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Introduction
Pitfall traps are a popular method for collecting ground beetles, spiders, ants and
other epigeal arthropods (Westberg 1977; Niemelä et al. 1992; Bestelmeyer et al. 2000;
Southwood & Henderson 2000; Phillips & Cobb 2005). While many shorter, general
overviews exist (e.g., general techniques: Balogh 1958; Duffey 1972; Bestelmeyer et al.
2000; Southwood and Henderson 2000; Woodcock 2005; issues with pitfalls: Adis 1979),
none have exhaustively examined the published literature recently. Herein we present such
a review with the hope it will provide a sound base for those incorporating pitfall traps into
research.
While the choice of preservative will affect the quality of specimens in any type of
trap, it is a critical decision in pitfalls for several reasons. Chiefly, preservatives differentially
attract and repel select arthropod taxa, which will affect the composition of taxa collected
(Weeks & McIntyre 1997). Additionally, pitfalls are often set without covers in open fields,
so lose more preservative through evaporation than other traps and are affected to a greater
degree by rain and dilution by rainwater (Porter 2005). Therefore, we include a section
detailing possible positives and negatives of preservatives used in pitfall traps.
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Pitfall Traps
P�������������������������������������������
itfall traps were first described by Hertz (1927)
����������������������������������������
and shortly thereafter by Barber
(1931) (Fig. 1) for collecting cave-inhabiting insects. A pitfall trap is simple in design,
consisting of a collecting container buried flush with the ground that passively collects
epigeal organisms that accidentally fall into the trap. It may be constructed from any
container large enough to hold the target organism, including a large bucket for reptiles
or small mammals (Ellis 2013), small plastic cup for larger insects such as Carabidae and
large Formicidae (Luff 1975; Abensperg-Traun & Steven 1995), or a glass test tube for
small insects such as most Formicidae and small Carabidae (Luff 1968; Abensperg-Traun
& Steven 1995). Pitfall traps are widely used in biodiversity surveys as they are costeffective, ecologically sensitive, collect large numbers of arthropods (Gist & Crossley
1973; Ekschmitt et al. 1997; Southwood & Henderson 2000; Work et al. 2002), and collect
nocturnal species missed by other methods (Törmälä 1982; Samways 1983; Donnelly &
Gilmee 1985; Huusela-Veistola 1996).
Pitfall traps have been used to sample many arthropod groups, including
Scorpionida (Tourtlotte 1974; Margules et al. 1994); Isopoda (Hamner et al. 1969; Hayes
1970; Paoletti & Hassall 1999; Hornung et al. 2007); Diplopoda (Van der Drift 1963;
Kurnik 1988; Mesibov et al. 1995; Kime 1997; Snyder et al. 2006), Chilopoda (Kurnik
1988; Fründ 1990; Adis 1992; Shear & Peck 1992; Voigtlander 2003), and Symphyla (Adis
1992; Shear & Peck 1992; Clark & Greenslade 1996); Araneae (Duffey & Millidge 1954;
Muma 1973; Uetz 1977; Corey & Taylor 1988; Bultman 1992; Koponen 1992; Bauchhenss
1995; Buddle et al. 2000); Acari (Zacharda 1993; Wickings 2007; Kłosin´ska et al. 2009;
Mayoral & Barranco 2009; Wohltmann & Mąkol 2009; López-Campos & Vázquez-Rojas
2010; Clark 2013); Collembola (Joosse-van Damme 1965; Pedigo 1966; Budaeva 1993;
Cole et al. 2001; Frampton et al. 2001); Coleoptera (Backlund & Marrone 1997; Simmons
et al. 1998; Arbogast et al. 2000) including Carabidae (Anderson 1985; Kálás 1985;
Cameron & Reeves 1990; Epstein & Kulman 1990; Togashi et al. 1990), Tenebrionidae
(Ahearn 1971), Staphylinidae (Anderson 1985; Braman & Pendley 1993; Ekschmitt et al.
1997), Scarabaeoidea (Young 1981; Peck & Howden 1985; Martínez et al. 2009; Anlaş et
al. 2011; Thakare et al. 2011), and certain Latridiidae (Hartley et al. 2007); Formicidae
(Van der Drift 1963; Greenslade 1973; Anderson 1991; Abensperg-Traun & Steven 1995;
Bestelmeyer et al. 2000); and even terrestrial Amphipoda (Craig 1973; Margules et al. 1994)
and Decapoda(Williams et al 1985; Smith et al. 1991; Hamr & Richardson 1994; McGrath
1994; McIvor & Smith 1995). Of these taxonomic groups, ground-dwelling Araneae and
Coleoptera have been the most studied (Westberg 1977).
Variations on the basic trap have been developed, including more elaborate traps
for use under snow (Kronestedt 1968; Steigen 1973); live traps with a layer of gauze that
keeps trapped organisms from drowning in rainwater (Duffey 1972); modifications that
allow excess rainwater to drain before overflowing the trap (Duffey 1972; Porter 2005);
integrated internal funnel and rain cap (Fichter 1941); collecting cup integrated into a
larger structure with a base or ramp (Muma 1970); use of holes or slits in the side of a
container so an integrated cap can be used (Fig. 2) (Nordlander 1987; Lemieux & Lindgren
1999); modifications to facilitate emptying (Rivard 1962), including automated devices for
segregating trap catch over time (Williams 1958; Blumberg & Crossley, 1988; Buchholz
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2009); designs to reduce mortality of vertebrate bycatch including floating shelters and wire
mesh (Kogut & Padley 1997; Pearce et al. 2005); and inexpensive designs using commonly
discarded household materials (Morril 1975; Clark & Bloom 1992). Other techniques,
such as using an auger bit to drill placement holes for small diameter traps, and equipment,
such as a device that can pull traps out of placement holes without kneeling or disturbing
the surrounding soil, have been developed to make pitfall trapping easier (Vogt & Harsh

FIGURES 1–2. 1, Pitfall trap described by Barber for collecting cave-inhabiting insects.
After Barber (1931). 2, Pitfall trap modified with entrances in the side of the collection cup,
which discourages vertebrates from entering the trap and allows the use of an integrated rain
cap. Modified from Nordlander (1987) with permission.
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2003).

Barrier fences have been employed, either with a single pitfall situated in the
middle of the fence or with pitfalls at the end of the fence (Fig. 3) (Haeck 1971; Meijer
1971; Reeves 1980; Durkis & Reeves 1982). Linear pitfall traps constructed from house
gutters have been employed with success in certain situations, such as investigating the
speed and timing of insect populations moving between habitats (Pamanes & Pienkowski
1965; Goulet 1974; Pausch et al. 1979).
Ramp traps collect arthropods similarly to pitfall traps, but rather than being
sunk into the ground target taxa are directs upwards into the trap via ramps; this allows

