freedom 
(d.f.) of comparison between body mass and dietary niche breadth, 
mean, minimum, maximum and prey range volumes using species 
as independent data points. P-values are omitted because 
significance levels are biased in non-phylogenetic analysis.

Variable r Slope d.f.

Dietary niche breadth –0.19 –0.06 157

Mean prey volume 0.73 0.77 142

Minimum prey volume 0.59 0.90 122

Maximum prey volume 0.65 0.71 122

Prey volume range 0.59 0.71 122



 

G. C. Costa 

 

et al.

 

© 2008 The Authors

 

676

 

Global Ecology and Biogeography

 

, 

 

17

 

, 670–677, Journal compilation © 2008 Blackwell Publishing Ltd

 

and Janalee P. Caldwell. E.R.P.’s research has been supported by

grants from the National Geographic Society, the John Simon

Guggenheim Memorial Foundation, a senior Fulbright Research

Scholarship, the Australian–American Educational Foundation,

the University Research Institute of the Graduate School at the

University of Texas at Austin, the Denton A. Cooley Centennial

Professorship in Zoology at the University of Texas at Austin,

NSF, and the US National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

E.R.P. also thanks the staff of the Department of Zoology at the

University of Western Australia and the Western Australian

Museum plus the staff of the Department of Conservation and

Land Management (CALM). G.C.C. is supported by a Fulbright/

CAPES PhD fellowship (15053155-2018/04-7) and G.R.C.

and D.O.M. are supported by CNPq grants (302343/88-1 and

150296/2005-3, respectively).

REFERENCES

Beckerman, A.P., Petchey, O.L. & Warren, P.H. (2006) Foraging

biology predicts food web complexity. Proceedings of the

National Academy of Sciences USA, 103, 13754–13749.

Biedermann, R. (2003) Body size and area-incidence relation-

ships: is there a general pattern? Global Ecology and Biogeography,

12, 381–387.

Blackburn, T.M. & Gaston, K.J. (1998) Some methodological

issues in macroecology. The American Naturalist, 151, 68–83.

Blackburn, T.M., Lawton, J.H. & Gregory, R.D. (1996) Relation-

ships between abundances and life histories of British birds.

Journal of Animal Ecology, 65, 52–62.

Brandl, R., Kristin, A. & Leisler, B. (1994) Dietary niche breadth

in a local-community of passerine birds, an analysis using

phylogenetic contrasts. Oecologia, 98, 109–116.

Brändle, M. & Brandl, R. (2001) Distribution, abundance and

niche breadth of birds: scale matters. Global Ecology and

Biogeography, 10, 173–177.

Brändle, M., Ohlschlager, S. & Brandl, R. (2002a) Range sizes in

butterflies: correlation across scales. Evolutionary Ecology

Research, 4, 993–1004.

Brändle, M., Prinzing, A., Pfeifer, R. & Brandl, R. (2002b)

Dietary niche breadth for Central European birds: correlations

with species-specific traits. Evolutionary Ecology Research, 4,

643–657.

Brown, J.H. (1984) On the relationship between abundance and

distribution of species. The American Naturalist, 124, 255–279.

Brown, J.H. (1995) Macroecology, 1st edn. University of Chicago

Press, Chicago.

Brown, J.H., Gillooly, J.F., Allen, A.P., Savage, V.M. & West, G.B.

(2004) Toward a metabolic theory of ecology. Ecology, 85,

1771–1789.

Calder, W.A. (1996) Size, function, and life history. Dover

Publications, Mineola, NY.

Charnov, E.L. (1976) Optimal foraging, marginal value theorem.

Theoretical Population Biology, 9, 129–136.

Díaz, M. (1994) Variability in seed size selection by granivorous

passerines – effects of bird size, bird size variability, and

ecological plasticity. Oecologia, 99, 1–6.

Diniz-Filho, J.A.F. & Tôrres, N.M. (2002) Phylogenetic com-

parative methods and the geographic range size – body size

relationship in New World terrestrial carnivora. Evolutionary

Ecology, 16, 351–367.

Eisenhauer, J.G. (2003) Regression through the origin. Teaching

Statistics, 25, 76–81.

Garland, T., Harvey, P.H. & Ives, A.R. (1992) Procedures for

the analysis of comparative data using phylogenetically

independent contrasts. Systematic Biology, 41, 18–32.

Gaston, K.J. & Blackburn, T.M. (1996) Range size – body size

relationships: evidence of scale dependence. Oikos, 75, 479–485.

Gaston, K.J. & Blackburn, T.M. (2000) Pattern and process in

macroecology. Blackwell Science, Oxford.

Gotelli, N.J. & Graves, G.R. (1996) Null models in ecology.

Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC.

Grafen, A. (1989) Phylogenetic regression. Philosophical Transac-

tions of the Royal Society of London Series B, Biological Sciences,

326, 119–157.

