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Abstract

Risk assessments are fundamental to invasive species management and are

underpinned by comprehensive characterization of invasive species impacts.

Our understanding of the impacts of invasive species is growing constantly,

and several recently developed frameworks offer the opportunity to systemati-

cally categorize environmental and socioeconomic impacts of invasive species.

Invasive ants are among the most widespread and damaging invaders. Although

a handful of species receives most of the policy attention, nearly 200 species have

established outside their native range. Here, we provide a global, comprehensive

assessment of the impacts of ants and propose a priority list of risk species. We

used the Socioeconomic Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (SEICAT), Envi-

ronmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (EICAT) and Generic Impact

Scoring System (GISS) to analyze 642 unique sources for 100 named species. Dif-

ferent methodologies provided generally consistent results. The most frequently

identified socioeconomic impacts were to human health. Environmental impacts

were primarily on animal and plant populations, with the most common mecha-

nisms being predation and competition. Species recognized as harmful nearly

20 years ago featured prominently, including Wasmannia auropunctata (little fire

ant, electric ant), Solenopsis invicta (red imported fire ant),Anoplolepis gracilipes (yel-

low crazy ant), and Pheidole megacephala (African big-headed ant). All these species

except W. auropunctata have been implicated in local extinctions of native species.

Although our assessments affirmed that the most serious impacts have been driven

by a small number of species, our results also highlighted a substantial number of less

well publicized species that have had major environmental impacts and may cur-

rently be overlooked when prioritizing prevention efforts. Several of these species

were ranked as high or higher than some of the previously recognized “usual
suspects,”most notably Nylanderia fulva (tawny crazy ant). We compared and com-

bined our assessments with trait-based profiles and other lists to propose a consensus

set of 31 priority species. Ever-increasing global trade contributes to growing rates of

species introductions. The integrated approaches we used can contribute to robust,

holistic risk assessments formany taxa entrained in these pathways.
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INTRODUCTION

The increasing spread of species globally through trade
(Essl et al., 2011; Seebens et al., 2017) drives a continuing
and growing need for evidence-based risk assessments of
invasive species. Risk assessments are fundamental to
invasive species actions as they enable prioritization of
taxa to guide biosecurity legislation, policy, and regula-
tion of trade, and provide targets for biosecurity surveil-
lance and response, and for management of resident
invasive species. Risk assessments rely heavily on the
accurate and comprehensive characterization of impacts.

Our understanding of the impacts of invasive species is
constantly growing. Although the environmental impacts of
invasive species have received considerable attention over
several decades, the socioeconomic impacts of these species
have been less well studied. Increasing recognition is being
given to the multiplicity of impacts of invasive species on
many aspects of human interest, including environment,
human health, agriculture, culture, and economies, but
these costs are likely to have been underestimated and will
escalate over time (Bradshaw et al., 2016). The relative lack
of published evidence on socioeconomic impacts represents
a missed opportunity to incentivize policy-makers to priori-
tize biological invasions in economic terms (Hanley &
Roberts, 2019). As well as having financial benefits, a more
cross-sectoral holistic approach should also result in
improved outcomes for biodiversity, particularly for species
that have impacts in multiple sectors.

Until relatively recently, studies of the impacts of invasive
species have typically used nonstandard approaches.
Although informative for their own purposes, nonstandard
assessments may have limited utility when assessing the
impacts of groups or guilds of species or when comparing
among species. Moreover, standardized assessments enable
comparisons among different types of impacts. Recently,
methodologies have been developed to overcome the lack of
consistency in assessment by providing a standardized frame-
work to objectively compare the impacts of species or guilds
in different domains of impact (e.g., the Environmental
Impact Classification for Alien Taxa [EICAT], Hawkins
et al., 2015; the Generic Impact Scoring System [GISS],
Nentwig et al., 2016; and the Socioeconomic Impact
Classification for Alien Taxa [SEICAT] Bacher et al., 2018).
These new methodologies incorporate a more holistic
and integrated perspective on invasive species impacts
(e.g., Bacher et al., 2018; Nentwig et al., 2016), and have been

used to assess a broad range of taxa (e.g., Bacher et al., 2018;
Galanidi et al., 2018; Hagen & Kumschick, 2018); the Inter-
national Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) has
adopted EICAT as a standard. However, global analyses
using these methodologies are still rare, having been com-
pleted only for birds (Evans et al., 2016), ungulates (Volery
et al., 2021), and insects (Clarke et al., 2021).

Ants have been introduced outside their native ranges
to all continents except Antarctica. Nineteen ant species
are currently listed in the IUCN Global Invasive Species
Database (GISD) (ISSG, 2015). Many more ant species
have been recorded as introduced to new areas (178 spe-
cies; AntWeb, 2020). Many examples have demonstrated
the devastating and widespread negative ecological and
environmental effects of invasive ants (e.g., Holway
et al., 2002; O’Dowd et al., 2003; Plentovich et al., 2018).
Invasive ants are known to harm other human interests,
including infrastructure, agriculture and the economy,
and human health (e.g., Fasi et al., 2016; Holway et al.,
2002; Rosselli & Wetterer, 2017; Wylie & Janssen-May,
2016). However, only a handful of “usual suspects” of
introduced ant species has been routinely cited as respon-
sible for the most widespread impacts (e.g., Gruber
et al., 2017; Holway et al., 2002; Lowe et al., 2004). Ever-
increasing global trade contributes to growing rates of
species introductions in new areas (Essl et al., 2011;
Seebens et al., 2017). Therefore, additional ant species are
increasingly being transported and having significant
impacts (e.g., Bertelsmeier et al., 2017; Kumar et al., 2015).
Assessing which species are currently responsible for the
greatest impacts will assist with risk assessments and
guide targeted prevention and management actions for
priority species.

Several lists have provided guidance on prioritization
of invasive ants, particularly the 19 species of concern in
the GISD (ISSG, 2015). However, systematic assessments
of invasive ants are rare. Recently Clarke et al. (2021)
used EICAT to identify the environmental impacts of
17 invasive ants among other insects, and Fournier
et al. (2019) used trait-based modeling to predict species
that are or may become invasive. No studies have com-
prehensively or systematically assessed the socioeco-
nomic and environmental impacts of all ant species.
Objective and comprehensive assessments of impacts are
critical for risk assessment and prioritization to under-
stand the potential implications of the increased spread
of current and potential future invasive ants.
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Our goal was to assess the global socioeconomic and
environmental impacts of invasive ants to assist with risk
assessment. We compared the species lists and rankings
produced by our SEICAT, EICAT, and GISS assessments
with other lists of introduced ants to circumscribe a con-
sensus set of priority species.

METHODS

We used the SEICAT, EICAT, and GISS methodologies to
qualitatively assess the impacts of ants. Applying the meth-
odologies together provides a more holistic assessment of
impacts (Hagen & Kumschick, 2018). These methodologies
can lead to very similar assessments of impact levels, but
scores from the schemes are not equivalent, and scores from
one method should not be derived directly from others
(Kumschick, Vimercati, et al., 2017). Different scoring
schemes assess different aspects, and this may influence
assessment outcomes (Turbé et al., 2017). Although using
multiple methodologies is time consuming, it improves our
understanding of the various facets of the impacts, especially
for socioeconomic sectors (Hagen & Kumschick, 2018). The
most time-consuming aspect of the process is collating the lit-
erature, but once data have been accumulated for the GISS
assessment, the same sources can be used to complete the
other assessments (Hagen&Kumschick, 2018).

Literature search

Our literature search targeted all the available informa-
tion on any ant species impact at a global scale (i.e., the
search was not constrained to a single geographical area).
As recommended (Kumschick, Measey, et al., 2017), we
assessed impacts for all publications that yielded relevant
information according to the specific methodology. This
approach improves the applicability of the results to man-
agement and prioritization of future research. To identify
peer-reviewed information sources for our analyses, we
conducted systematic and exhaustive searches of litera-
ture published in English prior to March 2019 in Web of
Science, JSTOR, Google Scholar, and FORMIS, a curated
database of all ant literature (Wojcik & Porter, 2018). In
our search terms we used “ant” with the additional key
words “sting,” “bite,” “damage,” “cost*” and “impact*.”

As we wished to also identify ants that may potentially
have impacts in novel locations or were not currently recog-
nized as invasive, we deviated slightly from the search
guidelines (Bacher et al., 2018; Hawkins et al., 2015) by not
restricting our searches with terms such as “invasive,”
“alien” or “introduced.” Technically, the assessment tools
we used were targeted at invasive species only. However,

because we also wanted to predict potential future threats
we did not limit our search to only species already deemed
invasive. Although impacts in the native range may not
translate into invasiveness for the majority of invasive
species, many invasive ants are associated with human
disturbance (one of the traits recorded in the AntProfiler
database [Bertelsmeier, Luque, Confais, et al., 2013]).
In addition, the invasive little fire ant Wasmannia
auropunctata, Roger, 1863 (little fire ant, electric ant) cau-
ses socioeconomic impacts in its native and invaded ranges
(e.g., punctate corneal lesions; Rosselli & Wetterer, 2017).
The probability of transportation and establishment for
these species also requires consideration in risk assessment.

For the environmental impact assessments, we included
only papers that documented the negative effects of ants. A
minor body of literature documenting positive effects
(e.g., predation of pests in crops, negative effects on other pest
species, dispersal of native/endemic plant seeds) was not
included, as the intent of the methodologies used was to iden-
tify negative impacts only. Because sources could describe
multiple impacts or multiple species, a single source could
result inmultiple records.