FIGURES 3–4. 3, Pitfall traps (modified from Nordlander 1987) on either side of a barrier
fence. 4, Ramp trap.
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them to be employed where conventional pitfalls cannot, such as where digging is difficult
(e.g., on rocks or in caves) or prohibited by law (Bouchard et al. 2000; Campbell et al.
2011). Bostanian et al. (1983) proposed the first ramp trap design, which is constructed
from metal, making it rather bulky and expensive and biased towards large ground beetles.
Bouchard et al. (2000) proposed a revised design that utilizes plastic sandwich containers
and plastic ramps, rendering it light-weight and inexpensive (Fig. 4). Ramp traps have
been successfully employed in caves (Campbell et al. 2011), areas polluted due to industrial
mining (Babin-Fenske & Anand 2010), orchards (Smith et al. 2004), and vineyards (Goulet
et al. 2004). Ramp traps capture a higher abundance and diversity of epigeal spiders than
conventional pitfall traps, though when comparing other taxa (e.g., beetles) they collect
a different species composition, thus making direct comparison between the trap types
difficult or impossible (Pearce et al. 2005; Patrick & Hansen 2013). Additionally, ramp
traps capture fewer vertebrates than conventional pitfall traps (Pearce et al. 2005).
Colored pan traps, sometimes referred to as water traps, are generally used
to collect flying insects via visual response to color cues (e.g. yellow, blue, purple or
red) (Kirk 1984; Aguiar & Sharkov 1997; Leong & Thorp 1999; Pucci 2008; Gollan et
al. 2011). While pan traps are generally set on or above the ground, they may be sunk
into it, effectively becoming pitfall traps that also attract and capture flying insects.
Issues with pitfall traps
Objections have been raised to the use of pitfall traps in ecological studies (Adis
1979; Majer 1997; Southwood & Henderson 2000) because they do not evenly catch
different taxa for several reasons:
1. Different taxa react differently at the lip of the trap. Gerlach et al. (2009) found
that millipedes show the most trap-avoidant behavior (20–60%) and carabids show the
least (10–25%); overall they found an average of 28% of taxa that encountered a trap were
caught, with a range of less than 5% (Enantiulus nanus (Latzel, 1884) (Julidae)) to 70%
(Pterostichus burmeisteri Herr, 1838 (Carabidae)). Luff (1975) found approximately 75%
of Carabidae that encounter the edge of a pitfall are collected. In mark-recapture studies,
some species become trap-shy if they have been caught previously while other species do
not (Benest 1989).
2. Activity level (Ekschmitt et al. 1997), which is affected by variables such as
species-specific behavior (Greenslade 1964; Curtis 1980; Anderson 1991; Topping 1993;
Spence & Niemelä 1994; Obrist & Duelli 1996); differences between gender and age (Hayes
1970; Benest 1989; Topping & Sunderland 1992; Thomas et al. 1998) including matesearching (Tretzel 1954), post-copulatory dispersal of females (Merrett 1967) and searching
for oviposition sites (Duffey 1956); weather (Williams 1940; Briggs 1961; Greenslade 1961;
Juillet 1964; Ericson 1979; Drake 1994); vegetation (Deseo 1959; Greenslade 1964; Novák
1969; Baars 1979), habitat structure (Melbourne 1999; Melbourne et al. 1997; Thomas et
al. 1998), and habitat type (Melbourne et al. 1997); size (Luff 1975; Thiele 1977; den Boer
1981; Franke et al. 1988) and speed (Braune 1974; Adis 1976); and hunger and prey density
(Grüm 1971; Müller 1984; Henrik & Ekbom 1994), also affect the number of organisms
trapped, both within and between taxa (Southwood, & Henderson 2000) and are more
influential factors than population size (Briggs 1961) in determining trap catch.
3. Larger species are caught in significantly higher numbers than smaller species
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(Carabidae: Franke et al 1988; Spence & Niemelä 1994). Several reasons have been
suggested for this. Larger, faster beetles are successfully caught a higher percentage of the
time than smaller, slower beetles (Braune 1974; Adis 1976) – though some authors have
found size and speed do not affect the ability to be caught (Luff 1975; Halsall & Wratten
1988). Smaller beetles may escape more readily from traps because scratches and soil
on trap walls may be enough to support their mass as they try to climb out whereas larger
beetles fall (Spence & Niemelä 1994).
4. Species-specific morphology can affect escape ability; e.g., Demetrias
atricapillus (L.) has adhesive setae on the underside of the tarsi that allow it to climb out of
pitfalls more easily than other similarly sized carabids (Halsall & Wratten 1988).
5. Pitfall traps do not accurately reflect absolute density of the organisms sampled.
This has been demonstrated in the field (Grüm 1959; Briggs 1961; Mitchell 1963; Marsh
1984; Topping & Sunderland 1992) and experimentally in a caged system (Lang 2000)
– though caution should be exercised interpreting caged results as they may be skewed by
“trap-happy” beetles that prefer dry pitfalls as refugia (Adis 1979, citing Thomas & Sleeper
1977) and may suffer from “Kreb’s effect” (Mac Arthur 1984). However, it should also be
noted that some studies have recorded 73–96% capture rates of marked beetles in caged
systems (Bonkowska & Ryszkowski 1975; Dennison & Hodkinson 1984; Desender et al.
1985; Desender & Maelfair 1986; Clark et al. 1995; Holland & Smith 1999) and one study
found no difference between population estimates of millipedes, spiders, and beetles based
on hand collecting or pitfalls in a caged system (Gist & Crossley 1973), suggesting such
systems may accurately reflect absolute density in certain situations with specific taxa.
In response to these criticisms, various calculations have been proposed to correct
for the differences between taxa collected and true population density based on locomotory
activity and motility range (Heydemann 1953; Tretzel 1955; Braune 1974; Thomas &
Sleeper 1977; Kuschka et al. 1987; Stoyan & Kuschka 2001; see also Seifert 1990), though
these have been rejected by others (Adis 1979; Müller 1984; Franke et al. 1988; Gerlach et
al. 2009).
Additionally, it has been argued that samples pooled over an entire season correctly
represent local species abundance as variations due to weather and other factors that affect
activity level are averaged out (Baars 1979; den Boer 1986; Luff 1982). Results of other
studies are conflicting, with some showing a large amount of variation between sampling
periods in similar habitat when the sampling periods are short (Niemelä et al. 1986), and
others showing that traps set for short periods caught all species accumulated by longer
trapping periods (Niemelä et al. 1990; Borgelt & New 2006). In addition, much of the cited
research has only examined carabids caught by pitfalls. When collecting other taxa, pitfalls
may estimate absolute population density relatively well (ants: Andersen 1991; Vorster et
al. 1992; Lindsey & Skinner 2001; cursorial spiders: Muma & Muma 1949; Duffey 1962;
Huhta 1971; Uetz & Unzicker 1976; tenebrionids: Thomas & Sleeper 1977).
Certain ecological questions, such as comparing taxa along a successional gradient
(Bultman & Uetz 1982) or between similar plots (Koivula et al. 1999), may be answered as
taxa will be equally biased to pitfall traps along the gradient or between plots.
Pitfalls can be used to answer non-ecological questions, such as investigating
the phenology (Maelfait & Baert 1975), seasonal and circadian activity (Williams
1959a, b; Williams 1962; Breymeyer 1966a, b; Doane & Dondale 1979), and lifespan
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(Goulet 1974) of commonly collected taxa, estimating the timing of movement of
epigeal species between habitats (Pamanes & Pienkowski 1965; Pausch et al. 1979),
and estimating dispersal using mark-release-recapture methods (Ericson 1977; Best et
al. 1981). They also can be employed in taxonomic surveys, though should be paired
with other sampling techniques that complement the deficiencies of pitfalls (Majer 1997)
Pitfall trap design
If pitfall traps are to be employed, several considerations must be made as there are
many factors that can affect the taxa collected.
Effects of shape, size, and material of receptacle. The shape of the trap affects the
composition and number of taxa collected (Cheli & Corley 2010). Pitfalls may be straightsided or round (Southwood & Henderson 2000), depending on the container used; however,
round and straight-edged traps with the same perimeter length catch different numbers of
specimens (Braune 1974; Luff 1975; Adis 1976; Spence & Niemelä 1994).
Different diameters of pitfall trap collect different taxa at different rates. When
examining ants, larger diameter pitfalls catch more species, though differences are primarily
due to differential capture rates of rare species (Abensperg-Traun & Steven 1995). Work
et al. (2002) compared catch rates and species richness of Carabidae, Staphylinidae, and
Araneae across five diameters (4.5, 6.5, 11, 15, and 20 cm) of pitfall traps; they found that,
after standardizing circumference, small traps caught more small carabids and staphylinids
and large traps caught more wolf spiders. Luff (1975) found that small traps (2.5 cm dia.)
were the most efficient at catching small species of carabids, while large traps (10 cm dia.)
caught relatively more large beetles; however, their small traps were made of glass and large
traps made of metal, which probably had a confounding effect on the results. Brennan et al.
(1999) found the largest and second largest traps (17.4 and 11.1 cm dia.) they tested caught
the most diverse assemblage of species, though considered the smaller of the two traps more
appropriate for sampling spiders as it may decrease the potential of capturing non-target
species. One option when using larger traps is to add a funnel to the trap in order to increase
trap retention (Vlijm et al. 1961).
Another aspect of size is the depth of the trap. Shallow (8 cm) and deeper (15
cm) pitfalls do not effect ant diversity capture (Pendola & New 2007), therefore, when
targeting ants, shallow pitfalls are preferred as small vertebrates, such as skinks, may escape
more easily from them, thus reducing vertebrate bycatch. However, this has only been
demonstrated in ants and may not hold true for large insects, such as some carabids, which
are bigger than some small vertebrates.
Pitfall traps used to collect insects have been constructed out of glass (Briggs
1961; Greenslade 1964; Borgelt & New 2006; Pendola & New 2007), plastic (Luff 1973;
Morrill 1975; Clark & Blom 1992; Spence & Niemelä 1994), or metal (Ahearn 1971; Hinds
& Rickard 1973; Clark & Blom 1992). Choice of material can affect the taxa sampled in
live traps as escape rates differ. One study on carabids found 0% escape from glass traps,
4% escape per day from plastic traps, and 10% escape per day from metal traps (Luff 1975).
Other studies have also found glass pitfalls retain more arthropods than plastic or metal
(Vennila & Rajagopal 2000), though one found no difference between glass and plastic