Harvey, P.H. & Pagel, M.D. (1991) The comparative method in

evolutionary biology. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Krasnov, B.R., Poulin, R., Shenbrot, G.I., Mouillot, D. &

Khokhlova, I.S. (2005) Host specificity and geographic range

in haematophagous ectoparasites. Oikos, 108, 449–456.

Losos, J.B. (1999) Uncertainty in the reconstruction of ancestral

character states and limitations on the use of phylogenetic

comparative methods. Animal Behaviour, 58, 1319–1324.

MacArthur, R.H. & Pianka, E.R. (1966) On optimal use of a

patchy environment. The American Naturalist, 100, 603–609.

Martins, E.P., Diniz-Filho, J.A.F. & Housworth, E.A. (2002)

Adaptive constrains and the phylogenetic comparative method:

a computer simulation test. Evolution, 56, 1–13.

Novotny, V. & Basset, Y. (1999) Body size and host plant

specialization: a relationship from a community of herbivo-

rous insects on Ficus from Papua New Guinea. Journal of

Tropical Ecology, 15, 315–328.

Ottaviani, D., Cairns, S.C., Oliverio, M. & Boitani, L. (2006) Body

mass as a predictive variable of home-range size among Italian

mammals and birds. Journal of Zoology, 269, 317–330.

Peters, R.H. (1983) The ecological implications of body size.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Pianka, E.R. & Vitt, L.J. (2003) Lizards: windows to the evolution

of diversity. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Price, T. (1997) Correlated evolution and independent contrasts.

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological

Sciences, 352, 519–529.

Purvis, A. & Rambaut, A. (1995) Comparative analysis by

independent contrasts (CAIC): an Apple Macintosh applica-

tion for analysing comparative data. Computer Applications in

Biosciences, 11, 247–251.

Purvis, A., Gittleman, J.L. & Luh, H. (1994) Truth or consequences:

effects of phylogenetic accuracy on 2 comparative methods.

Journal of Theoretical Biology, 167, 293–300.

Pyron, M. (1999) Relationships between geographical range

size, body size, local abundance, and habitat breadth in North

American suckers and sunfishes. Journal of Biogeography, 26,

549–558.



Body size and dietary niche breadth

© 2008 The Authors 
Global Ecology and Biogeography, 17, 670–677, Journal compilation © 2008 Blackwell Publishing Ltd 677

Schoener, T.W. (1971) Theory on feeding strategies. Annual

Review of Ecology and Systematics, 2, 369–404.

Simpson, E.H. (1949) Measurement of diversity. Nature, 163,

688.

Vézina, A.F. (1985) Empirical relationships between predator

and prey size among terrestrial vertebrate predators. Oecologia,

67, 555–565.

Vitt, L.J. & Pianka, E.R. (2005) Deep history impacts present-day

ecology and biodiversity. Proceedings of the National Academy

of Sciences USA, 102, 7877–7881.

Wasserman, S.S. & Mitter, C. (1978) The relationship of body

size to breadth of diet in some Lepidoptera. Ecological

Entomology, 3, 155–160.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The following supplementary material is available for this article:

Appendix S1 Species used in the analysis and their measurements.

Appendix S2 Phylogenetic relationships of the 159 lizard species

used in the analysis.

This material is available as part of the online article from:

http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/abs/10.1111/

j.1466-8238.2008.00405.x

(This link will take you to the article abstract).

Please note: Blackwell Publishing is not responsible for the

content or functionality of any supplementary materials supplied

by the authors. Any queries (other than missing material) should

be directed to the corresponding author for the article.

Editor: José Alexandre F. Diniz-Filho

BIOSKETCHES

Gabriel C. Costa is a PhD Candidate in Ecology and 

Evolutionary Biology at the University of Oklahoma. His 

research interests include patterns of species richness and 

macroecology of tropical squamates.

Laurie J. Vitt is Curator of Reptiles at the Sam Noble 

Oklahoma Museum of Natural History and a George 

Lynn Cross Research Professor at the University of 

Oklahoma. His research interests include the global 

ecology of lizards, evolution of ecological traits and 

tropical ecology.

Eric Pianka holds the Denton A. Cooley Centennial 

Professorship of Zoology in the Section of Integrative 

Biology at the University of Texas at Austin. He is an 

evolutionary ecologist who has devoted his life to studying 

the natural history and ecology of desert lizards, especially 

those inhabiting Australia.

Daniel O. Mesquita is a professor in the ecology course 

at the University of Paraíba. His major interests include 

ecology and taxonomy of Cerrado herpetofauna.

Guarino R. Colli is a professor in the Department of 

Zoology at the University of Brasília. His major research 

interests include the ecology, biogeography and 

systematics of the Cerrado herpetofauna.

http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2008.00405.x