Literature assessment and analysis

Although the SEICAT/EICAT and GISS methodologies pro-
vided a structured way to assess impact, uncertainties can
arise (Clarke et al., 2021; Probert et al., 2020). Like less formal-
ized approaches, the assessments can be subjective depending
on the views of individual assessors, regardless of their exper-
tise in the subject matter. To achieve consistency and consen-
sus, two authors (Meghan Cooling, Davide Santoro) extracted
the text citations/impact descriptions from the sources and ini-
tially assessed each impact description. Tominimize the possi-
bility of bias, at least two additional authors independently
assessed a subset of 100 citations, including all those that were
assigned the highest scores/categories. The final scores were
agreed by consensus.

To assess the equivalence of the methodologies, we
tested for a positive association between the EICAT/
SEICAT categories and the maximum scores per GISS cat-
egory and GISS total scores (separated by type of impact,
i.e., socioeconomic or environmental) for each named spe-
cies using Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients in R
(R Core Team, 2021).

SEICAT and EICAT analysis

The SEICAT and EICAT methodologies categorize inva-
sive species by the magnitude of their impacts, sub-
divided according to the mechanism of the impact. For
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SEICAT, the mechanisms are the components of human
wellbeing affected by the target species and include
safety; material and nonmaterial assets; health; and
social, spiritual, and cultural relations. Each record is
assessed in one of five impact categories ranked by
increasing magnitude of impact: (1) Minimal Concern
(MC); (2) Minor (MN); (3) Moderate (MO); (4) Major
(MR); and (5) Massive (MV). Taxa with no information
were classified as data deficient (DD), those with no
populations outside the native range were classed as NA,
and taxa not evaluated were classed as NE. For each
record, the highest impact category for each mechanism
was recorded. Each record was also categorized by degree
of confidence in the original source (low, medium, high)
following a 1–12 points rationale. When there were mul-
tiple impacts for a mechanism, the highest impact cate-
gory with lower confidence was recorded. For SEICAT/
EICAT analysis, only the maximum impacts across all
mechanisms and records are reported, as recommended
for the methodologies (Bacher et al., 2018).

For EICAT, the mechanisms of impact are also
categorized according to the effects of the target
species at the species, population, or ecosystem level,
and include competition; predation; hybridization;
transmission of disease to native species; parasitism;
poisoning/toxicity; bio-fouling; grazing/herbivory/
browsing; chemical, physical, or structural impact on
ecosystem; and interaction with other introduced
species (Hawkins et al., 2015).

As recommended (Bacher et al., 2018; Hawkins
et al., 2015), we recorded our confidence in the impact
level, according to the methodology guidelines. Each study
was assessed on its merits, considering the length of
the study, its spatial scale, the number of replicates, and
potential confounding ecological factors, such as distur-
bance. Laboratory-only studies that documented impacts
were typically assigned low confidence (4: “the impact is
recorded at the local scale”). In studies of invasive ants,
negative co-occurrence patterns between the focal species
and other taxa are often used to infer impacts. When the
reported impacts were correlated with more general envi-
ronmental degradation (e.g., associations with distur-
bance), and the study was limited to describing negative
co-occurrence patterns, these were assigned medium con-
fidence (7: “the interpretation of the data is to some extent
ambiguous or contradictory”). Studies that described nega-
tive co-occurrence patterns and provided additional infor-
mation suggesting the direct impacts of ant invasions
(e.g., laboratory experiments, density-dependent effects,
large spatial scale, or substantial replication, i.e., three or
more populations spatially segregated, or a combination of
multiple experiments suggesting causality) were assigned
high confidence. In many cases we were unable to score

maximum confidence (12: “data/information are not con-
troversial, contradictory”), as studies were often correla-
tional and/or short term.

GISS analysis

The GISS methodology is a combined assessment for envi-
ronmental and socioeconomic impacts. Records are classi-
fied into six categories for socioeconomic impact, each with
six subcategories, that is, impacts on: (1) agricultural produc-
tion; (2) animal production; (3) forestry production;
(4) human infrastructure and administration; (5) human
health; (6) human social life and six environmental catego-
ries, that is impacts on: (1) plants or vegetation; (2) animals
through predation, parasitism, or intoxication; (3) other spe-
cies through competition; (4) ecosystems; (5) through trans-
mission of diseases or parasites to other species; (6) through
hybridization. Impact was measured on a scale of 0 to 5, with
0 indicating no detectable impacts and 5 the most severe
impacts. As recommended, the GISS final impact score for
each species was obtained by summing the highest scores
for each of the 12 impact categories (Nentwig et al., 2016).
Using this approach, the maximum theoretical impact score
for a species was 60, although in practice few, if any, species
are likely to have maximum impacts in all categories, so
GISS impact scores were generally lower than 60.

Comparison with other lists

Once we had derived the lists of ant species with impact
records appropriate to the methodology, we compared
these with four other lists of invasive or introduced ant
species to search for a consensus of priority species:
(1) AntWeb provides descriptive information for most
described ant species. The data set identifies 179 species
that have been introduced outside their native range
(AntWeb, 2020); (2) The GISD lists 19 species that are con-
sidered invasive in their introduced range, that is, those
with negative effects (ISSG, 2015); (3) trait-based profiles
(Fournier et al., 2019) were derived from the AntProfiler
database (Bertelsmeier, Luque, Confais, et al., 2013) of
ants possessing traits associated with invasiveness. Thirty-
seven species have been assigned “superinvasive” or “inva-
sive” profiles, including some native species that are not
recorded as introduced elsewhere, which may be future
invaders (Fournier et al., 2019); (4) A global assessment of
uncertainty in EICAT studies using insects as a model
included a priori 17 ant species (Clarke et al., 2021).

Although other lists also include invasive ants, their
records are either equivalent to, or a subset of, the above-
mentioned data sets, such as the commonly cited
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subjective selection of the “world’s worst” invasive spe-
cies, which includes five ant species (Lowe et al., 2004).
For example, the Global Ant Biodiversity Informatics
(GABI) Project (implemented as AntMaps) complements
the AntWeb taxonomic list by providing detailed distribu-
tion data (Guénard et al., 2017), whereas the species list
on AntWeb is taxonomically comprehensive.

RESULTS

We found 641 unique records for impacts of 100 named
ant species that met the assessment requirements of one
or more of the three methodologies. A greater number of
studies and higher scores were recorded for environmental
relative to socioeconomic impacts (Figures 1, 2). Socioeco-
nomic impacts were attributed to more species (n = 65)
than environmental impacts were (n = 59). Relatively few
species were responsible for the highest impact levels
(Table 1; Figure 2; Appendix S1: Tables S1, S2; Gruber,
Santoro, et al., 2021). Species recognized as having impacts
nearly 20 years ago (Holway et al., 2002) figured promi-
nently in our results:Wasmannia auropunctata, Solenopsis
invicta Buren, 1972 (red imported fire ant), Solenopsis
geminata Fabricius, 1804) (tropical fire ant), Linepithema
humile Mayr, 1868 (Argentine ant), Pheidole megacephala
Fabricius, 1793 (African big-headed ant), and Anoplolepis
gracilipes Smith, F. 1857 (yellow crazy ant).

The different methodologies yielded relatively consis-
tent results across all species (Figure 1). We found signifi-
cant positive associations between the results of the
methodologies: EICAT category versus GISS total score
(ρ = 0.923, S = 2624, p = <0.001), SEICAT category ver-
sus GISS total score (ρ = 0.608, S = 17,934, p < 0.001),
EICAT category versus maximum score per GISS category
(ρ = 0.912, S = 3026, p < 0.001), SEICAT category versus
maximum score per GISS category (ρ = 0.455, S = 24,920,
p < 0.001). If the associations between the pairs of vari-
ables are high, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (ρ)
is close to 1, whereas no association is 0 and negative asso-
ciation is �1.

When grouped by region of study, most records were
from North America, and the majority of these were for
S. invicta (Figure 3). Our full assessment data sets includ-
ing study locale, confidence scores, rationale and source
references are publicly available from Dryad (Gruber,
Santoro, et al., 2021).

SEICAT analysis

We collected 550 records from 272 sources that docu-
mented the socioeconomic impacts of 65 named species

(Appendix S1: Table S1). Of the 550 records, 464 were
applicable for assessment using the SEICAT methodol-
ogy. Records of impacts were from 50 countries and terri-
tories, with most records from the United States (36%),
Brazil (22%), Australia (5%), and Malaysia (5%). Forty-
eight taxa (59% of records; Appendix S1: Table S1) were
reported only once. The most frequently identified socio-
economic impact categories were health (60.6% of
records) and material assets (35.1%). The remaining
impacts were on nonmaterial assets (1.9%), social (4.7%),
cultural (2.4%), and spiritual relations (0.4%). No records
identified “safety” as a mechanism of impact.

Wasmannia auropunctata was categorized in the
SEICAT analysis as the most serious socioeconomic threat,
with massive impacts (Table 1; Figure 2; Appendix S1:
Table S1). This categorization was derived from a single
record describing a French Polynesian farmer’s inability to
tend her land, and abandonment of properties by her
extended family (Strohecker, 2012). As this was a single
anecdotal report, the classification was assigned with low
confidence.

Solenopsis invicta and A. gracilipes were assessed as
having major socioeconomic impacts (Table 1; Figure 2).
All other species were ranked as having moderate or
minor impacts. S. invicta was the most reported species,
having 94 records (20.2%).