traps (Waage 1985). Similarly, Topping and Luff (1995) found plastic traps with rough
surfaces caught fewer linyphiid spiders than similar traps with smooth surfaces.
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Finally, color of the pitfall trap affects the taxa collected: white and yellow traps
catch higher numbers of Apidae, Araneae, Carabidae, Diptera, and Formicidae, while brown
and green traps catch higher numbers of Isopoda (Buchholz et al. 2010).
Effects of trap design, layout, and site selection. Some studies have found that
covers do not affect the composition of arthropods trapped by pitfall traps (Work et al.
2002; Buchholz & Hanning 2009; Cheli & Corley 2010) while others have found they
do (Briggs 1961; Baars 1979; Spence & Niemelä 1994). Some of this may be due to the
material used as a cover. Man-made covers, such as metal or ceramic tile, are generally
used. Suggestions have been made to use natural material such as bark or rock for covers
(van der Berghe 1992), though this has not been systematically investigated.
Pitfall traps that have an integrated cap and circular entrances in the sidewall of the
trap (first proposed by Nordlander 1987) caught 80% of the same common carabid species
as conventional pitfalls in one study (Lemieux & Lindgren 1999), but otherwise have not
been thoroughly investigated and compared to conventional traps.
Pitfall traps must be level with the soil surface as excessive inclination of the
soil ringing the traps may direct some arthropods away from the trap (Heydemann 1953).
Similarly, a plastic disc surrounding the trap will influence sample size (Adis 1976).
Subterranean pitfall traps have been employed to trap hypogaeic ants (Yamaguchi
& Hasegawa 1996; Anderson & Brault 2010; Berghoff et al. 2003; Schmidt & Solar 2010),
though these preform no better than conventional pitfalls (Pacheco & Vasconcelos 2012).
Use of a barrier fence consistently increases the number of ground beetles collected
(Winder et al. 2001; Hansen & New 2005). However, the length of the fence influences
trap catch (Durkis & Reeves 1982; Morrill et al. 1990), with longer fences catching higher
diversity of families and species (Brennan et al. 2005), making it difficult to compare trap
catch between studies. Location and number of the traps along the fence and fence material
may also affect trap catch, though these variables have not been specifically investigated.
Spacing between traps is an important consideration as populations, especially
of larger taxa such as carabids, can become locally depleted if traps are placed closely
together; this can affect trap catch and skew results. Snider and Snider (1986) found no
difference in trap catch between pitfalls spaced 0.5, 1, 2, and 4 meters apart. Similarly, Ward
et al. (2001) found no difference in trap catch between pitfalls spaced 1, 5, and 10 meters
apart. However, Digweed et al. (1995) found that carabid populations were depleted when
pitfalls were placed 10 meters apart but not 25 meters; in addition, traps spaced at 10 meters
had the most similar species assemblages and fewest rare species.
The optimum number of pitfall traps depends on the environment of the trapping
site. As few as five traps aresufficient in an arid steppe environment (Cheli & Corley
2010), whereas ten to twenty pitfall traps effectively collected the majority of species in
temperate areas (Formicidae: Santos et al. 2003; Coleoptera: Obrtel 1971; Isopoda Paoletti
and Hassall 1999; Araneae: Niemelä et al. 1986), and at least twenty five are needed in
tropical areas (Vennila & Rajagopal 1999). Various non-parametric estimators have been
tested to estimate species richness based on as few as five traps per site (Brose 2002).
Finally, pitfall traps may not be the most efficient method for sampling epigeal
arthropods in environments with rugged, steep slopes and a high density of rocks or roots
in the soil where the traps are difficult to set or at high elevation where the mean body
size of taxa is generally smaller, and thus more difficult to trap (Nyundo & Yarro 2007).
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Additionally, some studies have found pitfalls trap more ants in drier areas and seasons
(Delsinne et al. 2008; Nunes et al. 2011), though others have found annual rainfall has no
effect (Delsinne et al. 2010).
Use of attractants in pitfall traps. The choice of preservative can affect the taxa
collected in pitfall traps (Weeks & McIntyre 1997). For instance, bark beetles (Curculionidae:
Scolytinae), certain Staphylinidae, and Nitidulidae are caught in higher numbers in pitfalls
that use ethanol as the preservative (Drift 1963; Greenslade & Greenslade 1971). In one
study, some Carabidae, especially Bembidion, were caught in higher numbers in ethylene
glycol than water, though the effect varied by sex and time of year (Holopainen 1990, 1992);
another study, however, found no difference between ethylene glycol and water when trapping
four species of Diplopoda, one species of Chilopoda, and two species of Carabidae (Gerlach
et al. 2009), suggesting that any effect is species dependent. Formaldehyde has been found
to be repellant to Opiliones and Diplopodaand attractive to Carabidae and Staphylinidae
(Luff 1968; Pekár 2002; Gerlach et al. 2009), though one study found no difference between
water and formaldehyde when collecting Carabidae (Waage 1985). Differences have been
found between commercially available antifreeze and diluted ethylene glycol (Koivula et
al. 2003). Efficacy of preservatives can vary with trap size – one study found vinegar to
be more effective in large traps but propylene glycol more effective in small traps (Koivula
et al. 2003). Brine and an ethanol-glycerin mix have lower capture efficiency than other
fluids such as pure water, ethanol-water, and ethylene glycol-water, possibly due to the
high specific gravities of these fluids, which may allow captured arthropods to float and
escape (Schmidt et al. 2006). Brine is also attractive to Lepidoptera (Cheli & Corley 2010).
Additionally, attraction and repulsion to preservatives can vary due to sex (Adis 1976),
season (Dethier 1947; Adis & Kramer 1975; Adis 1976), and environment (Koivula et al.
2003). Thus, careful consideration should thus be used in order to avoid or account for the
influence of preservative on the taxa collected.
A drop of detergent is often used to break the surface tension of the preservative
in wet pitfalls. This does not seem to affect the rate of capture of most arthropods, though
Linyphiidae are caught in higher numbers (up to 1000%) in traps with detergent (Topping
& Luff 1995; Pekár 2002), whereas Staphylinidae are caught in higher numbers in traps
without detergent (Pekár 2002).
Some Coleoptera naturally aggregate using pheromones to locate conspecifics
(Greenslade 1963; Wautier 1970, 1971; Ahearn 1971), which can affect trap catch
distribution as the first specimen captured may artificially attract others to the same trap
(Luff 1968; Thomas & Sleeper 1977; Luff 1986).
Digging-in effects have been recorded among Formicidae (Greenslade 1973),
Carabidae (Digweed et al. 1995; Schirmel et al. 2010) and other Coleoptera (Schirmel et
al. 2010), Collembola (Joosse-van Damme 1965; Joosse & Kapteijn 1968), Linyphiidae
and other Aranaea (Topping & Luff 1995; Schirmel et al. 2010), and Isopoda (Schirmel
et al. 2010). These effects consist of high capture of certain taxa immediately after pitfall
traps are established followed by a subsequent decline. A variety of explanations – such
as an increased level of CO2 (Collembola: Joosse & Kapteijn 1968), decreased barriers to
movement (Carabidae: Greenslade 1964), increased number of prey that attract predators
(Adis 1979), and decreasing number of foraging Formicidae workers (Romero & Jaffee
1989) – have been suggested, though no consensus has been reached. If digging-in effects
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are to be avoided, it has been suggested either to place pitfalls inverted for one week before
operating them as traps (Greenslade 1973; Schirmel et al. 2010) or to install a tube or
second container in which the pitfall can be placed in order to avoid disturbing the soil when
it is serviced (Schirmel et al. 2010). Alternatively, if the goal is to catch large numbers of
arthropods without regard to comparing between-trap catch, traps may be serviced more
frequently in order to take advantage of digging-in effects (Schirmel et al. 2010).
Disturbance of leaf litter and vegetation around the traps can cause increased
catch of highly mobile taxa, such as Gryllidae (Sperber et al. 2007). Areas around active
pitfalls should therefore not be visited unless the traps are being serviced. Alternatively,
regularly scheduled visits to the trap area will increase the catch of certain mobile taxa,
though care should be taken in designing and executing such visits in order to provoke the
same disturbance between traps (Sperber et al. 2007).
If attraction is desired, baits can be used to purposely affect the taxa collected
(Greenslade & Greenslade 1971). Dung and carrion can used to collect Scarabaeidae,
Staphylinidae, Silphidae, Ptiliidae, Histeridae, Hydrophilidae, and Leiodidae. Carnivore
and omnivore dung provide good results – with human dung being among the most effective
and readily available – while herbivore dung is generally poor (Newton & Peck 1975).
Meat, tuna, and honey can be used as baits for ants (Romero & Jaffee 1989). Though not
intentional, previously trapped insects may begin to rot in traps in which the preservative
is ineffective due to dilution from rain or large numbers of trapped insects, thus attracting
carrion feeding taxa (Holland & Reynolds 2005). Vegetable oils have been shown to
increase the catch of ants in the tropics (Pacheco & Vasconcelos 2012), especially army
ants (Weissflog et al. 2000; Berghoff et al. 2002; Berghoff et al. 2003), although this has
not been studied in temperate regions.
Pests of pitfall traps. Occasionally, traps will be regularly disturbed by mammals
between collections. Van der Berge (1992) presented three situations with the possible
culprits and associated solutions. For traps where the cup is still in the hole but pushed
up “just enough so that the rim is no longer flush with the soil” he suggests moles or voles
whose passage has been obstructed are to blame and moving the cup a short distance usually
resolves the problem. When one or a few cups, but not the entire trap line, are completely
out of the hole, spilled clean, but not chewed on he suggests squirrels are attempting to
burry or dig up nuts. Unfortunately, “one is helpless against squirrel disturbance”. The
third case is when many, and often the whole line, of cups are out of the hole and chewed or
mangled. This, he suggests, is the work of raccoons, opossums or deer that are interested in
consuming the preservative. Raccoons are intelligent and will continue to harass a line of
pitfall traps if they are reset, so it is best to abandon the line or add a distasteful substance
to the preservative. If deer are molesting the traps, it is best to switch from a salt-based
preservative which is probably drawing their attention.

