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Abstract. Interspecific relationships are fundamental to ecosystem functioning. In this note, we report on the interaction between 
Coenonympha glycerion and Thomisus sp. in western Romania. Field observations were conducted in August 2024 along a 100 m transect 
of semi-natural grassland and forest-edge habitats. We observed 72 individuals of C. glycerion and 25 individuals of Thomisus sp. Both 
were frequently found on Sanguisorba officinalis flowers. No predation event was directly observed, but the photographic evidence 
shows Thomisus sp. in direct contact with C. glycerion, indicating an attempted predation. Also, butterfly fragments were observed in 
the vicinity of S. officinalis flowers. This observation highlights how flowering plants mediate predator–prey interactions and 
illustrates the dual role of S. officinalis as both a pollination resource and a predation site. 
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In studies on interactions among plants, pollinators, 

florivores, and predators, it is important to establish a unified 
methodology and identify prey at least at the family level to 
understand predation mechanisms (see Camurça et al., 2024). 
This is important because plant species richness strongly 
influences arthropod assemblages at the soil surface (Ebeling 
et al. 2018). Pollinating insects are in steep decline, with many 
species at high risk of extinction in certain areas (Cornelisse et 
al. 2025). For pollinating insects, the presence of flowering 
plants is not without risk, as some spiders (like Thomisus 
genus) use flowers to ambush their prey (Huseynov 2007, 
Marrero et al. 2015, Shweta et al. 2023). Recent data suggest 
that these spiders also play an overlooked role in the 
evolution of some floral traits (Knauer et al. 2018). 

Coenonympha glycerion (chestnut heath) belongs to the 
Nymphalidae family, a family with over 6,000 species (e.g., 
Daru 2025). C. glycerion is not protected in Romania (O.U.G. 
57/2007), and is considered as Least Concern (Rakosy et al. 
2023, Rákosy 2024). It was mentioned in many regions of 
Romania in the past (e.g., Burnaz 2005a, Burnaz & Balazs 
2011, Cristescu 2012, Török & Cuzepan 2014, Albu & Albu 
2020, Craioveanu & Craioveanu 2024). In the lower areas of 
the country, it has two generations per year, while in higher 
areas it has only one (Wiemers 2008). In other regions, C. 
glycerion is present in limestone grasslands and is considered 
threatened (Niemelä & Baur 1998). Although it is a species 
with a large distribution range and many records (e.g. 
Coenonympha glycerion Borkhausen, 1788 in GBIF Secretariat 
2023), in some regions, as the mountain region from north-
western Italy, it is rare, with few records (Alberti et al. 2025). 
Nevertheless, in other areas, like the foothills of the Alps, it is 
among the most abundant and frequent species (Krämer et al. 
2012).  

The Thomisus genus belongs to the Thomisidae family, 
which comprises 171 genera and 2056 species (Platnick 2007). 
Recently, a Thomisus species (T. onustus) was shown to have 
dual effects on plant species: it reduces bee visits to flowers 
but is also beneficial to plants by preying on florivores 

(Knauer et al. 2018). Both T. onustus and bees are attracted to 
volatile compounds produced by flowers, but the relationship 
between plants and spiders is context-dependent, as spiders 
affect floral evolution (Knauer et al. 2018). This family 
comprises free-living spiders that use ambush to hunt and can 
prey on dangerous prey, although information on their 
natural prey has been published for only 16 species (Pekár et 
al. 2025). The crab spiders are more abundant on flowers 
visited by bees (Rocha-Filho & Rinaldi 2011), and even when 
they are not present on flowers, they prefer the highest places 
(Vogelei & Greissl 1989). It seems that the presence of flowers 
benefits spiders not only by providing access to prey but also, 
in their absence, by allowing them to survive on pollen and 
nectar (Vogelei & Greissl 1989). Thus, the aim of this note is to 
present a case of spatial co-occurrence between the butterfly 
C. glycerion, a spider from Thomisus genus on a plant species 
(Sanguisorba officinalis), and to discuss its ecological 
implications. 

The field observations were made near Săcădat locality 
(47°03'23'' N, 22°16'48'' E), Bihor County, Romania, in the first 
decade of August 2024. The study area consisted of semi-
natural grasslands and forest edges, with dominant flowering 
plants including S. officinalis and Lotus corniculatus (Tocai 
(Moţoc) et al. 2023). Both butterflies and spiders were 
observed visually along a 100-meter transect, which was 
walked between 10:00 and 13:00 under sunny conditions. 
Within this transect, 25 flower clusters of S. officinalis were 
observed for approximately 10 minutes. C. glycerion 
individuals were identified directly in the field based on wing 
pattern and coloration using the field guide by Tolman and 
Lewington (2009), while Thomisus sp. was identified through 
direct photography and comparison with the literature 
(Nentwig et al. 2010). No individuals were collected or 
affected. Species spatial co-occurrence, behaviour and plant 
associations were recorded with photographs, using a Nikon 
Z6 II camera. 