EICAT analysis

We collected 731 records from 324 sources that documented
the environmental impacts of 59 named ant species
(Appendix S1: Table S2). Of these records, 646 were suitable
for assessment using the EICAT methodology. Records of
impacts were from 55 countries and territories, with an
additional nine laboratory-based studies through which
impacts were inferred. Most records were from the
United States (50%), Australia (7%), Spain (6%), and China
(3%). S. invicta was the most studied species (215 records;
33.8%; Appendix S1: Table S2). Forty-three taxa (61%)
appeared in only one record. Most records were categorized
as having impacts on animal and plant populations (58%),
single species (32%), and ecosystems (10%). The most com-
mon impact mechanisms reported were predation (40%)
and competition (36%), followed by multiple mechanisms
(10%, mostly predation and competition), interaction with
other species (7%) and poisoning/toxicity (2%), whereas the
mechanisms were unclear in 5% of cases.

The EICAT analysis categorized S. invicta, A. gracilipes
and P. megacephala as having massive impacts (Table 1;
Figure 2). Anoplolepis gracilipes has been implicated in the
decline and likely extinction of the endangered Christmas
Island Shrew (Crocidura attenuata trichura Dobson, 1888)
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(Meek, 2000). Pheidole megacephala has been cited in
extinctions of several land snails (Garrettia rotella Pease,
1868, Libera subcavernula Tryon, 1887, eight species of
Minidonta, six species of Sinployea, and Liardetia dis-
cordiae Garrett, 1881) in the Cook Islands in the Pacific,
although modification and loss of habitat was also a likely
contributor (Brook, 2010). Records from Hawai‘i deemed
the local extinction of the Dark-bellied Copper-striped
Skink (Emoia impar Werner, 1898) (Fisher & Ineich, 2012)
and a damselfly (Colpocaccus tantalus Blackburn, 1877) to
be mostly likely caused by P. megacephala (Liebherr &
Polhemus, 1997). In the Florida Keys, the extinction of the
Stock Island Tree Snail (Orthalicus reses Say, 1830) in its
native range was attributed to S. invicta (Forys et al., 2001).
Confidence in all these impact classifications was assessed
as low, as the evidence was ambiguous and/or indirect.

We assessed L. humile, W. auropunctata, S. geminata,
and 20 other species as having major environmental
impacts (Table 1; Figure 2). Five species that had not

been recorded as introduced outside their native range
(AntWeb, 2020) were assessed as having major environ-
mental impacts: Azteca sericeasur Longino, 2007,
Camponotus conspicuus zonatus Emery, 1894, Formica
aquilonia Yarrow, 1955, Formica paralugubris Seifert,
1996 and Pheidole radoszkowskii Mayr, 1884 (Table 1;
Figure 2).

GISS analysis

We found 1161 records of impacts relevant to GISS analy-
sis from 642 sources, for 100 named species (Gruber,
Santoro, et al., 2021; Table S3) from 80 geographical
areas. Most reports were from the United States (43%),
Brazil (9%), Australia (8%), and Spain (3%).

The records we assessed resulted in a combined total
of 2517 impact points. Overall, 1509 impact points (60%)
originated from environmental impacts and 1008 (40%)
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from economic impacts. Among the environmental
impact categories, the most frequently documented
impact was predation on other animals (48%) followed by
competition with other animals (33%), impacts on plants
or vegetation (13%) and impacts on ecosystems (6%). For
socioeconomic sectors, the impacts were mostly on
human health (43%), agricultural production (25%),
human infrastructure and administration (19%), human
social life (7%) and animal production (5%). The overall
confidence level on the GISS 1–3 scale was 2.0 � 0.9
(mean � SD).

The species with the highest total score across GISS envi-
ronmental impact categories was A. gracilipes (18 points;
Table 1; Figure 2). Solenopsis invicta had the highest socio-
economic impact (19), as well as the highest total score (35).
The six highest total scores (Table 1; Figure 2) were also
those ant species previously cited as having high impacts
(Holway et al., 2002). However, several other species also

ranked relatively highly in either the socioeconomic or envi-
ronmental impact scores or both, including Nylanderia bou-
rbonica Forel, 1886, N. fulva (Mayr, 1862), Tapinoma
melanocephalum (Fabricius, 1793), and Technomyrmex albi-
pes (Smith, 1861). Nylanderia fulva scored higher than
P. megacephala and S. geminata for socioeconomic impact
(11 vs. 8 and 9, respectively). Tapinoma melanocephalum
and Monomorium floricola (Jerdon,1851) both scored higher
for environmental impact (11) than S. geminata (10).
Technomyrmex. albipes, Myrmica rubra (Linnaeus,
1758), and Tetramorium bicarinatum (Nylander, 1846)
all scored 10.

Comparison with other lists

Many of the species in our lists were among those
recorded as having populations outside their native range

20 10 0 10 20
GISS score

Cardiocondyla emeryi (2)
Technomyrmex difficilis (4)
Pheidole radoszkowskii (1)

Solenopsis papuana (3)
Monomorium monomorium (4)

Azteca sericeasur (1)
Solenopsis richteri (6)

Plagiolepis alluaudi  (3)
Cardiocondyla wroughtonii (2)

Nylanderia bourbonica (3)
Formica paralugubris (2)

Formica aquilonia (2)
Camponotus conspicuus zonatus (1)

Monomorium pharaonis (33)
Tetramorium simillimum (6)

Trichomyrmex destructor (10)
Lasius neglectus (18)

Brachyponera chinensis (13)
Tetramorium bicarinatum (9)

Myrmica rubra (11)
Monomorium floricola (9)

Technomyrmex albipes (13)
Tapinoma melanocephalum (42)

Nylanderia fulva (17)
Paratrechina longicornis (29)

Solenopsis geminata  (30)
Pheidole megacephala (69)

Linepithema humile (178)
Wasmannia auropunctata (84)

Anoplolepis gracilipes (114)
Solenopsis invicta (336)

Species (# records)

MN

MV

MO

MV

MN

MN

MO

MR
MR

MO
MN

MO
MN

MO
MN

MO

MN
MN

MN

MN

MN

DD (NA)

MN

DD
DD

DD

DD
DD

MV
MR

MR

MR

MR

MV

MR

MR
MR

MC

MN

MR
MR
MR

MR
MR

MR

MR (NA)

MR

MR
MR

MR

MO

MR

MC
DD

DD (NA)

DD (NA)

DD (NA)
DD (NA)MR (NA)

MR (NA)

MR (NA)

MR (NA)

Environmental impact Socio-economic impact

F I GURE 2 Mirror plot of Generic Impact Scoring System (GISS; Nentwig et al., 2016) environmental (green bars) and socio-economic

(pink bars) impact scores for the 31 highest ranked species in our assessments, together with the highest impact categories for Socio-

Economic Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (SEICAT; Bacher et al., 2018), and Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa.

(EICAT; Hawkins et al., 2015). Darker, thinner bars represent maximum score per GISS category. Longer, thicker bars represent GISS total

score. Impact categories for SEICAT/EICAT are: DD, data deficient; MC, Minimal concern; MN, Minor; MO, Moderate; MR, Major; MV,

Massive; NA, no alien populations. Figure created using R package ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016) and Inkscape™ (https://inkscape.org/)
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TAB L E 1 Comparison of ant species with the highest scores in our study together with scores assigned in other lists (the trait-based

scores of Fournier et al. (2019) and EICAT scores of Clarke et al. (2021))