Preservatives
Pitfall traps can be used to collect insects to be kept alive or killed in preservative. If
live specimens are required, such as for rearing experiments (as is common in parasitengone
mites to correlate life stages) or in cases where the taxon of interest is endangered, e.g.
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the American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus (Olivier, 1790)), traps are run dry
without preservative. In such cases, traps must be checked at least daily, and often more
frequently, so captured individuals do not succumb to heat, desiccate, drown in accumulated
rain water, or become predated on by other captured organisms (Mitchell 1963; Luff 1968;
Weeks & McIntyre 1997; Bestelmeyer et al. 2000; Moreau et al. 2013).
When collecting specimens to be killed, the choice of trap preservative is an
important consideration as it will affect the quality of specimens, cost of trap maintenance,
and how frequently traps must be serviced. Many authors have investigated the preservation
properties of different chemicals and solutions, which are summarized herein.
Ethylene glycol was once used as a preservative, especially in pitfall and pan traps,
as it has low volatility compared to ethanol and other alcohols (Martin 1977), is relatively
inexpensive, and is readily available as antifreeze. When used in the field it has been
reported to not preserve internal organs well and causes specimens to deteriorate to the
point of breaking when pinned (Aristophanous 2010), though other studies report sufficient
preservation (Sasakawa 2007; Cheli & Corley 2010). Because ethylene glycol is toxic to
vertebrates (Thrall e al. 1984) and is readily ingested due to its sweet taste (Grauer & Thrall
1982), its use has been discouraged (Hall 1991).
The addition of bitter agents, such as quinine, to ethylene glycol has been suggested
as a way to deter vertebrates from drinking the fluid (Hall 1991). Quinine added to ethylene
glycol, propylene glycol, and formalin has been shown to have no effect on the number of
spiders caught in pitfall traps; in addition, it improves the preservation quality of specimens
collected in ethylene glycol (Jud & Schmidt-Entling 2008). Alternatively, a red marking
flag placed next to the trap may deter large vertebrates from investigating the trap and
drinking the ethylene glycol (Cheli & Corley 2010).
An alternative to ethylene glycol but with similar characteristics is propylene glycol,
which is sold as recreational vehicle and boat antifreeze. It also has low volatility and is
inexpensive. Propylene glycol is nearly non-toxic as it is metabolized into constituents of
the Krebb’s cycle and extremely large quantities must be ingested over a short period of time
before acute toxicity is reached (Yu 2007). In the field, propylene glycol preserves insects
similarly to ethylene glycol (Jud & Schmidt-Engling 2008; Aristophanous 2010). However,
Moreau et al. (2013) found no detectable difference in the quality of DNA preservation
between propylene glycol and ethanol when undiluted chemicals were used in a lab setting.
One reason for the difference between field and lab studies may be due to the fact that
ethylene glycol and propylene glycol are hygroscopic; when humidity is moderate to high,
both substances will absorb water from the air and dilute naturally (Aristophanous 2010).
Salt brine and saturated borax solution are inexpensive and easy to make as the
constituent materials are readily available in grocery stores. The ability of these solutions to
preserve insects is extremely poor, however, and not outweighed by cost-savings (Lemieux
& Lindgren 1999; Sasakawa 2007; Aristophanous 2010) (though see Schmidt et al. 2006
for a counter opinion).
Carnoy’s fixative (60% ethanol, 30% chloroform, 10% acetic acid) and white
vinegar (10% acetic acid) do not preserve DNA and cause specimens to become brittle,
though they generally keep the specimens from rotting (Sasakawa 2007; Aristophanous
2010; Moreau et al. 2013). If DNA extraction is not intended, these may be acceptable
preservatives.
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Methanol and chloroform do not preserve specimens in a way that allows DNA
extraction and amplification (Post et al. 1993; Fukatsu 1999). In addition, chloroform is
difficult to acquire, especially in the large quantities required for use as a trap preservative.
FAACC solution (formaldehyde 4%, acetic acid 5%, calcium chloride 1.3%)
and 4% phosphate buffered formaldehyde (4%PBF) both preserve internal organs well,
with 4%PBF being the superior of the two (Aristophanous 2010). However, specimens
become excessively stiff and although DNA can be extracted from specimens preserved
with formaldehyde solutions, DNA amplification is impossible with standard kits (such a
Qiagen DNEasy) because formaldehyde causes DNA to cross-link with proteins (Schander
& Halanych 2003). Protocols using prolonged extraction times (up to 7 days) (France &
Kocher 1996; Chatigny 2000; Schander & Halanych 2003) and chemical agents (Johnson
et al. 1995; Chatigny 2000) can be successful.
Amyl acetate is sometimes used in insect jars as the killing agent. This bananasmelling liquid keeps specimens relaxed, unlike other killing agents such as chloroform
(Woodward 1951). It is commonly used as a water-removing solvent in industry and can
be purchased through specialized suppliers. Amyl acetate has been used for preservation
of anatomical dissections (Saunders & Rice 1944) and insects “may be kept stored almost
indefinitely between cotton-wool impregnated with this agent” (Woodward 1951), though it
has not been tested for DNA preservation (Nagy 2010). Additionally, it has not been tested
as a preservative in pitfall traps, can be a skin irritant, and is probably attractive to some
insect groups so other, more proven preservatives may be a better choice.
Ethanol is probably the most widely used preservative. It maintains the integrity
of internal organs and allows DNA to be easily extracted and amplified (Gurdebeke &
Maelfait 2002; Aristophanous 2010; Moreau et al. 2013). In the United States, price may
be prohibitive for individuals who do not qualify for ethanol tax exemption; however, fuel
ethanol has been shown to preserve specimens as well as pure ethanol, so this will provide
an alternative source as fuel ethanol becomes more widespread (Szinwelski et al. 2012). In
addition, ethanol is the most volatile commonly used preservative. In open containers such
as pitfall traps ethanol can lose ¾ of its volume in fewer than 5 days (Aristophanous 2010).
Depending on the trap location this may have implications on how often the traps must be
serviced.
Isopropanol, commonly known as rubbing alcohol, is a cheap alternative to
ethanol. Similar to ethanol, it preserves DNA well (Rake 1972), so it can be extracted with
little difficulty. One drawback is that isopropanol often discolors specimens, which is a
hindrance to identification and morphological studies involving color.
Acetone has shown promise as a preservative. It is relatively inexpensive and
readily available as a paint solvent. DNA has been extracted and successfully amplified
from acetone-preserved Copepods (Goetze & Jungbluth 2013), pea aphid (Acyrthosiphon
pisum (Harris, 1776)) (Fukatsu 1999), and Zygoptera (Logan 1999). Additionally, acetone
is used to preserve adult Odonata as it dissolves fat, dehydrates the specimen, and reduces
decomposition of enzymatic color pigments (Abbott 2008).
Other preservatives require more testing as contradictory results have been
reported. Fukatsu (1999) reported DNA amplification after specimens were stored in 2propanol, ethyl acetate, and diethyl ether, though Post et al. (1993) and Reiss et al. (1995)
reported poor results with 2-propanol and ethyl acetate, respectively.
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Summary
Pitfall traps are often used to sample epigeal arthropods as they are inexpensive and
easy to use. However, many factors influence the taxa so collected. Abiotic factors, such
as weather, season, slope and aspect, degree of rockiness, and trap characteristics (color and
material of the trap, diameter of the opening, spacing between traps, and number of traps
at a site) affect the composition of collected taxa, often by affecting behavior of the target
arthropods. Biotic factors affecting trap catch include species-specific factors (activity
level, size, aggregation to conspecifics, and behavior at the edge of the trap), response to
digging-in effects, and habitat structure, including the density of low-growing vegetation.
The choice of preservative affects not only the level of preservation of specimens, but also
the composition of specimens collected because various compounds differentially repel
and attract different taxa. Taken together, these factors make comparisons between studies
difficult.
While there have been calls to standardize pitfall trapping, the design employed
in individual studies will continue to be based on the research question and materials
available. An effort, however, should be made to report all of the factors that might
influence the composition of specimens collected. While this may not be immediately
useful, comparisons may be made in the future after further studies elucidate the effects
various factors have upon trap catch.
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Uniwersytetu Przyrodniczego we Wrocławiu - Biologia i Hodowla Zwierzat, 58:
73–83
Kogut, N. and Padley, W. D. 1997. A methods for reducing mortalities in pitfall traps.
Transactions of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society, 33: 75–78.
Koivula, M., Punttila, P., Haila, Y. and Niemelä, J. 1999. Leaf litter and the small-scale
distribution of carabid beetles (Coleoptera, Carabidae) in the boreal forest.
Ecography, 22: 424–435.
Koivula, M., Kotze, D. J., Hiisivuori, L. and Rita, H. 2003. Pitfall trap efficiency: do trap
size, collecting fluid and vegetation structure matter? Entomologica Fennica, 14:
1–14.
Koponen, S. 1992. Spider fauna (Araneae) of the low Arctic Belcher Islands, Hudson Bay.
Arctic, 45(4): 358–362.
Kronestedt, T. 1968. Notes on the Swedish species of the genus Centromerus F. Dahl.
(Araneae, Linyphiidae). A faunistic report with ecological remarks. Entomologisk
Tidskrift, 89: 111–127.
Kurnik, I. 1988. Millipedes from xerothermic and agricultural sites in South Tyrol
(Austria) Berichte des Naturwissenschaftlichen -medizinischen Verein Innsbruck,
75: 109–114.
Kuschka, V., Lehmann, G., and Meyer, U. 1987. Zur Arbeit mit Bodenfallen. Beitraege
zur Entomologie, 37(1): 3–27.
Lang, A. 2000. The pitfalls of pitfalls: a comparison of pitfall trap catches and absolute
density estimates of epigeal invertebrate predators in arable land. Anzeiger für
Schädlingskunde, 73: 99–106.
Lemieux, J. P. and Lindgren B. S. 1999. A pitfall trap for large-scale trapping of
Carabidae: Comparison against conventional design, using two different
preservatives. Pedobiologia, 43: 245–253.
Leong, J. M. and Thorp, R. W. 1999. Colour-coded sampling: the pan trap colour
preferences of oligoletic and nonoligoletic bees associated with a vernal pool
plant. Ecological Entomology, 24: 329–335.
Lindsey, P. A., and Skinner, J. D. 2001. Ant composition and activity patterns as
determined by pitfall trapping and other methods in three habitats in the semi35

