Supplementary Results 
Results of Mann-Whitney tests to investigate species-specific differences showed that, when tested with living stimulus insects, each salticid species’ entry latency was significantly longer with ants than with empty stimulus chambers. However, with the exception of Thyene inflata as an outlier, there was no significant difference for any salticid species in entry latency between control tests and in tests with live flies within the stimulus boxes (Table S1). Directly comparing latency to enter the testing chamber for live ants and for live flies, we found that all species were significantly faster at entering the testing chamber when flanked by flies. 
When living ants were used, we could not distinguish between the effect of ant movement and static appearance. However, by using stationary mounts instead of living ants, we found evidence that test spiders were averse to ants even in the absence of movement as a variable. When we compared entry latencies for mounted ants and for mounted flies, entry latencies were significantly shorter when flanked by flies as opposed to ants, with the single exception of Goleba puella. 
Being interested in whether active, living ants were more aversive than stationary ant mounts, we also compared these entry latencies to see if the characteristic movement of ants plays a role in their discrimination. However, we found no significant differences in entry latencies between these two stimuli for 27 of the 28 species (Table S1). Goleba puella was the exception, having a significantly longer entry latency for live over dead ants (Table S2). 
We additionally ran the same linear mixed-effects model structure as described in the main text, but including all data (i.e., including values of 900 s) (Fig. S1). The model accounted for entry latency (log-transformed) as the response variable, with the five treatments (control, dead flies, live flies, dead ants, and live ants) as fixed factors, and spider species as the random factor. We then applied contrast analysis (Crawley 2007) to make specific comparisons between treatments. We used the R packages ‘nlme’ (Pinheiro et al. 2018) and ‘gmodels’ (Warnes et al. 2015) for analyses and ‘ggplot2’ (Wickham 2009). According to this model, spiders had a higher latency when exposed to live ants than when exposed to dead ants, and both of these had longer latencies than when spiders were exposed to live flies and dead flies. In turn, spiders took longer to enter the testing chamber with flies compared with the empty control (Table S2, Fig. S2).


Table S1. Results of 2-tailed Mann-Whitney comparisons in aversion experiments using 28 salticid species. Subfamilies: 1Asemoneinae, 2Spartaeinae, 3Salticinae (from Maddison 2015). Significant differences in bold; #Not significant after Bonferroni correction.
	Species
	Live ants v. control (U, P)
	Live flies v. control (U, P)
	Dead ants v. dead flies (U, P)
	Live ants v. dead ants (U, P)
	Live ants v. live flies (U, P)

	Asemonea murphyae1
	62.0, <0.0001
	227.0, 0.105
	112.0, 0.003
	189.0, 0.147
	83.0, <0.0001

	Cyrba ocellata2
	121.5, <0.0001
	214.0, 0.233
	139.0, 0.005
	223.0, 0.178
	124.5, 0.006

	Dendryphantes hewitti3
	76.0, <0.0001
	186.0, 0.289
	100.0, 0.002
	191.5, 0.222
	90.5, 0.0003

	Evarcha culicivora3
	70.0, <0.0001
	238.5, 0.223
	134.0, 0.0003
	293.0, 0.891
	91.0, <0.0001

	Evarcha ignea3
	90.0, 0.0002
	193.0, 0.273
	146.5, 0.005
	232.5, 0.863
	81.5, 0.0009

	Goleba puella1
	67.0, <0.0001
	205.0, 0.06
	195.0, 0.899
	89.5, 0.0007
	103.0, 0.0004

	Harmochirus bianoriformis3
	81.5, <0.0001
	205.0, 0.392
	98.0, 0.005
	186.0, 0.362
	86.5, <0.0001

	Hasarius adansoni3
	72.5, 0.0003
	145.5, 0.143
	89.0, 0.0002
	174.0, 0.243
	82.5, 0.001

	Heliophanus jacksoni3
	74.5, <0.0001
	209.5, 0.231
	144.5, 0.0008
	277.5, 0.499
	101.0, <0.0001

	Holcolaetis vellerea2
	114.0, 0.0006
	214.5, 0.277
	131.0, 0.002
	240.5, 0.428
	126.0, 0.002

	Hyllus deyrollei3
	75.0, <0.0001
	203.0, 0.677
	118.5, 0.002
	190.0, 0.151
	66.5, <0.0001

	Icius mbitaensis3
	81.5, <0.0001
	268.5, 0.879
	124.0, 0.0005
	248.0, 0.913
	76.0, <0.0001