Priority
rank Scientific name Common name

Highest
SEICAT
score

Highest
EICAT
score

GISS
socioeconomic
score

GISS
environmental
score

Total
GISS
points

Trait-
based
score

EICAT
Clarke
et al., 2021

1 Solenopsis invicta a Red imported fire ant MR MV 19 16 35 0.87 � 0.02 MR

2 Anoplolepis gracilipes Yellow crazy ant MR MV 14 18 32 0.83 � 0.02 MV

3 Wasmannia
auropunctata

Little fire ant/
electric ant

MV MR 18 13 31 0.83 � 0.02 MR

4 Linepithema humile Argentine ant MO MR 12 15 27 0.83 � 0.02 MR

5 Pheidole megacephala African
big-headed ant

MN MV 8 16 24 0.39 � 0.05 MV

6 Solenopsis geminata Tropical fire ant MO MR 9 10 19 0.87 � 0.02 MO

7 Paratrechina
longicornis

Black crazy ant MN MR 7 11 18 0.83 � 0.02 MR

8 Nylanderia fulvab Tawny crazy ant MO MR 11 7 18 …c MR

9 Tapinoma
melanocephalum

Ghost ant MN MR 6 11 17 0.83 � 0.02 MO

10 Technomyrmex
albipes

White-footed
house ant

MO MR 5 10 15 0.87 � 0.02 MR

11 Monomorium
floricola

Bi-colored
trailing ant

MN MR 2 11 13 0.13 � 0.02 NE

12 Myrmica rubra European fire ant MN MR 2 10 12 0.83 � 0.02 MR

13 Tetramorium
bicarinatum

Bi-colored
pennant ant

MN MR 2 10 12 0.13 � 0.21 NE

14 Brachyponera
chinensis d

Chinese needle ant MN MR 3 9 12 0.17 � 0.04 MR

15 Lasius neglectus Invasive garden ant MN MR 3 8 11 0.87 � 0.02 MO

16 Trichomyrmex
destructor e

Singapore ant MO MN 8 3 11 0.87 � 0.02 MN

17 Tetramorium
simillimum f

Similar groove-
headed ant

MN MR 3 7 10 0.13 � 0.02 NE

18 Monomorium
pharaonis

Pharaoh ant MO MC 9 0 9 0.83 � 0.02 MN

19 Camponotus conspicuus
zonatus

DD (NA) MR (NA) 0 6 6 … NE

20 Formica aquilonia Scottish wood ant DD (NA) MR (NA) 0 6 6 … NE

21 Formica paralugubris European wood ant DD (NA) MR (NA) 0 6 6 … NE

22 Nylanderia bourbonicag Bourbon ant DD MR 2 4 6 … NE

23 Cardiocondyla
wroughtonii

DD MR 0 5 5 … NE

24 Plagiolepis alluaudi Little yellow ant DD MR 0 5 5 … NE

25 Azteca sericeasur DD (NA) MR (NA) 0 4 4 … NE

26 Monomorium
monomorium

DD MR 0 2 2 … NE

27 Solenopsis papuana Papuan thief ant DD MR 0 3 3 0.13 � 0.02 MN

28 Technomyrmex difficilis Difficult white-
footed ant

MN DD 2 0 2 0.87 � 0.02 NE

29 Pheidole radoszkowskii DD (NA) MR (NA) 0 3 3 … NE

30 Lepisiota canescens DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.83 � 0.12 NE

31 Nylanderia pubensh Hairy crazy ant DD DD … … … 0.83 � 0.02 NE

Anoplolepis custodiens MN DD 2 … 2 0.38 � 0.04 NE

Solenopsis richteri Black imported fire ant MN MO 2 3 5 0.17 � 0.01 MR

Ochetellus glaber MN DD 2 … 2 0.17 � 0.16 NE

Tapinoma sessile MN DD 2 0 2 0.17 � 0.01 NE

(Continues)
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in AntWeb and appeared in the trait-based list of current
and potential invasive ants (Figure 4; Fournier
et al. (2019); Gruber, Santoro, et al. (2021); Table S4). Of
the 179 species recorded as introduced outside their
native range in AntWeb, 128 had no impacts recorded in
our GISS, SEICAT, or EICAT rankings, and were not
identified as having invasive potential according to trait-
based modeling (Fournier et al., 2019). Fifty-two of the
100 species with recorded impacts were not listed as
introduced species in AntWeb (i.e., they are species with
impacts in their native range or not recorded as being
introduced elsewhere in AntWeb; Gruber, Santoro,
et al. (2021) Table S4). Most of these species had only one
record and only six of these species were included in our
proposed consensus priority list (Table 1). Ten species
assessed by trait-based modeling were not present in any
of our lists or listed as being introduced elsewhere on
AntWeb (Figure 4; Table 1). Nineteen species were com-
mon to our lists, AntWeb, and the trait-based modeling
lists (Figure 4; Table 1 species shaded gray). Of
these 19 species, three do not appear in the GISD list

(T. bicarinatum, T. simillimum (Smith, 1851), and
Cardiocondyla emeryi Forel, 1881).

Although all the species for which we recorded mod-
erate or higher impacts appear in the GISD database, of
the 19 listed in the GISD, two did not appear in our
SEICAT, EICAT, or GISS lists: Acromyrmex octospinosus
Reich, 1793 and N. pubens. A third species, Solenopsis
papuana Emery, 1900 (Papuan thief ant), appeared in
our EICAT and GISS (but not SEICAT) analyses and was
assessed in EICAT as a species that has had a major
impact.

Although our rankings supported much of the trait-
based modeling of potential future invasive ants, some
differences were apparent. Ten of the 15 species with
“superinvasive” trait-based profiles (Fournier et al.,
2019) have had major or massive environmental impacts
according to our EICAT assessments, and three of these
species have had major or massive impacts according to
SEICAT assessments (Table 1). Like Fournier et al. (2019)
we did not find evidence to support A. octospinosus
classification as invasive. We did not find evidence of

TAB L E 1 (Continued)

Priority
rank Scientific name Common name

Highest
SEICAT
score

Highest
EICAT
score

GISS
socioeconomic
score

GISS
environmental
score

Total
GISS
points

Trait-
based
score

EICAT
Clarke
et al., 2021

Cardiocondyla emeryi MN MC 2 0 2 0.13 � 0.01 NE

Formica yessensis DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.23 � 0.01 NE

Tapinoma litorale DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.17 � 0.01 NE

Aphaeonogaster spinosa DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.16 � 0.02 NE

Lasius fuliginosus DD DD … … … 0.14 � 0.02 NE

Cardiocondyla minutior DD DD … … … 0.13 � 0.01 NE

Neivamyrmex pilosus DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.13 � 0.02 NE

Dolichoderus bispinosus DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.13 � 0.01 NE

Lasius sabularum DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.13 � 0.01 NE

Monomorium minimum DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.13 � 0.01 NE

Neivamyrmex nigrescens DD (NA) DD (NA) … … … 0.13 � 0.01 NE

Acromyrmex
octospinosus

DD DD … … … 0.00 � 0.01 NE

Note: Species are presented in rank order first by total GISS points, then by SEICAT/EICAT score and then by trait-based score.We propose the numbered species on the list as priorities
for risk assessment, based on impacts and consensus among the lists. The 31 species proposed are thosewith total GISS points of nine and higher or classified as havingmajor ormassive
impacts in SEICAT or EICATor having “superinvasive” trait-based profiles (Fournier et al., 2019). For completeness, all “superinvasive” and “invasive” species from the trait-based list
are included in the table as they are potential horizon species, even if there are no reported impacts (the unnumbered species at the end of the list). SEICAT, Socio-Economic Impact
Classification for Alien Taxa (Bacher et al., 2018); EICAT, Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (Hawkins et al., 2015); GISS, theGeneric Impact Scoring System (Nentwig
et al., 2016). SEICAT/EICAT impacts are: DD, data deficient;MC,Minimal concern;MN,Minor;MO,Moderate;MR,Major;MV,Massive; NA, no alien populations; NE, not evaluated;
(NA), species we assessedwith impacts only in the native range, whichwould strictly be assigned in SEICAT/EICAT asNA. ForGISS and trait-based scores “…” indicates no data.
Species shared byAntWeb, our lists (excludingDD), and trait-basedmodeling are in bold text. Scores for all 100 named species we assessed are inAppendix S1: Tables S1, S2, and
Gruber, Santoro, et al. (2021) Table S4). The number of records assessed and other details for all named species are inGruber, Santoro, et al. (2021).
aIncludes Solenopsis wagneri records because S. wagneri is a suppressed synonym for S. invicta.
bFormerly Paratrechina fulva.
cNot included in the trait-based analysis, but likely to share similar traits to N. pubens.
dFormerly Pachycondyla chinensis.
eFormerly Monomorium destructor.
fFormerly Paratrechina bourbonica.
gTetramorium simillimum is a highly variable species (Wetterer & Hita Garcia, 2015). In some areas of the introduced range T. simillimum co-occurs with Tetramorium
caldarium and the two species can be conflated (Deyrup, 2016).
hFormerly Paratrechina pubens.
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environmental or socioeconomic impacts for 11 species
classed by trait-based modeling as “invasive” or
“superinvasive”: Lepisiota canescens Emery, 1897, Formica
yessensis Wheeler, 1913, Tapinoma littorale Wheeler, 1905,
Aphaenogaster spinosa Emery, 1878, Lasius fuliginosus
(Latreille, 1798), Cardiocondyla minutior Forel, 1899,
Neivamyrmex pilosus (Smith, 1858), Dolichoderus bispinosus
(Olivier, 1792), Lasius sabularum (Bondroit, 1918),
Monomorium minimum (Buckley, 1867) and Neivamyrmex
nigrescens (Cresson, 1872) (Table 1). Although most of the
species to which we assigned MR—and all of those we
assigned MV—environmental impacts corresponded to
“superinvasive” species, several with major impacts
were ranked relatively low on the trait-based scale, for
example, P. megacepahala, T. bicarinatum, M. floricola,
T. simillimum, S. papuana, Cardiocondyla wroughtonii
(Forel, 1890), and Brachyponera chinensis (Emery, 1895).

Our EICAT assessments differed for six out of the
17 species assessed by Clarke et al. (2021), with a variation
of only one category in all cases (Table 1). We classed
M. pharaonis (Linnaeus, 1758)) as having impacts of mini-
mal concern (MN) versus minor concern (MC) by Clarke

et al. (2021). Solenopsis geminata, T. melanocephalum and
Lasius niger (Linnaeus, 1758) were classed as having MR
impacts by us, and MO impacts by Clarke et al. (2021). We
classed S. invicta as having MV impacts, and this species
was classed by Clarke et al. (2021) as having MR impacts.
Clarke et al. (2021) classed S. richteri as having major
impacts, whereas we classed it as having MO impacts.