Skvarla et al.

JESO Volume 145, 2014

arid Karoo. Journal of Arid Environments, 48: 551–568.
Logan, J. A. 1999. Extraction, Polymerase Chain Reaction, and Sequencing of a 440 Base
Pair Region of the Mitochondrial Cytochrome Oxidase I Gene from Two Species
of Acetone-Preserved Damselflies (Odonata: Coenagrionidae, Agrionidae).
Environmental Entomology, 28(2): 143–147.
López-Campos, M. G. and Vázquez-Rojas, I. 2010. Mites of the families Anystidae and
Teneriffiidae from Baja California Sur, Mexico. In: Sabelis, M.W. and Bruin,
J. (eds) Trends in Acarology: Proceedings of the 12th International Congress,
Springer Science, New York, New York, USA. pp 155–159.
Luff, M. L. 1968. Some effects of formalin on the numbers of Coleoptera caught in pitfall
traps. Entomologist’s Monthly Magazine, 104: 115–116.
Luff, M. L. 1973. The annual activity pattern and life cycle of Pterostichus madidus (F.)
(Col. Carabidae). Entomologica scandinavica, 4: 259–273.
Luff, M. L. 1975. Some features influencing the efficiency of pitfall traps. Oecologia
(Berlin), 19: 345–357.
Luff, M. L. 1982. Population dynamics of Carabidae. Annals of Applied Biology, 101:
164–170.
Luff, M. L. 1986. Aggregation of some Carabidae in pitfall traps. In: den Boer, P.J., Luff,
M.L., Mossakowski, D. and Weber, F. (eds) Carabid beetles, their adaptions and
dynamics. Gustav Fischer, Stuttgart, Germany. 385–397.
Mac Arthur, R. H. 1984. Geographical Ecology. Patterns in the Distribution of Species.
Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey, USA. 288 pp.
Maelfait, J.-P. and Baert, L. 1975. Contribution to the knowledge of the arachno- and
entomofauna of different woodhabitats. Part I. Sampled habitats, theoretical
study of the pitfall-method, survey of the captured taxa. Biologisch Jaarboek
Dodonaea, 43: 179–196
Majer, J. D. 1997. The use of pitfall traps for sampling ants – a critique. Memoirs of the
Museum of Victoria, 56(2): 323–329.
Margules, C. R., Milkovits, G. A. and Smith, G. T. 1994. Contrasting effects of habitat
fragmentation on the scorpion Cercophonius squama and an amphipod. Ecology,
75(7): 2033–2042.
Marsh, A. C. 1984. The efficacy of pitfall traps for determining the structure of a desert
ant community. Journal of the Entomological Society of Southern Africa, 47:
115–120.
Martin, J. E. H. 1977. The insects and arachnids of Canada. Part I. Collecting, preparing
and preserving insects, mites and spiders. Publication 1643. Canada Department
of Agriculture.
Martínez, N. J., Franz, N. M., and Acosta, J. A. 2009. Structure of the scarab beetle
fauna (Coleoptera: Scarabaeoidea) in forest remnants of western Puerto Rico.
Entomotropica, 24(1): 1–9.
Mayoral, J. G. and Barranco, P. 2009. Description of the larva Balaustium bisculatae sp.
n. (Acari: Erythraeidae) from the southeast of Spain. Biologia, 64(6): 1161–1164.
McGrath, C. 1994. Status survey for the Greensboro burrowing crayfish. Proceedings
of the annual conference, Southeastern Association of Game and Fish
Commissioners, 48: 343–349.
36