We observed 72 butterflies and 25 spiders, but we were 
unable to capture the moment when a spider attacked a 
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butterfly; therefore, we could not estimate the impact of 
Thomisus sp. on the C. glycerion population in the Săcădat 
region. To hunt for flower-visiting insects, such as pollinators, 
Thomisus sp. is present on the flowers of S. officinalis (Figures 
1 and 2). Although both species were observed together on S. 
officinalis flowers, we also identified them separately on 
different plants. Additionally, we observed butterfly 
fragments beneath some plants, which could indicate past 
predation. The butterfly repeatedly visited the plant for nectar 
while the spider positioned itself on the flower apex or lateral 
side in an ambush posture. Thus, the plant functioned as both 
a nectar source and a hunting platform for predators. 
 
 

    
 

Figure 1. The flower of S. officinalis L. with  
C. glycerion (left), and with Thomisus sp. (right) 

 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Different aspects of C. glycerion and Thomisus sp. on  
S. officinalis L. 

 
 

Spiders are predators with various trophic 
specializations, typically euryphagous, but some exhibit 
distinct trophic specializations (Pekár & Toft 2015). Spiders 
feed also on butterflies, but they are usually captured by 
generalist species, although there are some mostly 
Lepidopterophagous species (see Pekár & Toft 2015). In some 
spider species from agricultural areas, butterflies accounted 
for only a small proportion of the diet (Saquib et al. 2021), 
whereas in apple orchards, numerous butterfly species were 
consumed (Hambäck et al. 2021). Although Thomisus spiders 
are considered major predators of pollinators (e.g., Huseynov 
2007, Marrero et al. 2015, Shweta et al. 2023), we did not 
directly observe any predation in this case. This finding is not 
necessarily surprising, as in the case of a Thomisus species, 
only a small percentage (<10%) of individuals consumed food 
in other studies (Huseynov 2007). Moreover, despite the high 
number of consumed prey, they were mostly Diptera and 

Hymenoptera, while no butterfly was consumed (Huseynov 
2007). In other cases, butterflies represented a small fraction 
of the crab spider’s food (Marrero et al. 2015). 

Although these spiders could modify their color in 
relation to that of the occupied flowers, a fact that hides them 
both from prey and from predators (Théry & Casas 2002), in 
our case, spiders did not have the same colorations as S. 
officinalis flowers. This is probably the cause of the absence of 
predation by spiders on butterflies. Even the flowers aspect is 
not favorable, as in other flowers Thomisus spiders sit under 
the petals, from where they ambush large prey, as bees or 
hoverflies (Pandey et al. 2024). Thus, S. officinalis is not 
advantageous for ambush spiders, as it does not provide 
shelters. In this case, spiders are likely present on the flowers 
because both pollinators and spiders are attracted to 
substances produced by plants (Knauer et al. 2018). 
Alternatively, on S. officinalis, invertebrate florivores are 
consumed by spiders, as in other cases (Knauer et al. 2018). 
These aspects indicate that the evolutionary effects of such 
interactions are poorly understood, although spiders are 
frequently found on plants that are locally adapted to attract 
them (Kauer et al. 2018). 

Although our study did not capture a predation event, the 
photograph depicts Thomisus sp. in immediate contact with a 
butterfly. This spatial proximity suggests a predation attempt, 
even if feeding behavior could not be verified. This interaction 
illustrates the ecological complexity of semi-natural 
grasslands, as plants such as S. officinalis not only attract 
pollinators but also provide hunting grounds for predators. 
The presence of an ambush predator may influence 
pollinators' behaviour, as bumblebees and bees visited 
flowers occupied by crab spiders less frequently than flowers 
without spiders (Dukas & Morse 2003). Pollinators, and 
especially bees, recognize and avoid flowers with predators; 
even the presence of artificial spiders reduced seed formation 
and fruit biomass (Gonçalves-Souza et al. 2008). 

Although the observed predation attempts were not 
completed, further monitoring could capture predation 
events and quantify predator impact on butterflies, as 
additional fieldwork would be required. To properly assess 
predation dynamics, longer-term studies and continuous 
photography or video monitoring are necessary. Despite 
limitations, this observation contributes to the growing 
evidence of Thomisus sp. predation on pollinators (e.g., 
Huseynov 2007, Marrero et al. 2015, Shweta et al. 2023). 
Further observations, ideally video recordings, are needed to 
confirm and better understand the predation strategies of 
Thomisus sp. 

Our data provides the first documentation spatial co-
occurrence between C. glycerion and Thomisus sp. in the 
Săcădat area, an ecologically important region that 
contributes to the conservation goals of the Natura 2000 
network. S. officinalis ensures the spatial co-occurrence 
between pollinators and predators in this semi-natural 
grassland, as C. glycerion is related to abandoned grasslands 
situated near forests (Elligsen et al. 1997). In other regions of 
Romania, this species is present in grasslands and urban 
parks (Crăciun-Bogdan & Craioveanu 2023). Although C. 
glycerion was frequently mentioned in Romania, it was 
usually recorded on other plant species (Burnaz 2005b, 2005-
2007, 2008 a,b). Although C. glycerion is not protected in 
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Romania (O.U.G. 57/2007), its presence in high-quality 
grasslands makes it a valuable indicator species for habitat 
conservation. Additionally, protecting other butterfly species 
requires maintaining their habitats under appropriate 
conditions (Sitar et al. 2024). Predation by Thomisus sp. is part 
of a natural ecological balance, but revealing these 
interactions is important for understanding evolutionary 
processes. Future monitoring using methods such as motion-
triggered cameras could clarify the ecological role of Thomisus 
sp., including its color-change behavior and potential impact 
on butterfly populations. 
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