DISCUSSION

Our goal was to assess the socioeconomic and environ-
mental impacts of invasive ants to assist with risk assess-
ment. Ours is the first comprehensive global assessment
of ant impacts using multiple systematic assessment
tools. Although our assessments affirmed that the most
serious impacts to date have been driven by a relatively
small number of species, our results also highlight that
there are a greater number of less well publicized species
that have had major environmental impacts and may
currently be overlooked when prioritizing efforts in pre-
vention. We found that socioeconomic impacts of

Regions

Species with fewer than five records

North America

Species

South America

Central America

Pacific Islands

Africa & Indian Ocean
Australasia

Middle East
EuropeAsia

W. auropunctata
T. destructor
T. simillimum
T. bicarinatum
T. albipes
T. melanocephalum
S. saevissmima
S. richteri

S. invicta

P. megacephala

S. geminata

P. longicornis
N. fulva
M. rubra

M. pharaonis

L. humile

M. floricola

A. gracilipes

L. niger
H. punctatissima
D. darwiniana
B. sennaarensis
B. chinensis
A. targionii

F I GURE 3 Chord diagram showing the variation in number of records among species (left of dashed arc) and geographic regions (right

of arc) for all 100 named species in the assessments. The width of the bars represents the number of records. Most records for the red

imported fire ant (Solenopsis invicta) and Argentine ant (Linepithema humile) were from North America. Most records for little fire ant

(Wasmannia auropunctata) and yellow crazy ant (Anoplolepis gracilipes) were from the Pacific region. Many species had fewer than five

records. Species with few records whose name does do not fit next to their bar are grouped in blue circles. Figure created using R package

circlize (Gu et al., 2014) and Inkscape™ (https://inkscape.org/)
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invasive ants were categorized as less severe than envi-
ronmental impacts, which may arise from the relative
recent focus on the former rather than differential
impacts. This difference may change in the future if
socioeconomic impacts are increasingly targeted for
study. Lists that are commonly used for prioritization
should be updated to reflect the current understanding
of impacts, and correct the confusion caused by histori-
cal misidentification. Despite our approach deviating
somewhat from the prescribed methodologies, our
species-specific assessments are compliant with their
fundamental principles and provide baselines for many
new species.

Impacts attributed to more than “the usual
suspects”

The six species identified nearly 20 years ago as having
major impacts (Holway et al., 2002) still feature promi-
nently in our results (W. auropunctata, S. invicta,
S. geminata, L. humile, P. megacephala and A. gracilipes).

However, other species ranked as high or higher than
some of these “usual suspects” for some assessment
methods.

Nylanderia fulva emerged as an important species in
our analysis. This species was categorized in EICAT as
having major (MR)environmental impacts despite having
been reported as a problem relatively recently and under-
studied compared with species such as L. humile, which
had the same classification. Nylanderia fulva scored
higher in GISS than P. megacephala and S. geminata for
socioeconomic impact, despite a relatively recent focus of
studies on socioeconomic impacts. Nylanderia fulva’s rel-
atively high ranking, despite few studies, indicates that it
could be a major emerging threat species for many coun-
tries, dependent on habitat suitability, climate matching,
and probability of arrival. To date, impacts have primar-
ily been recorded in the southern United States and
Caribbean (Wetterer, 2014), when anecdotal reports indi-
cated that the public perception of N. fulva is worse than
S. invicta, due to the high numbers that they attain
(e.g., Toohey, 2016). We recommend that the impact of
the ant is reassessed regularly as more information
becomes available.

Twenty other species also had EICAT scores indicating
major environmental impacts that make them potential
threats in new locations. Tapinoma melanocephalum and
M. floricola both scored higher in GISS for environmental
impact than S. geminata, whereas T. albipes, M. rubra, and
T. bicarinatum all equaled S. geminata’s GISS score.
Although some of these species already have relatively cos-
mopolitan distributions, their potential distributions under
climate change scenarios (Bertelsmeier, Guénard,
et al., 2013; Bertelsmeier, Luque, & Courchamp, 2013; Ber-
telsmeier, Blight, et al., 2015; Bertelsmeier, Luque,
et al., 2015) also warrant consideration in risk assessment.

As with the six “usual suspects,” N. fulva is prone to
“boom-and-bust” population dynamics, with rapid increases
in numbers followed by dramatic collapse (Lester &
Gruber, 2016). Although earlier work has proposed that this
ant may have few long-term impacts because of frequent
collapses (Wetterer, 2014), the acute short-term impacts of
“booms” may cause significant harm. For example,
A. gracilipes also has demonstrated widely fluctuating
dynamics in different ecological contexts (e.g., Christmas
Island, Indian Ocean, Abbott, 2005; Tokelau, Pacific Ocean,
Gruber et al., 2013; Northern Territory, Australia, Cooling &
Hoffmann, 2015), with occasional devastating impacts
(O’Dowd et al., 2003). Technomyrmex albipes is also reported
to have population explosions that worsen its impact
(Thaman, 2018). The underlying causes of these dynamics
are often not well understood (Lester & Gruber, 2016), and
the unpredictability of outcomes supports the need for a pre-
cautionary approach for risk assessments of these species.
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F I GURE 4 Venn diagram showing the number of species

shared among our assessments (SEICAT, Socio-Economic Impact

Classification for Alien Taxa (Bacher et al., 2018), EICAT,

Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa. (Hawkins

et al., 2015); GISS, the Generic Impact Scoring System (Nentwig

et al., 2016)), lists of introduced ant species from AntWeb (2020),

and species assessed as “superinvasive” or “invasive” through trait-

based modeling (Fournier et al., 2019). * Includes all 19 GISD

species that are discussed in the text. Our SEICAT, EICAT, and

GISS lists include all the species assessed by Clarke et al. (2021).

Figure created using InteractiVenn (Heberle et al., 2015) and

Inkscape™ (https://inkscape.org/)
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Species-specific biological traits are an important fac-
tor in predicting risk. Our impact-based assessment did
not always align with the results of trait-based modeling
by Fournier et al. (2019). As a predictive exercise, trait-
based modeling naturally would not always correspond
with species for which impacts have already been
reported. However, differences in underlying data also
contribute to the variation. Many species in our lists were
not included a priori in the trait modeling, and some
shared species did not have trait data, that is, of the
100 named species for which we assessed records, 22 were
not present in the AntProfiler database used for assessing
traits (Bertelsmeier, Luque, Confais, et al., 2013). We also
note that for some species the AntProfiler database has
missing values for ecologically important drivers of
impact, such as colony size, that should be checked as
part of risk assessment. We encourage ant researchers to
add information to the AntProfiler database to make it
even more useful. The precautionary principle would sug-
gest that, despite a lack of impacts in some cases, the trait-
based species list should be considered in risk assessments,
particularly those species ranked as “superinvasive,” but
also those with lower scores that have recorded impacts,
as we have suggested in our priority list. Assessing trait-
based potential invasiveness for more of the species for
which we found impacts would also further validate trait-
based modeling as a useful tool for horizon-scanning. This
is particularly true for N. fulva owing to the historic mis-
identification issues discussed below. The approaches we
used, together with trait-based analysis, may be useful for
identifying emerging invasive species.

Although our EICAT results also differed from the
only other standardized study of the impact of invasive
ants (Clarke et al., 2021) for six out of 17 species, this was
only by one category in each instance. In all cases the
classifications of both ours and Clarke et al. (2021) fell
within the broader “harmful” EICAT grouping (MO or
higher; Kumschick et al., 2020). All the species assessed
by Clarke et al. (2021) are included in our recommended
consensus list.

Because habitat and climate matching are also impor-
tant factors to consider in risk assessment, the geographic
scale of impact assessment is also important (Kumschick
et al., 2020). In addition to the variables required by the
methodologies, we recorded the geographical context of
the records assessed (country and state/province). We
recommend that when using our impact assessment data,
the individual records for the target species (Gruber,
Santoro, et al., 2021) are reviewed to confirm geographic
matching with the context being assessed. We acknowl-
edge that impacts in the native range might not always
translate to impacts in the introduced range, although
they do for W. auropunctata (Rosselli & Wetterer, 2017).

Given the unprecedented rate of habitat modification
(which can often favor invasive ants), and environmental
change more broadly, including unpredictable conse-
quences of climate change on invasive species, we consid-
ered that including these species was useful for risk
assessment. It was beyond the scope of our study to con-
sider likelihood of introduction and establishment as
these are also dependent on the context of the recipient
locale as well as species’ biology, but these are also criti-
cal components of a comprehensive risk assessment.

Do environmental impacts of ants
outweigh their socioeconomic impacts?

On face value, our data would support the assertion that
invasive ants have more severe environmental than
socioeconomic impacts, with fewer records of socioeco-
nomic impacts, and those impacts generally lower than
environmental impacts. Although this may be the case,
several systemic factors also contribute to the discrep-
ancy, including fewer studies and a lack of reliable, freely
available quantified data on socioeconomic impacts
(Bradshaw et al., 2016). The relative sparseness of data
for socioeconomic impacts potentially contributed to the
weaker association that we found between the SEICAT
and GISS socioeconomic impacts compared with environ-
mental impacts.

None of the methodologies we used quantifies the
economic cost of invasive species in impact assessment.
Quantifiable socioeconomic data for invasive species are
still lacking (Bradshaw et al., 2016) and limited in their
taxonomic coverage. Although the cost of invasive ants as
a group has recently been estimated (Angulo et al., 2021),
species-specific data, which are required for targeted
impact assessment are still sparse, except for S. invicta,
whose impact, prevention, and management costs have
received more attention. For example, the eradication of
three small S. invicta nests in New Zealand cost more
than NZ$10 million (>US$7 million), but this was esti-
mated to avoid a potential economic impact of NZ$665
million (>US$476 million) over 23 years (Goldson
et al., 2015). In the United States the ant’s economic
impact has been estimated at US$6 billion annually
(Drees & Lard, 2006). Quantifying the potential impact of
these species may be critical for decision making regard-
ing the effort and cost to be expended on prevention or
eradication. For example, extrapolated costs to Australia
of more than A$1.65 billion/year (>US$ 1.2 billion/year)
if S. invicta were allowed to spread (Wylie & Janssen-
May, 2016) supported the commitment to an additional
A$411 million (US$316 million) eradication program
there (Wylie & McNaught, 2019). Similar extrapolations
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have been used to justify prevention of S. invicta in the
Pacific Islands region (Gruber, Janssen-May, et al., 2021).
A better ability to quantify the costs of invasive species is
essential to ensure appropriate efforts and prioritization
in prevention and management.