JESO Volume 145, 2014

Pitfalls and preservatives: A review

McIvor, C. C. and Smith, T. J. III. 1995. Differences in the crab fauna of mangrove areas
at a southwest Florida and a northeast Australia location: Implications for leaf
litter processing. Estuaries, 18(4): 591–597.
Meijer, J. 1971. Immigration of arthropods into the new Lauwerszee polder. In: Den
Boer, P.J. (ed.) Dispersal and dispersal power in carabid beetles. A symposium
held at the Biological Station, Wijster, Nov. 3–5, 1969. Miscellaneous Papers,
Landbouwwetenschappen Hogeschule Wageningen, 8: 53–64.
Melbourne, B. A. 1999. Bias in the effect of habitat structure on pitfall traps: An
experimental evaluation. Australian Journal of Ecology, 24: 228–239.
Melbourne, B. A., Gullan, P. J. and Su, Y. N. 1997. Interpreting data from pitfall-trap
surveys: crickets and slugs in exotic and native grasslands of the Australian
Capital Territory. Memoirs of the Museum of Victoria, 56: 361–367.
Merrett, P. 1967. The phenology of spiders on heathland in Dorset. I. Families Atypidae,
Dysderidae, Gnaphosidae, Clubionidae, Thomisidae, and Salticidae. Journal of
Animal Ecology, 36: 363–374.
Mesibov, R., Taylor, R. J. and Brereton, R. N. 1995. Relative efficiency of pitfall trapping
and hand-collecting from plots for sampling of millipedes. Biodiversity &
Conservation, 4(4): 429–439.
Mitchell, B. 1963. Ecology of two carabid beetles, Bembidion lampros (Herbst) and
Trechus quadristriatus (Schrank). Journal of Animal Ecology, 32: 377–392.
Moreau, C. S., Wray, B. D., Czekanski-Moir, J.E. and Rubin, B.E.R. 2013. DNA
preservation: a test of commonly used preservatives for insects. Invertebrate
Systematics, 27: 81–86.
Morrill, W. L. (1975) Plastic pitfall trap. Environmental Entomology, 4(4): 596.
Morrill, W. L., Lester, D. G. and Wrona, A. E. 1990. Factors affecting efficacy of
pitfall traps for beetles (Coleoptera, Carabidae and Tenebrionidae). Journal of
Entomological Science, 25: 284–293.
Müller, J. K. von 1984. Die Bedeutung der Fallenfang-Methode für die Lösung
ökologischer Fragestellungen. Zoologisches Jahrbuch Abteilung für Systematik,
111: 281–305.
Muma, M. H. 1970. An improved can trap. Notes of the Arachnologists of the Southwest,
1: 16–18.
Muma, M. H. 1973. Comparison of ground surface spiders in four central Florida
ecosystems. The Florida Entomologist, 56(3): 173–196.
Muma, M. H., and Muma, K. E. 1949. Studies on a population of prairie spiders. Ecology,
30(4): 485–503.
Nagy, Z. T. 2010. A hands-on overview of tissue preservation methods for molecular
genetic analyses. Organisms, Diversity, & Evolution, 10: 91–105.
Newton, A. and Steward, S. B. 1975. Baited pitfall traps for beetles. The Coleopterists
Bulletin, 29(1): 45–46.
Niemelä, J. Halme, E. and Haila, Y. 1990. Balancing sampling effort in pitfall trapping of
carabid beetles. Entomologica Fennica, 1(4): 233–238.
Niemelä, J., Halme, E., Pajunen, T. and Haila, Y. 1986. Sampling spiders and carabids
beetles with pitfall traps: the effect of increased sampling effort. Annales
Entomologici Fennici, 52: 109–111.
37

Skvarla et al.

JESO Volume 145, 2014

Niemelä, J., Spence, J. R. and Spence, D. H. 1992. Habitat associations and seasonal
activity of ground beetles (Coleoptera) in central Alberta. The Canadian
Entomologist, 124: 521–540.
Nordlander, G. 1987. A method for trapping Hylobius abietis (L.) with standardized baits
and its potential for forecasting seedling damage. Scandinavian Journal of Forest
Research, 2: 199–213.
Novák, B. 1967. Bindung der Imagines von manchen Feldearabiden-Arten an die
Lebensbedingungen in einem Gerstenbestand. Acta Universitatis Palackianae
Olomucensis, Facultas Rerum Naturalium, Mathematica, 25: 89–94.
Nunes, F. A., Martins Segundo, G. B., Vasconcelos, Y. B., Azevedo, R. and Quinet, Y.
2011. Ground-foraging ants (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) and rainfall effect on
pitfall trapping in a deciduous thorn woodland (Caatinga), Northeastern Brazil.
Revista de Biología Tropical, 59(4): 1637–1650.
Nyundo, B. A. and Yarro, J. G. 2007. As assessment of methods for sampling carabid
beetles (Coleoptera: Carabidae) in a montane rain forest. Tanzania Journal of
Science, 33: 41–49.
Obrist, M. K. and Duelli, P. 1996. Trapping efficiency of funnel- and cup-traps for epigeal
arthropods. Mitteilungen der Schweizerische Entomologischen Gesellschaft, 69:
361–369.
Obrtel, R. 1971. Number of pitfall traps in relation to the structure of the catch of soil
surface Coleoptera. Acta entomologica Bohemoslovaca, 68: 300–309.
Pacheco, R. and Vasconcelos, H. L. 2012. Subterranean pitfall traps: Is it worth including
them in your ant sampling protocol? Psyche, 2012, Article ID 870794, 9 p. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1155/2012/870794 [accessed 1 July 2014]
Pamanes, A. G. and Pienkowski, R. L. 1965. Dispersal of the alfalfa weevil in Virginia.
Annals of the Entomological Society of America, 58: 230–233.
Paoletti, M. G. and Hassall, M. 1999. Woodlice (Isopoda: Oniscidea): Their potential for
assessing sustainability and use as bioindicators. Agriculture, Ecosystems, &
Environment, 74(1–3): 157–165.
Patrick, L. B. and Hansen, A. 2013. Comparing ramp and pitfall traps for capturing
wandering spiders. Journal of Arachnology, 41(3): 404–406.
Pausch, R. D., Robers, S. J., Barney, R. J. and Armbrust, E. J. 1979. Linear pitfall traps, a
modification on an established trapping method. The Great Lakes Entomologist,
12(4): 149–151.
Pearce, J. L., Schuurman, D., Barber, K. N., Larivée, M., Venier, L. A., McKee, J. and
McKenney, D. 2005. Pitfall trap designs to maximize invertebrate captures and
minimize captures of nontarget vertebrates. The Canadian Entomologist, 137:
233–250.
Peck, S. B. and Howden, H. F. 1985. Biogeography of scavenging scarab beetles in
the Florida Keys: post-Pleistocene land-bridge islands. Canadian Journal of
Zoology, 63(12): 2730–2737.
Pedigo, L. P. 1966. A new sminthurid from Northwestern Indiana with a redescription of
Sminthurus trilineatus Banks (Collembola: Sminthuridae). Journal of the Kansas
Entomological Society, 39(1): 90–98.
Pekár, S. 2002. Differential effects of formaldehyde concentration and detergent on the
38