	Meleon solitaria2
	89.5, <0.0001
	190.0, 0.336
	128.0, 0.001
	262.0, 0.974
	87.00, 0.0005

	Menemerus congoensis3
	97.0, 0.0003
	224.0, 0.194
	160.0, 0.005
	227.0, 0.603
	106.5, 0.002

	Natta horizontalis3
	83.0, 0.001
	142.5, 0.122
	48.0, <0.0001
	165.0, 0.344
	46.5, <0.0001

	Pachyballus cordiformis3
	93.0, 0.0003
	224.0, 0.713
	139.0, 0.0003
	188.5, 0.113
	94.5, 0.004

	Parajotus cinereus3
	79.0, <0.0001
	200.5, 0.336
	73.00, <0.0001
	211.0, 0.443
	106.5, 0.0009

	Pellenes rufoclypeata3
	90.5, 0.0006
	219.0, 0.995
	102.5, 0.0004
	177.0, 0.177
	75.5, 0.0003

	Phintella aequipes3
	107.0, 0.0004
	229.0, 0.448
	112.5, 0.0003
	254.0, 0.669
	117.0, 0.003

	Phlegra sp.3
	45.0, <0.0001
	183.0, 0.358
	79.0, 0.0007
	141.0, 0.082
	51.0, <0.0001

	Plexippus auberti3
	70.5, <0.0001
	244.5, 0.509
	89.0, <0.0001
	238.5, 0.148
	59.0, <0.0001

	Pseudicius roberti3
	111.0, <0.0001
	223.0, 0.272
	95.5, 0.0004
	249.0, 0.381
	120.5, 0.0004

	Portia africana2
	149.5, 0.002
	254.5, 0.265
	99.5, 0.0002
	301.0, 0.831
	147.0, 0.0016

	Portia schulzi2
	104, <0.0001
	191.0, 0.168
	106.0, 0.0002
	271.5, 0.747
	63.0, <0.0001

	Rhene sp.3
	92.0, <0.0001
	201.0, 0.074
	94.0, 0.0006
	274.0, 0.971
	105.0, 0.0002

	Schenkelia modesta3 
	90.5, 0.0004
	205.0, 0.550
	67.0, <0.0001
	195.0, 0.532
	89.0, 0.002

	Thyene inflata3
	71.5, <0.0001
	211.5, 0.01
	97.0, <0.0001
	275.0, 0.331
	79.0, <0.0001

	Tusitala lyrata3
	30.0, <0.0001
	167.0, 0.186
	126.0, 0.0006
	239.5, 0.05#
	34.0, <0.0001






1

[image: ]
Fig. S1 Mean ± SD of log-transformed entry latencies (s) for spiders to enter the testing chamber flanked by different stimuli for 28 salticid species.    Individual data points in gray.
Table S2. Results of the Linear Mixed Effects Model incorporating all data (including censored data). Response variable= latency (log(s)), fixed effect = treatment, random effect = species. ‘Species’ as a random effect explains 3.6% of the overall variance of the data. Estimates and 95% confidence intervals (CI) were back-transformed from the log scale.
	Comparisons
	Estimate
	CI
	t
	DF
	P 

	Dead ants – Live ants
	0.748
	0.662 – 0.847
	-4.694
	3138
	<0.0001

	Dead ants – Empty
	4.975
	4.407 – 5.617
	26.457
	3138
	<0.0001

	Dead ants – Dead flies
	4.321
	3.818 – 4.889
	23.681
	3138
	<0.0001

	Dead ants – Live flies
	4.205
	3.714 – 4.762
	23.133
	3138
	<0.0001

	Live ants – Empty
	6.643
	5.876 – 7.511
	30.856
	3138
	<0.0001

	Live ants – Dead flies
	5.769
	5.091 – 5.769
	28.029
	3138
	<0.0001

	Live ants – Live flies
	5.615
	4.952 – 6.367
	27.477
	3138
	<0.0001

	Empty – Dead flies
	0.868
	0.767 – 0.982
	-2.290
	3138
	0.002

	Empty – Live flies
	0.845
	0.746 – 0.956
	-2.716
	3138
	0.0006

	Dead Flies – Live flies
	0.973
	0.858 – 1.104
	-0.429
	3138
	0.668
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Fig. S2 Mean ± SD of log-transformed entry latencies (s) for spiders to enter the testing chamber flanked by different stimuli. Individual data points (including censored data) outlined in gray. Different letters represent significant differences between treatments.
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