The recent development of the InvaCost database sig-
nals an opportunity to increase the ability to assess and
incorporate these quantifiable costs (Diagne et al., 2020).
Complementary initiatives that assess the impact of inva-
sive species on ecosystem services are also being devel-
oped. The proposed initiatives use the SEICAT and
EICAT methodologies, extending them to incorporate
both the impacts and benefits of invasive species
(Gallardo et al., 2019). All the approaches to quantify
socioeconomic costs need reliable information, which
may make jurisdictions that freely share information
appear to suffer a greater share of the costs than those
that do not. Data transparency is therefore likely to be a
key issue to enable accurate assessment of these costs.

Due to increasing attention on the socioeconomic
impacts of invasive species, studies are likely to
increase in number over time, as are the impacts of
invasive insects such as ants (Bradshaw et al., 2016). As
risk assessment for prevention and management of
invasive species and impact assessments are not one-
off exercises, risk assessment frameworks need to allow
for uncertainty and regular revisions to incorporate
new information.

Justification for revising the GISD priority
ant list

As the current GISD information on invasive ants was
compiled �15 years ago, the biological knowledge of
ants, their invasiveness, impacts and management has
increased substantially, and a revision is timely. The con-
sensus priority list that we have developed provides a
useful starting point to revising the GISD, together with
our extensive bibliography that summarizes the impacts
of these species.

As part of the IUCN’s ISSG initiatives, the GISD is
widely used by practitioners and is an undeniably crucial
source of information on invasive species. The GISD ant
list should reflect best available knowledge. Our results,
together with those of Fournier et al. (2019) indicate that
the GISD list should be revised for several ant species. We
recommend N. pubens is replaced by (or supplemented
with) N. fulva, A. octospinosus removed, and several other
species added. The major differences between our lists and
the GISD (the absence of N. pubens and A octospinosus
from all analyses) reflects historical misidentification
and an absence of verifiable impacts. These issues are

examined here to justify the inclusion or exclusion of these
species in lists used for prioritization or otherwise in
future.

Nylanderia pubens and N. fulva have historically been
difficult to delineate, and this lack of distinction has caused
persistent issues for identification and attributing impact.
When first detected in the United States, some early publi-
cations were later found to incorrectly identify N. fulva as
N. pubens (Wang et al., 2016). Recent trait-based modeling
also identified N. pubens as being “superinvasive” but did
not mention N. fulva (Fournier et al., 2019) owing to the
authors using the listed GISD species an a priori reference
point for their assessment. Evidence suggests that only
N. fulva is invasive in the United States and elsewhere, with
considerable impacts (Wetterer & Keularts, 2008; Sharma
et al., 2013, this study). The two species are very similar
ecologically, and it may well be correct to include
N. pubens as a potential invasive species, but currently we
only have evidence of impacts for N. fulva.

The GISD records the leaf-cutter ant A. octospinosus
among its 19 species. From the same genus, Acromyrmex
sp. (which admittedly could possibly be A. octospinosus)
and A. niger each appeared once in our SEICAT records,
with impacts in the native range. It is possible that
A. octospinosus did not appear in our list because the
original sources for it on the GISD (and elsewhere) do
not mention impacts, are not in English, or are no longer
accessible online. However, A. octospinosus also does
not possess a trait profile common to other invasive ants,
and is not easily transported inadvertently by people
(Fournier et al., 2019). We agree with Fournier et al.
(2019) that the presence of A. octospinosus on the IUCN
GISD list should be revised, or more specific analysis
undertaken to assess the extent of its impacts.

Although S. papuana did not appear in our SEICAT
list, it featured in our EICAT analysis as a species that
has caused major impacts, which we consider justifies its
retention in the GISD list. For the same reason, we also
recommend that all the species we classed as having
major environmental (or socioeconomic impacts) be con-
sidered for addition to the GISD list, that is, those listed
from 1–27, except those classed as (NA). We also suggest
that the records for all species currently on GISD can be
revised to include the impact data we have collated
(Gruber, Santoro, et al., 2021).

Our approach complies with but extends
the methodologies

Our approach differed from the standardized approaches
in two ways: we did not limit our search to a prescribed
list of species, and we did not limit our search to invasive
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ants. These deviations were necessary as we wanted to be
able to use our results in a more predictive way than the
methodologies originally intended. Despite these differences,
our classifications conformed with the intended use of the
methodologies. The IUCN has adopted EICAT as a standard
(IUCN, 2020) and it is planned that EICAT assessments
lodged with IUCN are populated into the GISD through an
approval process (Kumschick et al., 2020). Although we have
used a broader approach than the standard methodology,
EICAT requires information only by species, which makes
our individual assessments suitable for IUCN use. Because
we did not limit our search to specific ant species, the many
for which we found no impacts can be classified as DD. The
strict EICAT categorization “no alien populations” can sim-
ply be derived for the species we have assessed with impacts
in their native range using AntWeb’s list of species that have
been introduced outside their native range.

The question of preferred methodology was not a
focus of our work, however we assessed how generally
the methodologies aligned. The relationships between
the results for the different methodologies were broadly
consistent although stronger for environmental data than
socioeconomic. However, GISS scores did not naturally
translate into discrete SEICAT/EICAT categories. Classi-
fication into discrete categories is useful for grouping and
direct comparisons, and EICAT has been adopted as a
standard by IUCN. Conversely, the GISS total scores may
better represent species whose impacts span a range of
mechanisms, although may also be biased toward species
that have received more attention. We recommend a
combination of SEICAT/EICAT and GISS methodologies
to capture a broader picture of invasive species impacts.

CONCLUSIONS

The methodologies we used have typically been applied to
species that have already been defined as invasive.
Although necessary to assist prioritization of management
activities, this narrower scope could overlook potential
future threats. Our approach highlighted several species
that are possibly underappreciated relative to potential
risk, such as N. fulva, suggesting closer attention to these
species is needed. Our assessments provide a standardized
baseline for revised assessments as new insights become
available, particularly an increased focus on socioeco-
nomic impacts. Managing established invasive ant species,
let alone eradicating them, is costly and difficult
(Hoffmann et al., 2016). Comprehensive risk assessments
that draw on standardized methodologies and implemen-
tation of risk management actions are needed to prevent
further spread and impacts of invasive ants.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This collaboration originated as a result of the workshop
“The promises and the pitfalls: sharing lessons from inva-
sive ant management programmes around the Pacific” at
the Society for Conservation Biology Oceania Congress in
July 2018. Primary data gathering and analysis was
funded by the Australian Department of Agriculture and
Water Resources. The Nature Conservancy, The
New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade Part-
nerships in International Development Programme,
Victoria University of Wellington Research Trust, and
Wellington UniVentures provided additional financial
support. Phil Cowan (Manaaki Whenua, Landcare
Research New Zealand) provided support for preliminary
data gathering in 2016. Shyama Pagad (University of
Auckland/IUCN SSC ISSG) and Sabrina Kumschick
(IUCN) made helpful suggestions on methods. The views
expressed in this manuscript are the authors’ own, and
do not necessarily reflect those of the Australian or
New Zealand governments. We thank two anonymous
reviewers for constructive comments that improved the
manuscript.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Christina Boser, Benjamin D. Hoffmann, Lori Lach,
Monica A. M. Gruber, and Philip J. Lester conceived the
work. Monica A. M. Gruber designed the study. Meghan
Cooling and Davide Santoro collected the data and com-
pleted the assessments for the SEICAT/EICAT/GISS ana-
lyses. Philip J. Lester, Benjamin D. Hoffmann, Christina
Boser and Lori Lach reviewed the assessments. Monica
A. M. Gruber and Davide Santoro analyzed the results.
Monica A. M. Gruber wrote the manuscript with contri-
butions from all authors.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data (Gruber, Santoro, et al., 2021) are available in Dryad
at: https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.2280gb5t2.

ORCID
Monica A. M. Gruber https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6780-
8838
Davide Santoro https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6284-168X
Meghan Cooling https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7057-3125
Philip J. Lester https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1801-5687
Benjamin D. Hoffmann https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
4010-4723
Christina Boser https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7665-8878
Lori Lach https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5137-5185

14 of 17 GRUBER ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.2280gb5t2
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6780-8838
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6780-8838
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6780-8838
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6284-168X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6284-168X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7057-3125
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7057-3125
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1801-5687
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1801-5687
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4010-4723
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4010-4723
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4010-4723
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7665-8878
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7665-8878
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5137-5185
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5137-5185


REFERENCES
Abbott, K. L. 2005. “Supercolonies of the Invasive Yellow Crazy

Ant, Anoplolepis gracilipes, on an Oceanic Island: Forager
Activity Patterns, Density and Biomass.” Insectes Sociaux
52(3): 266–73.

Angulo, E., B. Hoffmann, L. Ballesteros-Mejia, A. Taheri, P.
Balzani, D. Renault, M. Cordonnier, et al. 2021. “Economic
Costs of Invasive Alien Ants Worldwide.” Research Square.