JESO Volume 145, 2014

Pitfalls and preservatives: A review

catching efficiency of surface active arthropods by pitfall traps. Pedobiologia,
46: 539–547.
Pendola, A. and New, T. R. 2007. Depth of pitfall traps – does it affect interpretation of ant
(Hymenoptera: Formicidae) assemblages? Journal of Insect Conservation, 11(2):
199–201.
Phillips, I. D. and Cobb, T. P. 2005. Effects of habitat structure and lid transparency on
pitfall catches. Environmental Entomology, 34: 875–882.
Porter, S. D. 2005. A simple design for a rain-resistant pitfall trap. Insectes Sociaux, 52:
201–203.
Post, R. J., Flook, P. K. and Millest, A. L. 1993. Methods for the preservation of insects
for DNA studies. Biochemical Systematics and Ecology, 21: 85–92.
Pucci, T. 2008. A comparison of the parasitic wasps (Hymenoptera) at elevated versus
ground yellow pan traps in a beech-maple forest. Journal of Hymenoptera
Research, 17: 116–123.
Rake, A. V. 1972. Isopropanol preservation of biological samples for subsequent DNA
extraction and reassociation studies. Analytical Biochemistry, 48: 365–368.
Reeves, R. M. 1980. Use of barriers with pitfall traps. Entomological News, 91: 1–12.
Reiss, R. A., Schwert, D. P. and Ashworth, A. C. 1995. Field preservation of Coleoptera
for molecular-genetic analyses. Environmental Entomology, 24: 716–719.
Rivard, I. 1962. Un piège à fosse améliore pour la capture d’insectes actifs à la surface du
sol. The Canadian Entomologist, 94: 270–271.
Romero, H. and Jaffe, K. 1989. A comparison of methods for sampling ants
(Hymenoptera, Formicidae) in savannas. Biotropica, 21(4): 348–352.
Samways, M. J. 1983. Community structure of ants (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) in a series
of habitats associated with cities. Journal of Applied Ecology, 20: 833–847.
Santos, S. A. P., Cabanas, J. E. and Pereira, J. A. 2003. Abundance and diversity of soil
arthropods in olive grove ecosystems (Portugal): Effect of pitfall trap type.
European Journal of Soil Biology, 43: 77–83.
Sasakawa, K. 2007. Effects of pitfall trap preservatives on specimen condition in carabid
beetles. Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata, 125(3): 321–324.
Saunders, J. B. de C. M. and Rice, A. H. 1944. A practical technique for preserving
surgical and anatomical dissections. The Journal of Bone and Joint Surgery, 26:
185–188.
Schander, C. and Halanych, K. M. 2003. DNA, PCR and formalinized animal tissue – a
short review and protocols. Organisms Diversity & Evolution, 3: 195–205.
Schirmel, J., Lenze, S., Katzmann, D. and Buchholz, S. 2010. Capture efficiency of pitfall
traps is highly affected by sampling interval. Entomologia Experimentalis et
Applicata, 136: 206–210.
Schmidt, F. A. and Solar, R. R. C. 2010. Hypogaeic pitfall traps: methodological advances
and remarks to improve the sampling of a hidden ant fauna. Insectes Sociaux,
57(3): 261–266.
Schmidt, M. H., Clough, Y., Schulz, W., Westphalen, A. and Tscharntke, T. 2006. Capture
efficiency and preservation attributes of different fluids in pitfall traps. The
Journal of Arachnology, 34: 159–162.
Seifert, B. 1990. Wie wissenschaftlich wertlose Fangzahlen entstehen – Auswirkungen
39

Skvarla et al.

JESO Volume 145, 2014

artspezifischen Verhaltens von Ameisen an Barberfallen direct beobachtet.
Entomologische Nachrichten und Berichte, 34(1): 21–27.
Shear, W. A. and Peck, S. B. 1992. Centipedes (Chilopoda) and Symphyla of the
Galápagos Islands, Ecuador. Canadian Journal of Zoology, 70(11): 2260–2274.
Simmons, C. L., Pedigo, L. P. and Rice, M. E. 1998. Evaluation of seven sampling
techniques for wireworms (Coleoptera: Elateridae). Environmental Entomology,
27(5): 1062–1068.
Smith, T. J. III, Boto, K. G., Frusher, S. D. and Giddins, R. L. 1991. Keystone species and
mangrove forest dynamics: the influence of burrowing by crabs on soil nutrient
status and forest productivity. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 33(5): 419–
432.
Smith, R. F., Cossentine, J. E., Rigby, S. M. Sheffield, C. S. 2004. Species of ground
beetle (Coleoptera: Carabidae) in organic apple orchards of British Columbia.
Journal of the Entomological Society of British Columbia, 101: 93–100.
Snider, R. M., and Snider, R. J. 1986. Evaluation of pit-trap transects with varied trap
spacing in a Northern Michigan forest. The Great Lakes Entomologist, 19(2):
51–61.
Snyder, B. A., Draney, M. L. and Sierwald, P. 2006. Development of an optimal sampling
protocol for millipedes (Diplopoda). Journal of Insect Conservation, 10(3):
277–288.
Southwood, T. R. and Henderson, P. A. 2000. Ecological Methods, third edition.
Blackwell Science Ltd., University Press, Cambridge, Great Britain. 575 pp.
Spence, J. R. and Niemelä, J. K 1994. Sampling carabid assemblages with pitfall traps:
The madness and the method. The Canadian Entomologist, 126: 881–894.
Sperber, C. F., Soares, L. G. S. and Pereira, M. R. 2007. Litter disturbance and trap spatial
positioning affects the number of captured individuals and genera of crickets
(Orthoptera: Grylloidea). Journal of Orthoptera Research, 16(1): 77–83.
Steigen, A. L. 1973. Sampling invertebrates active below a snow cover. Oikos, 24: 373–
376.
Stoyan, D. and Kuschka, V. 2001. On animal abundance estimation based on pitfall traps.
Biometrical Journal, 43(1): 45–52.
Szinwelski, N., Fialho, V. S., Yotoko, K. S.C., Selme, L. R. and Sperber, C. F. 2012.
Ethanol fuel improves arthropod capture in pitfall traps and preserves DNA.
ZooKeys, 196: 11–22.
Thakare, V. G., Zade, V. S. and Chandra, K. 2011. Diversity and abundance of scarab
beetles (Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae) in Kolkas Region of Melghat Tiger Reserve
(MTR), District Amravati, Maharashtra, India. World Journal of Zoology, 6(1):
73–79.
Thomas, C. F. G., Parkinson, L. and Marshall, E. J. P. 1998. Isolating the components
of activity-density for the carabid beetle Pterostichus melanarius in farmland.
Oecologia, 116(1–2): 103–112.
Thomas, D. B. Jr. and Sleeper, E. L. 1977. The use of pit-fall traps for estimating
the abundance of arthropods with special reference to the Tenebrionidae
(Coleoptera). Annals of the Entomological Society of America, 70(2): 242–248.
Thiel, H.-U. 1977. Carabid Beetles and their Environments. Springer Verlag, Berlin,
40

