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Fig. 1. The effects of ant-hemipteran mutualism exclusion on
plants. Cumulative effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals are
shown. The numbers attached to bars represent sample sizes. An
effect is significant if the confidence interval does not overlap with
Zero.
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Fic. 1. Conceptual framework lor interpreting the spatial scale at which plant-animal interactions (e.g., {rugivory by birds)
operate. Fruit resources are spatially organized in a patchy fashion along a gradient of scales. Frugivores may or may not show
foraging responses to fruit patchiness, depending on their perceptual range and on the diluting eflects of environmental factors.
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