AntWeb. 2020. “Version 8.33. California Academy of Science.”
https://www.antweb.org.

Bacher, S., T. M. Blackburn, F. Essl, P. Genovesi, J. Heikkilä, J. M.
Jeschke, G. Jones, et al. 2018. “Socio-Economic Impact Classi-
fication of Alien Taxa (SEICAT).” Methods in Ecology and Evo-
lution 9(1): 159–68.

Bertelsmeier, C., O. Blight, and F. Courchamp. 2015. “Invasions of
Ants (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) in Light of Global Climate
Change.” Myrmecological News 22: 25–42.

Bertelsmeier, C., B. Guénard, and F. Courchamp. 2013. “Climate
Change May Boost the Invasion of the Asian Needle Ant.”
PLoS One 8(10): e75438.

Bertelsmeier, C., G. Luque, A. Confais, and F. Courchamp. 2013.
“Ant Profiler: A Database of Ecological Characteristics of Ants
(Hymenoptera: Formicidae).” Myrmecological News 18: 73–6.

Bertelsmeier, C., G. M. Luque, and F. Courchamp. 2013. “Global
Warming May Freeze the Invasion of Big-Headed Ants.” Bio-
logical Invasions 15(7): 1561–72.

Bertelsmeier, C., G. M. Luque, B. D. Hoffmann, and F. Courchamp.
2015. “Worldwide Ant Invasions under Climate Change.” Bio-
diversity and Conservation 24(1): 117–28.

Bertelsmeier, C., S. Ollier, A. Liebhold, and L. Keller. 2017. “Recent
Human History Governs Global Ant Invasion Dynamics.”
Nature Ecology and Evolution 1: 0184.

Bradshaw, C. J. A., B. Leroy, C. Bellard, D. Roiz, C. Albert, A.
Fournier, M. Barbet-Massin, J.-M. Salles, F. Simard, and F.
Courchamp. 2016. “Massive Yet Grossly Underestimated Global
Costs of Invasive Insects.” Nature Communications 7: 12986.

Brook, F. 2010. “Coastal Landsnail Fauna of Rarotonga, Cook
Islands: Systematics, Diversity, Biogeography, Faunal History,
and Environmental Influences.” Tuhinga 21: 161–252.

Clarke, D. A., D. J. Palmer, C. McGrannachan, T. I. Burgess, S. L.
Chown, R. H. Clarke, S. Kumschick, et al. 2021. “Options for
Reducing Uncertainty in Impact Classification for Alien Spe-
cies.” Ecosphere 12: e03461.

Cooling, M., and B. D. Hoffmann. 2015. “Here Today, Gone Tomor-
row: Declines and Local Extinctions of Invasive Ant
Populations in the Absence of Intervention.” Biological Inva-
sions 17: 3351–7.

Deyrup, M. 2016. Ants of Florida. Identification and Natural History.
Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

Diagne, C., B. Leroy, R. E. Gozlan, A. C. Vaissière, C. Assailly, L.
Nuninger, D. Roiz, F. Jourdain, I. Jari�c, and F. Courchamp.
2020. “InvaCost, a Public Database of the Economic Costs of
Biological Invasions Worldwide.” Scientific Data 7(1): 277.

Drees, B. M., and C. F. Lard. 2006. “Imported Fire Ant: Economic
Impacts Justifying Integrated Pest Management Programs.”
Proceedings of the XV Congress of the International Union for
the Study of Social Insects, Washington, DC, Juy 30–August 4
https://iussiconfexcom/iussi/2006/techprogram/P1510HTM.

Essl, F., S. Dullinger, W. Rabitsch, P. E. Hulme, K. Hülber, V.
Jarošík, I. Kleinbauer, et al. 2011. “Socioeconomic Legacy
Yields an Invasion Debt.” Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America 108(1): 203–7.

Evans, T., S. Kumschick, and T. M. Blackburn. 2016. “Application
of the Environmental Impact Classification for Alien Taxa
(EICAT) to a Global Assessment of Alien Bird Impacts.” Diver-
sity and Distributions 22(9): 919–31.

Fasi, J., M. J. Furlong, and D. Fisher. 2016. “Subsistence Farmers’
Management of Infestations of the Little Fire Ant in Garden
Plots on Bauro, Makira Province, Solomon Islands.” Human
Ecology 44(6): 765–74.

Fisher, R., and I. Ineich. 2012. “Cryptic Extinction of a Common
Pacific Lizard Emoia impar (Squamata, Scincidae) from the
Hawaiian Islands.” Oryx 46(2): 187–95.

Forys, E. A., C. R. Allen, and D. P. Wojcik. 2001. “The Likely Cause
of Extinction of the Tree Snail Orthalicus reses reses (Say).”
Journal of Molluscan Studies 67(3): 369–76.

Fournier, A., C. Penone, M. G. Pennino, and F. Courchamp. 2019.
“Predicting Future Invaders and Future Invasions.” Proceed-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America 116(16): 7905–10.

Galanidi, M., A. Zenetos, and S. Bacher. 2018. “Assessing the Socio-
Economic Impacts of Priority Marine Invasive Fishes in the
Mediterranean with the Newly Proposed SEICAT Methodol-
ogy.” Mediterranean Marine Science 19(1): 17.

Gallardo, B., S. Bacher, B. Bradley, F. A. Comín, L. Gallien, J. M.
Jeschke, C. J. B. Sorte, and M. Vilà. 2019. “InvasiBES: Under-
standing and Managing the Impacts of Invasive Alien Species
on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services.” NeoBiota 50: 109–22.

Goldson, S. L., G. W. Bourdôt, E. G. Brockerhoff, A. E. Byrom,
M. N. Clout, M. S. McGlone, W. A. Nelson, A. J. Popay, D. M.
Suckling, and M. D. Templeton. 2015. “New Zealand Pest
Management: Current and Future Challenges.” Journal of the
Royal Society of New Zealand 45(1): 31–58.

Gruber, M., D. Santoro, M. Cooling, P. Lester, B. Hoffmann, C.
Boser, and L. Lach. 2021. “Socio-Economic and Environmental
Impacts of Ants: Data to Support Global Assessments.” Dryad
Data Repository. https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.2280gb5t2

Gruber, M. A. M., A. R. Burne, K. L. Abbott, R. J. Pierce, and P. J.
Lester. 2013. “Population Decline but Increased Distribution
of an Invasive Ant Genotype on a Pacific Atoll.” Biological
Invasions 15: 599–612.

Gruber, M. A. M., M. C. Cooling, and A. R. Burne. 2017. “An Inva-
sive Ant Distribution Database to Support Biosecurity Risk
Analysis in the Pacific.” Pacific Conservation Biology 23:
258–61.

Gruber, M. A. M., S. Janssen-May, D. Santoro, M. Cooling, and R.
Wylie. 2021. “Predicting Socio-Economic and Biodiversity
Impacts of Invasive Species: Red Imported Fire Ant in the
Developing Western Pacific.” Ecological Management & Resto-
ration 22(1): 89–99.

Gu, Z., L. Gu, R. Eils, M. Schlesner, and B. Brors. 2014. “Circlize
Implements and Enhances Circular Visualization in R.” Bioin-
formatics 30: 2811–2.

Guénard, B., M. D. Weiser, K. G�omez, N. Narula, and E. P.
Economo. 2017. “The Global Ant Biodiversity Informatics
(GABI) Database: Synthesizing Data on the Geographic

ECOLOGICAL APPLICATIONS 15 of 17

https://www.antweb.org
https://iussiconfexcom/iussi/2006/techprogram/P1510HTM
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.2280gb5t2


Distribution of Ant Species (Hymenoptera: Formicidae).” Myr-
mecological News 24: 83–9.

Hagen, B. L., and S. Kumschick. 2018. “The Relevance of Using
Various Scoring Schemes Revealed by an Impact Assessment
of Feral Mammals.” NeoBiota 38: 35–75.

Hanley, N., and M. Roberts. 2019. “The Economic Benefits of Inva-
sive Species Management.” People and Nature 1(2): 124–37.

Hawkins, C. L., S. Bacher, F. Essl, P. E. Hulme, J. M. Jeschke, I.
Kühn, S. Kumschick, et al. 2015. “Framework and Guidelines
for Implementing the Proposed IUCN Environmental Impact
Classification for Alien Taxa (EICAT).” Diversity and Distribu-
tions 21(11): 1360–3.

Heberle, H., G. V. Meirelles, F. R. da Silva, G. P. Telles, and R.
Minghim. 2015. “InteractiVenn: A Web-Based Tool for the
Analysis of Sets through Venn Diagrams.” BMC Bioinformatics
16: 169.

Hoffmann, B. D., G. M. Luque, C. Bellard, N. D. Holmes, and C. J.
Donlan. 2016. “Improving Invasive Ant Eradication as a Con-
servation Tool: A Review.” Biological Conservation 198: 37–49.

Holway, D. A., L. Lach, A. V. Suarez, N. D. Tsutsui, and T. J. Case.
2002. “The Causes and Consequences of Ant Invasions.”
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 33: 181–233.

ISSG. 2015. “Invasive Species Specialist Group. The Global Invasive
Species Database.” Version 2015.1. http://www.iucngisd.org/
gisd/. Downloaded on December 20, 2019.