JESO Volume 145, 2014

Pitfalls and preservatives: A review

Germany. 369 pp.
Thrall, M. A., Grauer, G. F. and Mero, K. N. 1984. Clinicopathologic findings in dogs
and cats with ethylene glycol intoxication. Journal of the American Veterinary
Medical Association, 184: 37–41.
Togashi, I., Nakata, K., Sugie, Y., Hashimoto, M. and Tanka, A. 1990. Beetles belonging
to the subtribe Carabina captured by pitfall traps in Ishikawa Prefecture (Japan).
Bulletin of the Biogeographical Society of Japan, 24(1–2): 103–106.
Topping, C. J. 1993. Behavioural responses of three linyphiid spiders to pitfall traps.
Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata, 68: 287–293.
Topping, C. J. and Luff, M. L. 1995. Three factors affecting the pitfall trap catch of
linyphiid spiders (Araneae: Linyphiidae). Bulletin of the British Arachnological
Society, 19(1): 35–38.
Topping, C. J. and Sunderland, K. D. 1992. Limitations to the use of pitfall traps in
ecological studies exemplified by a study of spiders in a field of winter wheat.
Journal of Applied Ecology, 29: 485–491.
Törmälä, T. 1982. Evaluation of five methods of sampling field layer arthropods,
particularly the leafhopper community, in grassland. Annales Entomologici
Fennici, 48: 1–16
Tourtlotte, G. I. 1974. Studies on the biology and ecology of the northern scorpion,
Paruroctonus boreus (Giard). The Great Basin Naturalist, 34(3): 167–179.
Tretzel, E. 1954. Reife- und Fortpflanzungszeit bei Spinnen. Zeitschrift für Morphologie
und Okologie der Tiere, 42: 634–691.
Tretzel, E. 1955. Technik und Bedeutung des Fallenfanges für ökologische
Untersuchungen. Zoologischer Anzeiger, 155: 276–287.
Uetz, G. W. 1977. Co-existence in a guild of wandering spiders. Journal of Animal
Ecology, 46: 531–541.
Uetz, G. W., and Unzicker, J. D. 1976. Pitfall trapping in ecological studies of wandering
spiders. Journal of Arachnology, 3: 101–111.
van der Drift, J. 1963. A comparative study of the soil fauna in forests and cultivated land
on sandy soils in Suriname. Studies on the fauna of Suriname and other Guyanas,
6: 1–42.
van den Berghe, E. 1992. On pitfall trapping invertebrates. Entomological News, 103(4):
149–156.
Vennila, S. and Rajagopal, D. 1999. Pitfall trap sampling of tropical carabids (Carabidae:
Coleoptera) – evaluation of traps, preservatives and sampling frequency. Journal
of the Bombay Natural History Society, 97: 241–246.
Vlijm, L., Hartsuyker, L. and Richter, C. J. J. 1961. Ecological studies on carabid beetles.
I. Calathus melanocephalus (Linn.). Archives Néerlandaises de Zoologie, 14:
410–422.
Vogt, J. T. and Harsh, D. K. 2003. ������������������������������������������������������
A simple device to assist with pitfall trap sampling. The
Florida Entomologist, 86(1): 94–95.
Voigtlander, K. 2003. Species distribution and assemblages of centipedes (Chilopoda)
in open xeric sites of Saxony-Anhalt (Germany). African Invertebrates, 44(1):
283–291.
Vorster, H., Hewitt, V.H. and van der Westhuizen, M.C. 1992. Nest density of the
41

Skvarla et al.

JESO Volume 145, 2014

granivorous harvester ant Messor capensis (Mayr) (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) in
semi-arid grassland of South Africa. Journal of African Zoology, 106: 445–450.
Waage, B. E. 1985. Trapping efficiency of carabid beetles in glass and plastic pitfall traps
containing different solutions. Fauna Norvegica. Serie B, 32: 33–36.
Ward, D., New, T. R and Yen, A. L. 2001. Effects of pitfall trap spacing on the
abundance, richness, and composition of invertebrate catches. Journal of Insect
Conservation, 5: 47–53.
Wautier, V. 1970. Existence d’une interattraction olfactive chez les Brachinides (Col.
Carabidae). Annales de la Société Entomologique de France, 6: 433–436.
Wautier, V. 1971. Un phenomenon social chez les Coléoptères: le gregarisme des
Brachinus (Caraboidea Brachinidae). Insectes Sociaux, 18: 1–84.
Weeks, R. D. Jr. and McIntyre, N. E. 1997. A comparison of live versus kill pitfall
trapping techniques using various killing agents. Entomologia Experimentalis et
Applicata, 82: 267–273.
Weissflog, A., Sternheim, E., Dorow, W. H. O., Berghoff, S. and Maschwitz, U.
2000. How to study subterranean army ants: a novel method for locating
and monitoring field populations of the South East Asian army ant Dorylus
(Dichthadia) laevigatus Smith, 1857 (Formicidae, Dorylinae) with observations
on their ecology. Insectes Sociaux, 47(4): 317–324.
Westberg, D. 1977. Utbardering av fallfallenmetoden vid inventering av falt – och
markskiktets lagre fauna. Statens Naturvardsverk, PM 844, VINA Rapp. 5.
Stockholm. 72 pp. (English summary)
Wickings, K. 2007. Arthropod biodiversity in a Georgia cotton agroecosystem: The role
of BT cotton, tillage, cover crops and red imported fire ants. Ph.D. Dissertation.
The University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia. 170 pp.
Williams, C. B. 1940. An analysis of four years captures of insects in a light trap. Part
1I.I The effect of weather conditions on insect activity; and the estimation
and forecasting of changes in the insect population. Transactions of the Royal
Entomological Society of London, 90(8): 227–306.
Williams, G. 1958. Mechanical time-sorting of pitfall captures. Journal of Animal
Ecology, 27(1): 27–35.
Williams, G. 1959a. The seasonal and diurnal activity of the fauna sampled by pitfall traps
in different habitats. Journal of Animal Ecology, 28(1): 1–13.
Williams, G. 1959b. Seasonal and diurnal activity of Carabidae, with particular reference
to Nebria, Notiophilusi and Feronia. Journal of Animal Ecology, 28(2): 309–330.
Williams, G. 1962. Seasonal and diurnal activity of harvestmen (Phalangida) and spiders
(Araneida) in contrasted habitats. Journal of Animal Ecology, 31(1): 23–42.
Williams, B. G., Naylor, E. and Chatterton, T. D. 1985. The activity patterns of
New Zealand mud crabs under field and laboratory conditions. Journal of
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, 89(2–3): 269–282.
Winder, L., Holland, J. M. Perry, J. N., Wolley, C. and Alexander, C. J. 2001. The use of
barrier-connected pitfall trapping for sampling predatory beetles and spiders.
Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata, 98: 249–258.
Wohltmann, A. and Mąkol, J. 2009. A redescription of Allothrombium meridionale
Berlese, 1910 (Acari: Trombidiformes: Trombidioidea) with notes on biology and
42

JESO Volume 145, 2014

Pitfalls and preservatives: A review

developmental malformations. Annales Zoologici (Warszawa), 59(3): 397–413.
Woodcock, B. A. 2005. Pitfall trapping in ecological studies. In: Leather, S.R. (ed.) Insect
Sampling in Forest Ecosystems. Blackwell Science, Oxford, United Kingdom.
303 pp.
Woodward, T. E. 1951. The collection and preservation of insects. Tuatara, 4(1): 14–21.
Work, T. T., Buddle, C. M., Korinus, L. M. and Spence, J. R. 2002. Pitfall trap size and
capture of three taxa of litter-dwelling arthropods: Implications for biodiversity
studies. Community and Ecosystem Ecology, 31(3): 438–448.
Yamaguchi, T. and Hasegawa, M. 1996. An experiment on ant predation in soil using a
new bait trap method. Ecological Research, 11(1): 11–16.
Young, O. P. 1981. The attraction of Neotropical Scarabaeinae (Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae)
to reptile and amphibian fecal material. The Coleopterists Bulletin, 35(3): 345–
348.
Yu, D. 2007. Ethylene glycol and propylene glycol toxicity. Case studies in environmental
medicine. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry, Division of Toxicology and Environmental
Medicine, Environmental Medicine and Educational Services Branch. 65 pp.
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/csem/egpg/docs/egpg.pdf [accessed 1 July 2014]
Zacharda, M. 1993. Glacial relict Rhagidiidae (Acari: Prostigmata) from superficial
underground enclosures in the Krkonoše Mountains, Czechoslovakia. Journal of
Natural History, 27(1): 47–61.

43