IUCN. 2020. IUCN EICAT Categories and Criteria. The Environmen-
tal Impact Classification for Alien Taxa (EICAT). Gland,
Switzerland and Cambridge, 22 pp: IUCN. https://doi.org/10.
2305/IUCN.CH.2020.05.en

Kumar, S., E. G. LeBrun, T. J. Stohlgren, J. A. Stabach, D. L.
McDonald, D. H. Oi, and J. S. LaPolla. 2015. “Evidence of
Niche Shift and Global Invasion Potential of the Tawny Crazy
Ant, Nylanderia fulva.” Ecology and Evolution 5(20): 4628–41.

Kumschick, S., S. Bacher, S. Bertolino, T. M. Blackburn, T. Evans,
H. E. Roy, and K. Smith. 2020. “Appropriate Uses of EICAT
Protocol, Data and Classifications.” NeoBiota 62: 193–212.

Kumschick, S., G. J. Measey, G. Vimercati, F. A. de Villiers, M. M.
Mokhatla, S. J. Davies, C. J. Thorp, A. D. Rebelo, T. M.
Blackburn, and F. Kraus. 2017. “How Repeatable Is the Envi-
ronmental Impact Classification of Alien Taxa (EICAT)? Com-
paring Independent Global Impact Assessments of
Amphibians.” Ecology and Evolution 7(8): 2661–70.

Kumschick, S., G. Vimercati, F. A. de Villiers, M. M. Mokhatla, S. J.
Davies, C. J. Thorp, A. D. Rebelo, and G. J. Measey. 2017.
“Impact assessment with different scoring tools: How well do
alien amphibian assessments match?” NeoBiota 33: 53.

Lester, P. J., and M. A. M. Gruber. 2016. “Booms, Busts and Popula-
tion Collapses in Invasive Ants.” Biological Invasions 18(11):
3091–101.

Liebherr, J. K., and D. A. Polhemus. 1997. “Comparisons to the
Century before: The Legacy of R. C. L. Perkins and Fauna
Hawaiiensis as the Basis for a Long-Term Ecological Monitor-
ing Program.” Pacific Science 51: 490–504.

Lowe, S., M. Browne, and S. Boudjelas. 2004. “100 of the World’s
Worst Invasive Alien Species - a Selection from the Global
Invasive Species Database.” The Invasive Species Specialist
Group (ISSG) of the Species Survival Commission (SSC) of the
World Conservation Union (IUCN), Gland, Switzerland.

Meek, P. D. 2000. “The Decline and Current Status of the Christ-
mas Island Shrew Crocidura attentuata trichura on Christ-
mas Island, Indian Ocean.” Australian Mammalogy 22(1):
43–9.

Nentwig, W., S. Bacher, P. Pyšek, M. Vilà, S. J. E. M. Kumschick,
and Assessment. 2016. “The Generic Impact Scoring System
(GISS): A Standardized Tool to Quantify the Impacts of
Alien Species.” Environmental Monitoring and Assessment
188(5): 315.

O’Dowd, D. J., P. T. Green, and P. S. Lake. 2003. “Invasional ‘Melt-
down’ on an Oceanic Island.” Ecology Letters 6: 812–7.

Plentovich, S., T. Russell, and C. C. Fejeran. 2018. “Yellow Crazy
Ants (Anoplolepis gracilipes) Reduce Numbers and Impede
Development of a Burrow-Nesting Seabird.” Biological Inva-
sions 20: 77–86.

Probert, A. F., L. Volery, S. Kumschick, G. Vimercati, and S.
Bacher. 2020. “Understanding Uncertainty in the Impact Clas-
sification for Alien Taxa (ICAT) Assessments.” NeoBiota 62:
387–405.

R Core Team. 2021. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.
https://www.R-project.org/

Rosselli, D., and J. K. Wetterer. 2017. “Stings of the AntWasmannia
auropunctata (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) as Cause of Punc-
tate Corneal Lesions in Humans and Other Animals.” Journal
of Medical Entomology 54: 1783–5.

Seebens, H., T. M. Blackburn, E. E. Dyer, P. Genovesi, P. E. Hulme,
J. M. Jeschke, S. Pagad, et al. 2017. “No Saturation in the
Accumulation of Alien Species Worldwide.” Nature Communi-
cations 8(1): 14435.

Sharma, S., D. H. Oi, and E. A. Buss. 2013. “Honeydew-Producing
Hemipterans in Florida Associated with Nylanderia fulva
(Hymenoptera: Formicidae), an Invasive Crazy Ant.” Florida
Entomologist 96(2): 538–47.

Strohecker, L. F. 2012. “Moeana’s Message- What Tahiti Can Teach
us about Little Fire Ants.” Kia’I i N �a Moku o Maui Nui: Spring
2012.

Thaman, R. 2018. “The 2016 Fiji Ant-Mealybug Bioinvasion: Threat
to Food, Health, Livelihood, Cultural and Environment Secu-
rity in the Pacific Islands.” Suva, Fiji, Pacific Centre for Envi-
ronment and Sustainable Development (PaCE-SD), The
University of the South Pacific.

Toohey, M. 2016. “Crazy Ants Are the New Fire Ants (and Possibly
Worse).” Statesman. https://wwwstatesmancom/news/20161204/
crazy-ants-are-the-new-fire-ants-and-possibly-worse.

Turbé, A., D. Strubbe, E. Mori, M. Carrete, F. Chiron, P. Clergeau,
P. Gonz�alez-Moreno, et al. 2017. “Assessing the Assessments:
Evaluation of Four Impact Assessment Protocols for Invasive
Alien Species.” Diversity and Distributions 23(3): 297–307.

Volery, L., D. Jatavallabhula, L. Scillitani, S. Bertolino, and S.
Bacher. 2021. “Ranking Alien Species Based on their Risks of
Causing Environmental Impacts: A Global Assessment of
Alien Ungulates.” Global Change Biology 27(5): 1003–16.

Wang, Z., L. Moshman, E. C. Kraus, B. E. Wilson, N. Acharya, and
R. Diaz. 2016. “A Review of the Tawny Crazy Ant, Nylanderia
fulva, an Emergent Ant Invader in the Southern United States:
Is Biological Control a Feasible Management Option?” Insects
7(4): 77.

16 of 17 GRUBER ET AL.

http://www.iucngisd.org/gisd/
http://www.iucngisd.org/gisd/
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.CH.2020.05.en
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.CH.2020.05.en
https://www.r-project.org/
https://wwwstatesmancom/news/20161204/crazy-ants-are-the-new-fire-ants-and-possibly-worse
https://wwwstatesmancom/news/20161204/crazy-ants-are-the-new-fire-ants-and-possibly-worse


Wetterer, J. 2014. “Boom and Bust of the Tawny Crazy Ant,
Nylanderia Fulva, on St Croix, US Virgin Islands.” Florida
Entomologist 97: 1099–103.

Wetterer, J., and J. Keularts. 2008. “Population Explosion of the
Hairy Crazy Ant, Paratrechina pubens (Hymenoptera:
Formicidae), on St. Croix, US Virgin Islands.” Florida Ento-
mologist 91(3): 423–7, 425.

Wetterer, J. K., and F. Hita Garcia. 2015. “Worldwide Spread of
Tetramorium caldarium (Hymenoptera: Formicidae).” Myrme-
cological News 21: 93–9.

Wickham, H. 2016. ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis.
New York: Springer-Verlag.

Wojcik, D., and S. Porter. 2018. “Formis: A Master Bibliography of Ant
Literature.” http://www.ars.usda.gov/saa/cmave/ifahi/formis.

Wylie, F. R., and S. Janssen-May. 2016. “Red Imported Fire Ant in
Australia: What if we Lose the War?” Ecological Management
and Restoration 18(1): 32–44.

Wylie, F. R., and M. McNaught. 2019. “Update on Eradication of
Red Imported Fire Ants in Australia.” Ecological Management

and Restoration. https://site.emrprojectsummaries.org/2019/
2009/2025/eradication-of-red-imported-fire-ants-in-australia-
nrifaep-brisbane-update-to-emr-feature/.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the
online version of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: Gruber, Monica A. M.,
Davide Santoro, Meghan Cooling, Philip J. Lester,
Benjamin D. Hoffmann, Christina Boser, and
Lori Lach. 2022. “A Global Review of
Socioeconomic and Environmental Impacts of
Ants Reveals New Insights for Risk Assessment.”
Ecological Applications 32(4): e2577. https://doi.
org/10.1002/eap.2577

ECOLOGICAL APPLICATIONS 17 of 17

http://www.ars.usda.gov/saa/cmave/ifahi/formis
https://site.emrprojectsummaries.org/2019/2009/2025/eradication-of-red-imported-fire-ants-in-australia-nrifaep-brisbane-update-to-emr-feature/
https://site.emrprojectsummaries.org/2019/2009/2025/eradication-of-red-imported-fire-ants-in-australia-nrifaep-brisbane-update-to-emr-feature/
https://site.emrprojectsummaries.org/2019/2009/2025/eradication-of-red-imported-fire-ants-in-australia-nrifaep-brisbane-update-to-emr-feature/
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2577
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2577

	A global review of socioeconomic and environmental impacts of ants reveals new insights for risk assessment
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Literature search
	Literature assessment and analysis
	SEICAT and EICAT analysis
	GISS analysis
	Comparison with other lists

	RESULTS
	SEICAT analysis
	EICAT analysis
	GISS analysis
	Comparison with other lists

	DISCUSSION
	Impacts attributed to more than ``the usual suspects´´
	Do environmental impacts of ants outweigh their socioeconomic impacts?
	Justification for revising the GISD priority ant list
	Our approach complies with but extends the methodologies

	CONCLUSIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


